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From the President
Bonnie Meguid
    Summer is upon us! 
I hope that this season 
allows you at least a 
moment to recharge after 
a difficult year…and also 
to prepare for the next 
big event on our political 
science calendar: the 
annual meeting of the 
American Political Science 
Association. As you all 
know, the meeting is 
being held at the end of September this year, and 
it’s going to be a mixture of virtual and in-person 
events. Our section will host 30 panels this year: 18 
being held virtually and 12 in-person in Seattle.   
    Whether you are able to travel to Seattle or not, 
I hope you will attend these panels to hear about 
the latest research and to reconnect either 

in-person or virtually with other scholars.
   This year, we will again be holding our annual 
business meeting virtually on zoom, outside of 
the APSA structure. This will allow individuals 
who are not able to register to join us and learn 
more about the section and our news. We will 
be following APSA’s timetable however and 
holding the business meeting a week before the 
in-person meeting; the business meeting will 
take place at 11 am EST on Friday, September 
24. Closer to the time, I will be circulating the 
zoom link. Please join us as we announce and 
celebrate the winners of our four awards: the 
Mancur Olson prize for best dissertation, the 
William H. Riker prize for best book, the Michael 
Wallerstein prize for best published article, and 
the Fiona McGillivray prize for best APSA paper. 
We will also get to thank those of you who have 
volunteered your time and talents staffing these 
committees and organizing the Political Economy 
program for APSA 2021. Our section would not 
be successful without your efforts.
(cont. on page 4)
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From the Editors
Cristina Bodea, Andrew Kerner, Shahryar 
Minhas (Michigan State University)

   This edition of The Political Economist 
highlights new research on the state’s role in 
the economy. Hübscher and Sattler consider 
the political consequences of austerity, while 
Wu and Feierherd write on labor market risks 
and politics. 
   These three essays—and the academic 
work that underlies them—stand on their 
own, each contributing a novel insight to 
areas of longstanding interest in the political 
economy literature. But their shared focus on 
the shifting relationship between states and 
citizen resonates with contemporary politics 
in striking ways. 
   Governments around the world have over 
the past year embraced regulatory, fiscal 
and monetary tools to soften COVID’s labor 
market and macroeconomic consequences.  
In the United States in particular, the political 
space for redistribution and deficit spending, 
and a heavier hand in the labor market have 
gained political purchase. This disruption 
parallels COVID’s impact on the international 
political order, as discussed in essays 
highlighted in the 2020 Fall edition of The 
Political Economist. 
  The scale and durability of this shift 
remains unclear, but it is easy to imagine the 
government’s COVID response may end up 
defining and reshaping state-society relations 
for years to come. The highlighted works 
consider the pre-COVID state of affairs in 
particularly interesting ways, and in doing so 
captures important aspects of the tensions 
in governance that COVID-era policymakers 
inherited.
   Wu considers the political consequences 
of automation in the labor market. Her 
novel experimental design shows not only 
that American workers are anxious about 
automation, but that this anxiety emerges 
not as resistance to automation, but, rather, 
to globalization. Automation anxiety intensifies protectionist 
sentiments and out-group discrimination but does not diminish 
Americans’ positive appraisal of technology. Wu notes that further 
automations likely inevitability means that means that the political 
task at hand is to manage its economic and, especially, political 
consequences. (cont. page 3)



   Wu’s essay hints at political dynamics that are 
likely to intensify.  By all accounts, pre-existing 
trends towards automation are accelerating, as 
businesses incorporate technologies developed 
during the pandemic (think: QR codes in 
restaurants) and manage the implications 
of currently upward trending wages. But an 
American Luddism seems unlikely. Americans 
are not getting angry at labor saving 
technology per se. Rather, the displacement of 
American labor through automation is likely to 
manifest in political resistance to immigration 
and free trade. And with government doing 
more to define itself as a steward of labor 
market conditions, the pressure this reaction will 
bring to American politics is surely to remain 
salient. 
   The consequences of newly more activist 
states are similarly clear in an emerging popular 
resistance to austerity politics. Indeed, one of 
the defining features of COVID politics thus 
far is the extent to which some governments 
seemed to have “learned”—or relearned—from 
the experience of 2008 and austerity’s capacity 
to deliver economic and social instability. 
   Hübscher and Sattler detail (again, in a pre-
COVID context) austerity’s consequences to 
the fabric of political contestation. Hübscher 
and Sattler suggest that austerity politics 
can contribute to party system change and, 
ultimately, to political polarization and increased 
support for populist parties. Their experiments 
show European voters’ generally critical 
views of austerity, particularly with respect to 
public pensions, health care and education. 
These attitudes can change party systems by 
leading voters away from mainstream parties 
converging on fiscal policy adjustment. Beyond 
ideology and partisan attachments, Hübscher 
and Sattler show that economically vulnerable 
voters react to threats to the social protection 
by embracing populism. This is an especially 
thorny area for research, and Hübscher and 
Sattler end their essay discussing alternative 
ways to capture voters’ preferences, and how 
external interventions or different regional 
context are needed to understand the global 

From the Editors
(cont.)
Bodea, Kerner and Minhas
Michigan State University
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consequences of austerity. Overall, the work 
described by Hübscher and Sattler provides a 
much-needed picture of austerity politics as 
it existed in the immediate run up to COVID, 
and of the likely consequences when fiscal 
constraints and austerity will return. 
   Our final essay, from German Feierherd, 
considers Latin American labor market politics. 
Feierherd’s essay focuses on leftist parties’ 
superficially puzzling habit of weakening 
the enforcement of labor contracts. As 
Feierherd shows, Latin American left parties 
face an “intra-class dilemma” of conflicting 
interests between workers employed in the 
formal versus the informal sector. More rigid 
enforcement of labor law protects formal 
sector workers from their employers, but 
often undermines informal laborers’ access 
to employment.  Feierherd argues that these 
parties’ reliance on informal workers’ votes lead 
them to embrace forbearance, intentionally 
slackening the enforcement of labor contracts 
and improving the welfare in the informal 
sector. The evidence from local politics in 
Brazil and Argentina supports the argument 
that politicians reduce enforcement such as 
the frequency of labor inspections of firms 
employing informal labor and extend benefits 
to cooperative workers. 
   Feierherd’s essay presents a stark contrast 
to a more commonly held vision of left parties 
serving labor interests by more rigorously 
enforcing labor contracts and bringing the 
state to bear on labor relations more generally. 
It is a welcome reminder that labor markets 
differ, and that any COVID-related shifts in 
state’s role in them will differ as well.  
   In this issue of the Newsletter we take a page 
from our colleagues running the Comparative 
Politics Newsletter by introducing a Q&A 
section with scholars who have recently won 
an award from the section. For this issue we 
have interviews with: 
• Guadalupe Tunon (Mancur Olson Best 
Dissertation Award); 
• Danny Choi, Andrew Harris, and Fiona 
Shen-Bayh (McGillivray Best Paper Award); 
• Francisco Garfias (Co-Winner of the 
Michael Wallerstein Award);
• Dominik Hangartner, Elias Dinas, Mortz 
Marbach, Konstantinos Matakos, and Dimitros 
Xefteris (Co-Winner of the Michael Wallerstein 
Award); and 
• Isabela Mares and Lauren Young 



From the President 
(cont.)
   We also are excited to be holding the 
inaugural Political Economy Junior Faculty 
Research Workshop this fall. The committee 
[Layna Mosley (chair), Lisa Blaydes and Ethan 
Bueno de Mesquita] has identified a set of 
stellar junior researchers who will be meeting 
with senior mentors in Seattle on Wednesday, 
September 29th to present and hear feedback 
on their work. Those junior researchers are 
Selina Hofstetter, Jorge Mangonnet and Jian 
Xu.
    Lastly, let me thank Cesi Cruz and Rikhil 
Bhavnani for the fabulous program they put 
together for this year’s APSA meeting. And 
let me introduce and thank in advance the 
program chairs for next year’s APSA meeting 
in Montreal: Carlo Prato and Mai Hassan. 
   If you have any questions or suggestions that 
should be discussed at the business meeting, 
please don’t hesitate to email me in advance. I 
can be reached at bonnie.meguid@rochester.
edu.
    Enjoy the summer, and I look forward to 
seeing you either in person or virtually in 
September!

 FEATURE ESSAY

The Politics of Job Automation in 
Advanced Economies
Nicole Wu (Princeton University)

Technological change 
has important 
implications for 
employment and 
wages, contributing 
to increasing 
inequality, labor 
displacement, and 
the disappearance of 
middle-income jobs. 
While in the past 
technology mostly 
threatened workers 
who perform routine 
and repetitive tasks, 
rapid developments in 
robotics and artificial 

intelligence now threaten even non-routine jobs 
once believed to be immune to automation. 
The COVID-19 pandemic may have further 
accelerated the automation of jobs as firms seek 
to restructure production and reduce reliance 
on human labor. Despite technology’s threats 
to workers, responses to mechanization and 
automation appear different from responses to 
other perceived challenges to labor. Grassroots 
calls to slow technological change are few and 
far between. Governments around the world 
encourage and even incentivize innovation. 
How, then, do people cope with employment 
threats from technological change — a trend 
they support?
 With two complementary studies 
conducted in the United States, I find that 
workers tend to divert their blame away from 
technology and opt to demand government 
actions against other sources of job threats 
ostensibly created by outsiders.  While 
automation threat is associated with lower 
levels of job security,  citizens do not always 
make the correct inference about the source 
of such anxiety. Individuals are prone to 
displacing blame for economic dislocation 
toward immigrants and foreign workers. 
Elite rhetoric has both neglected the role of 
automation and consistently amplified the 
salience of international competition as a frame 
to understand labor precarity in American 
politics, giving the latter outsized political 
attention relative to its actual economic impact. 
Media coverage of globalization also tends 
to emphasize its various problems, such as 
employment concerns and security risks,  with 
very limited attention given to technological 

change until recently. As globalization is 
frequently attacked and mechanization is not 
top of mind for most, I expect that workers at 
risk of automation are more likely to attribute 
their economic anxieties to globalization instead 
of technology.
 Using the American National Elections 
Studies (ANES), a nationally representative 
survey, I find that American workers facing 
higher risk of automation are significantly 
more likely to oppose free trade agreements 
and open immigration, even when controlling 
for standard explanations for these attitudes. 
The pattern holds even among workers with 
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The Politics of Job Automation in 
Advanced Economies (cont.)
Nicole Wu (Princeton University)
non-tradable occupations who are minimally 
affected by trade (e.g., teachers, firefighters, 
restaurant servers). These workers are still more 
likely to support protectionist policies if they 
face higher threats of job automation. In both 
the main sample and non-tradable subsample, 
at-risk workers are no more likely to oppose 
government spending to promote technology 
that might aid further automation. Overall, 
the evidence shows that automation anxiety 
increases efforts to resist globalization, but not 
necessarily automation. 
 In a follow-up vignette experiment, I 
directly test the theory of blame displacement 
by randomizing the cause attributed for job 
losses and subsequently measuring individuals’ 
policy preferences.  The experimental results 
echo those of the observational study. Citizens 
respond to automation anxiety by blaming 
and penalizing groups that they consider 
unwelcome or objectionable, depending 
on their partisanship. Direct cues about 
technological displacement increase hostility 
toward immigration and free trade among 
self-identified Republicans and Democrats 
respectively. Although automation anxiety 
slightly dampened enthusiasm for technology, 
support for technology remained quite high 
even when participants were specifically primed 
to think about technology’s negative effects on 
employment. 
 Put differently, people are hesitant to halt 
automation and instead opt to buffer domestic 
workers from technological threats with 
substitute policies — immigration and trade 
restrictions — that they believe could improve 
national wages and employment prospects. If 
continued technological innovation is conducive 
to long-term economic growth, it is perhaps 
reassuring that recent technological change 
has not inspired a new wave of Luddism. 
However, with robots increasingly threatening 
labor, people may want to stop outgroups from 
further dividing the pie.  Automation anxiety 
may evoke individuals’ protectionist instincts, 
intensify attempts to resist globalization, and 
contribute to the revival of radical politics.
 This is not just an American story. 
Technological anxiety has been linked to 
increased political radicalism — specifically 
amplifying the popularity of the right — in 
many European countries.  Milner (2021) 
demonstrates that European regions with more 
industrial robots or more jobs susceptible to 
automation saw increased electoral support 
for the extreme right.  Looking at occupational 
trajectories of workers, Kurer (2020) shows that 

those who experienced a relative status decline, 
but not economic hardship, are more likely 
to support right-wing populist parties.  These 
findings cast doubt on whether redistributive 
or compensatory policies are still effective tools 
in preempting illiberal political preferences, as 
previously believed. Recent research shows 
cause for concern: Gallego, Kuo, Fernádez-
Albertos, and Manzano (2021) offer compelling 
evidence that workers at risk of automation 
do not show an increased appetite for welfare 
expansion; Gingrich (2019) finds little support 
that extensive compensation reduces right-
wing populism.  The implications are sobering. 
If redistributing gains from winners to losers 
can no longer sustain the latter’s support for 
continued liberalism, previously fringe populists 
may become enduring fixtures in mainstream 
politics. The persistent influence of Donald 
Trump in America and sizable backing for Marie 
Le Pen in France are just two examples of this 
phenomenon.
 Given its importance, it is encouraging 
to see a growing body of work examining the 
politics of job automation. Trends in the past 
year have likely increased firms’ incentives 
to automate, which may deepen the appeal 
of the far-right and create new flashpoints. 
Rising base wages of low earners amid labor 
shortages, pressures to onshore due to 
supply chain concerns, and COVID-related 
apprehensions about human interactions 
may motivate firms to further automate 
or adopt other labor-saving technologies. 
Anecdotal accounts of increased popularity 
of robots in hospitality, last-mile delivery, 
and agriculture to fill vacancies and/or to 
replace seasonal migrant workers who are 
unable to travel during the pandemic abound. 
Technical feasibility and upfront costs are 
generally considered two major challenges 
to automation. Once firms overcome these 
hurdles, automated jobs might not be coming 
back. Techno-optimists will be quick to remind 
us that the capacity of human ingenuity 
has, time and again, surmounted seemingly 
daunting job challenges from technology, 
created new work, and generated long-term 
prosperity.  But, most workers will not live long 
enough to see these benefits. To quote John 
Maynard Keynes, “in the long run we are all 
dead.” For most workers, short-run disruptions 
from technology — decades in non-economics 
parlance — would likely outlast their lifetime.
 The introduction of labor-replacing 
technology has historically led to social unrest, 
and at times, revolts against technology 
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The Politics of Job Automation in 
Advanced Economies (cont.)
Nicole Wu (Princeton University)

itself.  Will it be different this time? Where 
are the Luddites today? Bumpy transitions 
following technological displacement incited 
worker rebellions against machines in the 
past. However, people today do not appear 
to be opposed to new technology, even 
though more than three-quarters of American 
respondents find it somewhat or extremely 
likely that “robots and computers may be able 
to do many jobs currently done by humans.”  A 
review of reputable public opinion surveys (e.g., 
World Values Survey, Gallup, PEW) from the 
last 10 years further finds that Americans are 
consistent supporters of technology, believing 
that innovation makes their lives and those 
of future generations easier. More recent and 
topical surveys further reveal that Americans’ 
positive appraisal of technology largely extends 
to machines and software that are used in the 
workplace — even though these technologies 
could potentially replace human workers.  
While workers of the nineteenth century could 
imagine going back to a relatively technology-
free world, people today might not. Technology 
is now omnipresent. Innovation is often 
associated with progress and seen as inevitable.
 Not everyone believes change is 
inevitable, however. Research on the politics 
of automation has so far focused on mass 
attitudes, thus often highlighting diffuse 
support for technological change among the 
general public but neglecting the concentrated 
opposition that exists. Several labor groups 
have explicitly called to slow or even halt 
automation. For example, hotel and casino 
workers in Las Vegas threatened to go on 
strike to demand better protection against job 
replacement by robots; the Oregon American 
Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial 
Organizations initiated a ballot to limit self-
checkout machines in grocery stores; and 
longshoremen around the world protested the 
automation of ports. Neo-Luddite protests 
from these groups of relatively low-skilled 
service sector workers underscore concerns 
about the inequitable allocation of gains (and 
risks) between capital and labor, the varying 
consequences of automation on workers 
of different industry and skill level, and the 
political and policy implications of automation 
anxiety. Ironically, organized efforts by workers 
to demand better conditions might give 
employers a greater impetus to replace them 
with machines, further weakening the power of 
organized labor. How does automation change 
the dynamics between capital owners and 
labor? When do governments choose to side 

with workers as opposed to capital owners?  
 Unlike the political discourse on 
globalization (e.g., opening trade and 
immigration), there seems to be an 
overwhelming (or bipartisan) consensus that the 
costs of not automating will be steep. Growth in 
per capita GDP stagnated for centuries and only 
managed to take off following the technological 
breakthroughs of the Industrial Revolution in 
the 1800s. The relative disadvantage of workers 
in relation to capital aside, the democratic 
and decentralized nature of innovation may 
also imply enormous practical difficulties 
in regulating emerging general-purpose 
technology. The pressing question we face 
appears not whether technological change 
will continue, but how we may mitigate the 
negative economic and political impacts of job 
automation. Research focusing on European 
countries so far suggests that compensatory 
policies may be ineffective. Will the public 
support protectionist policies against 
technologies (e.g., robot taxes) that fall shy 
of outright prohibiting them? Will institutions 
that encourage more balanced capital-labor 
relations and skill formation make transitions 
easier? Future research would do well to 
consider how different “varieties of capitalism” 
affect the pace of technological adoption, 
technological receptiveness, mobilization efforts 
within networks, transferability of workers’ skills, 
and the availability of exit options for laborers.
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 FEATURE ESSAY

The Partisan Paradox of Informal 
Employment
Germán Feierherd (UdeSA)

A standard 
assumption in 
political economy 
models is that 
political parties want 
to see the regulations 
they support 
enforced; however, 
instances of ruling 
parties not enforcing 
regulations they 
supported on paper 
or the campaign 
trail abound. In 
developing labor 
markets, in particular, 
weak enforcement 

is pervasive. Recent estimates from the 
International Labour Organization (ILO) 
suggest 60% of workers around the world are 
informally employed: they are not covered 
by labor regulations nor do they participate 
in mandatory social security systems. To the 
degree that labor-based parties—and, more 
generally, parties whose core constituents 
are workers—are more supportive of these 
regulations and programs, they should have a 
stronger stance on firms that employ workers 
“off the books.” Contrary to this view, my 
research shows that these parties are often 
weaker on enforcement than non-leftist parties 
with more mixed or upper-class constituencies.
 The most common explanation is that 
governments in the developing world lack 
the bureaucratic or fiscal capacity to enforce 
labor contracts—a majority of workers are 
employed in small and medium-sized firms, 
which are harder to monitor—, although my 
research points toward a different explanation. 
Many of these parties—including Argentina’s 
Peronist Party (or PJ) and Brazil’s Workers’ 
Party (or PT)—have grown in popularity among 
informal workers.  Although formal workers 
may benefit from more rigorous labor laws, 
workers in line for a formal job are in fact hurt 
when job security is strengthened. Simply put, 
there is no means to simultaneously improve 
job security for both types of workers. In 
addition, some informal workers may wish to 
keep their employment status hidden from the 
state to stay enrolled in social programs or to 
avoid paying costly contributions. This creates 
an “intra-class” dilemma for parties that must 

gather votes from both formal and informal 
workers. 
 This dilemma is similar to the “insider-
outsider dilemma” (Lindvall and Rueda, 2014; 
Rueda, 2007) or the historical “supra-class” 
dilemma (Przeworski and Sprague, 1986) faced 
by social democratic parties in Western Europe.  
In Latin America, however, this dilemma is 
especially pressing given these parties’ historic 
ties to unions and the large number of workers 
in informal or jobs with precarious employment 
status.
Forbearance and the intra-class dilemma
 These parties address this dilemma 
through forbearance: i.e., the intentional 
non-enforcement of the law (Holland 2016). 
At the local level, where enforcement takes 
place, local governments with working-class 
constituencies often forbear firms and workers 
from paying costly contributions to social 
security or complying with other regulations. 
Some informal workers may wish to work 
informally, to continue receiving mean-tested 
benefits, or to avoid paying costly contributions. 
Heightened enforcement can potentially hurt the 
employment of less-skilled informal workers, too. 
In fact, unskilled workers in informal jobs often 
see labor inspectors more as a threat to their 
livelihoods than as promoters of decent working 
conditions.
 For formal workers, lax enforcement 
of labor contracts may increase competition 
from informal workers, lowering the marginal 
product of labor. But scholars have noted that 
the informal sector “does not threaten existing 
unions” and that it encourages them “to focus 
on the narrow insider interests of workers in the 
formal sector” (Schneider and Karcher, 2010, 
p. 640). One reason for this is that informal 
workers absorb part of the cost of the formal 
sector by providing cheap, flexible labor to both 
firms and workers. Improving the informal sector 
via non-enforcement in periods of increased 
unemployment can also be a way to support 
labor market insiders, as formal workers often 
use the informal sector as a temporary buffer 
zone during economic downturns. 
 Forbearance often goes together with 
other strategies, including the local provision 
of (both private and public) goods through 
party brokers, direct cash transfers for the poor, 
and policies aimed at improving the working 
conditions and wages of workers in the informal 
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The Partisan Paradox of Informal 
Employment (cont.)
Germán Feierherd (UdeSA)
sector. Along these lines, these parties have 
increasingly implemented policies for workers in 
the so-called “popular,” “social,” or “solidarity” 
economies. These initiatives take different forms 
(e.g., more or less clientelistic, more or less 
top-down), but they all share a similar purpose: 
building ties to informal workers by helping 
them organize in cooperatives, associations, and 
worker-run factories, enterprises in which jobs 
remain informal and less regulated but where 
laborers enjoy a range of improved benefits and 
conditions. 
The evidence
 To test my argument, I employed a 
regression-discontinuity design in close mayoral 
races. I combined fine-grain data on labor 
inspections and informal-sector workers and 
organizations with qualitative interviews and 
the content analysis of policy documents in two 
countries: Argentina and Brazil.
 In Feierherd (2020), I showed that 
mayors from the Workers’ Party (PT) in Brazil in 
fact decrease labor enforcement and improve 
conditions in the informal sector, rather than 
encouraging a shift to formal jobs. Figure 1 
graphically reports the relationship between 
the PT’s vote margin (the forcing variable) and 
the distribution of four outcome variables: the 
number of inspections during a mayor’s term 
(A); the share of workers without a labor card 
(B); the number of “solidarity” organizations, 
mainly workers’ cooperatives and self-managed 
factories (C); and the number of workers who 
participate in solidarity organizations (D). In all 
four cases, there is a “jump” in the dependent 
variables in the hypothesized direction when 
the vote margin of the PT approached zero. The 
discontinuity at the cutoff suggests that this is 
a direct effect of the PT’s incumbency. These 
results are confirmed using regression analysis. 
Mayors from the PT reduce the frequency 
of labor inspections, especially among small 
firms (where labor elasticity is greater) and in 
municipalities that suffered upward shocks in 
unemployment (following the liberalization of 
trade of the 1990s). These mayors also increase 
the number of worker cooperatives.
 A similar process can be seen in the 
province of Buenos Aires, Argentina, where 
Peronist mayors decreased enforcement among 
firms that employ informal labor and extend 
benefits to cooperative workers.  Almost 40% 
of the country’s population is concentrated 
in Buenos Aires province, which includes 
the Conurbano region, an industrial belt 
surrounding the federal district that comprises 
roughly 25% of Argentina’s poor. My main 

outcome variable was the number of firms in 
REPSAL, a public register of private firms that 
employ workers “off the books.” I also analyzed 
the number of worker-run cooperatives 
operating in the district since the creation of a 
national program in 2009—called “Argentina 
Works”—which subsidized the wages of 
cooperative workers. While these are national-
level programs, mayors have some input over 
their field operations.
 To examine the effect of Peronist mayors 
on these policies, I again used a regression 
discontinuity design on local mayoral races.  
Figure 2 examines the relationship between 
the vote margin of Peronist candidates and 
two outcome variables: the number of firms 
in REPSAL and the number of cooperatives 
operating in the district. Regression analysis 
confirms that Peronist mayors reduce the 
number of firms that labor inspectors detect 
employing informal labor. Crucially, the number 
of workers who are offered a contract following 
an inspection is also lower when Peronism 
controls the local government. In turn, the 
number of worker-run cooperatives increases in 
Peronist-held localities (Feierherd, N.d.).

RD plots with one-percent spaced bins. The lines indicate 
the fit of a kernel regression estimated separately at each 
side of the cutoff.

Figure 1: RD effect of a PT victory on labor-
market policies and outcomes
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The Partisan Paradox of Informal 
Employment (cont.)
Germán Feierherd (UdeSA)
 RD plots with one-percent spaced bins. 
The lines indicate the fit of a kernel regression 
estimated separately at each side of the cutoff.
These findings are consistent with recent 
research on labor enforcement in Argentina. 
Amengual (2016) found that labor enforcement 
in provinces controlled by Peronism is more 
limited in scope, “leaving out economic sectors 
or communities” with no union representation 
(p. 37). But whereas Amengual focuses on how 
resource-strained incumbents rely on unions 
and other civil society organizations to enforce 
the law, my research treats state capacity as a 
scope condition and focuses on the electoral 
incentives of politicians to support informal 
workers through forbearance.

Is it all local?
While my work focused on local politics, one 
may wonder whether pressures to shelter 
the informal sector also exist at the national 
level. National governments have access to 
massive fiscal resources that they can deploy 
to compensate informal workers and the 
unemployed for the lack of formal employment.
 In Brazil, the number of labor inspectors 
in fact decreased during the PT’s tenure of 
the Presidency (2003-2016), going from 35 
inspectors per million workers in 2002 to 
28 in 2014. The ILO recommended standard 
for “rapidly industrializing countries” is 67 
inspectors per million workers. While the 
number of workers reached by inspectors 
increased during this period, inspectors 
also began conducting many inspections 
electronically, which are less effective in 
detecting workers who are “off the books.” The 
PT administration did improve the operational 
capacity of squads or teams of highly motivated 
labor inspectors (first formed in 1995, during 
the presidency of Fernando Henrique Cardoso, 
of the PSDB) in charge of fighting “slave-like” 
and child labor.
 Instead of increasing the institutional 
capacity for labor inspections to detect informal 
work (leaving out its most egregious forms), 
the PT under presidents da Silva and Rousseff 
strengthened the role of tripartite councils to 
bring unions and employers together to govern 
the formal segment of the labor market. At the 
same time, the PT implemented policies that 
benefited workers in the informal sector, such as 
the PT’s flagship Bolsa Familia and the creation 
of the National Secretary of Solidarity Economy, 
among other initiatives. These policies enabled 
the PT to mitigate its coalitional dilemma, 
extending linkages to the poorest segments 

of the population while retaining a significant 
share of its core constituency.
 A similar coalition underpinned the 
policies of Peronist Presidents Kirchner (2003-
2007) and Fernández de Kirchner (2007-2015), 
which included measures that favored formal 
workers such as increasing severance pay and 
strengthening sector-wide collective bargaining. 
The government also took important steps to 
improve enforcement, increasing the number 
of federal labor inspectors from 40 to 450 
(roughly 24 inspectors per million workers 
in 2008); raising penalties for employers 
hiring informal workers; and simplifying the 
registration process, including that of domestic 
workers. Despite these efforts, informality 
remained relatively high throughout the period; 
around half of all salaried and self-employed 
workers were excluded from contributory social 
programs by the end of Fernández de Kirchner’s 
term. The government courted these workers 
using a mix of direct transfers, such as the 
conditional cash transfer Asignacion Universal 
por Hijo and the aforementioned “Argentina 
Works,” which benefit workers in the social 
economy.
 When asked about why the government 
was not doing more to enforce regulations 
in the Conurbano garment market known 
as La Salada, which is the major supplier 
for sweatshop produced garments in Latin 
America, the Secretary of Commerce of the 
Kirchner government allegedly said: “This is a 
popular government. We are not going to go 
against La Salada. Even more, we are going to 
encourage it because it is the shopping mall of 

RD plots with one-percent spaced bins. The lines indicate 
the fit of a kernel regression estimated separately at each 
side of the cutoff.

Figure 2: RD effect of a Peronist victory on 
labor-market policies and outcomes
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the poor.”  The government was well aware that 
enforcing the law would provoke the reaction 
of the lower-class workers and shoppers of La 
Salada, a key constituency of the Kirchners.
Concluding remarks
 Over the past four decades, governments 
in Latin America have substantially deregulated 
and liberalized their economies but not their 
labor markets. Most of these countries have 
retained their protectionist-era labor codes that 
included strong job security provisions that 
lowered the demand for labor and benefited 
the formally employed at the expense of other 
workers. In this context, the informal economy 
provided a sort of safety net, an employer 
of last resort, for many of these workers. 
My research suggests, paradoxically, that 
governments with ties to labor will sometimes 
weaken the enforcement of labor law to shelter 
informal workers from unemployment. This 
occurs when political parties rely on the votes 
of informal workers, whose livelihood can be 
negatively affected by the strict enforcement of 
generous labor laws.
 My research extends recent work on 
forbearance—most notably, Holland (2016)—by 
exploring the role of partisanship. Indeed, labor-
based and left-leaning parties rely on more than 
one-time handouts and direct transfers such 
as CCTs to cement support among informal 
workers. They also put in motion strategies 
that allow these workers to find employment 
and earn some income, even at the expense of 
flouting some taxes and regulations. The “intra-
class” dilemma that I identified explains why 
politicians may choose at times to undermine 
regulation through forbearance instead of 
changing the law. Consequently, I provide a 
political foundation for the resiliency of the 
informal sector in developing labor markets, 
over and above state capacity.
 My research should interest scholars 
examining the politics of labor market 
adjustment. Other politicians beyond Petista 
and Peronist mayors gather votes from an 
increasingly divided working class. Heightened 
global competition, deindustrialization, and 
automation have increased the number 
of workers in “nonstandard” employment 
everywhere. In some industrialized nations, 
leftist parties strengthened the privileged 
position of workers in competitive 
manufacturing sectors at the expense of 
outsiders. In contemporary Latin America, 
however, unemployed and informal workers 
have played a decisive role in supporting parties 
on the left. The forbearance strategy vis-à-

vis informal workers that I identified allows 
left-leaning parties to balance the competing 
interests of an increasingly divided working 
class.
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 FEATURE ESSAY

The Political Consequences of Fiscal 
Austerity 
Evelyne Hübscher (Central European University, Austria) & 
Thomas Sattler (University of Geneva, Switzerland)

Fiscal policy, and 
especially fiscal 
austerity, has become 
one of the most 
politically contentious 
economic policy issues 
over the last decade. 
In the wake of the 
Global Financial Crisis, 
many governments 
harshly reduced fiscal 
deficits, like in the UK 
during the Cameron 
government. Austerity 
policies became even 
more common and 
politically salient with 
the outbreak of the 
European Debt Crisis, 
especially in Portugal, 
Ireland, Greece and 
Spain. And although 
the focus of many 
governments these 
days is on fiscal 
stimulus to mediate the 
adverse impact of the 

Covid-19 crisis, the question what the political 
consequences of austerity are is as central as 
ever. Austerity looms in the background when 
discussions on how to deal with the sharp rise 
in public debt since the start of the Covid-19 
pandemic will move to the center of the public 
debate. 
Austerity isn’t something new
 In fact, a look beyond the past decade 
shows that austerity is not unique to the 
European Debt Crisis and that it is likely to 
become a major issue again in the future. As 
figure 1a shows, austerity policies have occurred 
in waves and have been common in many 
countries since the 1980s. From this historical 
perspective, the European Debt Crisis is just the 
most recent, large wave that was more serious 
and concentrated on specific countries than 
the previous waves. Earlier, large waves can be 
identified during the 1980s and the 1990s, in the 
run-up to the Eurozone. 
 As figure 1b shows, there is not only 
temporal, but also significant cross-country 
variation when it comes to the implementation 
of fiscal austerity packages (see also Hübscher 

and Sattler, forthcoming; Hübscher, Sattler and 
Truchlewski, 2020; Baccini and Sattler, 2020). 

A few facts are particularly noteworthy. First, 
the biggest consolidator among the listed 
countries is Italy, which is sometimes portrayed 
as particularly fiscally ‘profligate’. However, 
Italy has adjusted fiscal policy considerably 
more than countries that are widely seen as 
‘frugal’, such as the Netherland, Finland or 
Austria. Second, Anglo-Saxon countries have 
implemented a comparatively small amount 
of cumulative fiscal adjustment packages. 
Although the austerity measures in the United 
Kingdom after the Great Recession have gained 
strong attention (Fetzer 2019; Barnes and 
Hicks 2019), they really dwarf compared to 
the adjustment policies of other, continental 
European countries.  
Voters are more critical of austerity than often 
claimed 
 A key question now is how voters react 
to these policies. The political literature, for 
a long time, has focused on the impact of 
austerity on aggregate political outcomes, such 
as government collapse, electoral vote shares 
or aggregate vote intentions for government 
parties. A prominent view in this strand of 
the literature is that voters are averse to fiscal 
deficits and that austerity does not lead to 
government collapse (Alesina et al. 1998; Arias 
and Stasavage 2019). Others argue that voters 
object to spending cuts and that austerity 
leads to a decline in vote intentions (Hübscher, 
Kemmerling and Sattler 2015; Talving 2017; 
Bojar et al. 2020). 
 Recently, a wave of research focused on 

(a) Over time                       (b) By country
Figure 1: Austerity in industrialized countries, 1978 – 2014; 
note: data for the Netherlands is only available until 2009.
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individual-level rather than aggregate political 
responses to re-examine these contradictory 
findings. These studies overcome some 
challenges that are difficult to address in the 
macro analyses. For instance, governments are 
highly strategic when implementing unpopular 
reforms. Thus, only those governments 
implement austerity who can politically afford 
it will also implement it (Hübscher and Sattler 
2017; Hübscher 2018). Studies that focus on 
aggregate electoral outcomes or government 
stability, therefore, may underestimate the 
electoral risk associated with fiscal adjustments.
 To address this challenge, Hübscher 
et al. (2019) conduct a series of surveys in 
five European countries (Germany, Italy, UK, 
Spain and Portugal). The surveys included an 
experimental part in which respondents were 
exposed to one out of three possible scenarios 
depicting simplified descriptions of actual fiscal 
policies: a) decrease spending on public and 
social services, b) increase income taxation, 
or c) keep spending and taxes unchanged. All 
three scenarios are anchored in a context of 
fiscal pressure and the presence of a sizable 
budget deficit over a number of consecutive 
years. Figure 2 shows the key results, which 
imply that voters – on average – are highly 
critical of austerity and that governments 
minimize political losses by avoiding fiscal 
adjustment measures. It also shows that deficit-
reduction via tax increases is less unpopular 
than via spending cuts.  
 Naturally, the composition of austerity 
packages matters as well when citizens decide 
to what extent they support austerity measures. 
Hübscher et al. (2019), therefore, complement 
the vignette experiment with a conjoint 
experiment that provides are more detailed 
picture of individual-level preferences over 
different types of austerity measures. In the 

conjoint part, respondents were asked to 
compare and to rate two different austerity 
packages each consisting of the same spending 
related policy items and one taxation issue. 
Spending cuts on the five policy dimensions 
(healthcare, pensions, education, unemployment 
benefits, public infrastructure) could be either 
small or large, whereas tax increases could vary 
between an ‘increase across the board’ or an 
‘increase for the wealthy only’. By and large, the 
results from our conjoint confirm that austerity 
is negatively evaluated by a majority of the 
electorate. Political support drops particularly 
strongly if the government proposes to apply 
cuts to public pensions, healthcare and to 
a lesser extent education.  Cuts applied to 
spending on public infrastructure, but also tax 
increases across the board do not significantly 
harm governments’ electoral prospects. 
 Although this study shows that voters 
are critical towards spending cuts, it does 
not capture how the decision of voters is 
contingent on the position of the other political 
parties in the system. In a follow-up analysis, 
Hübscher et al (2019), therefore, conduct an 
experiment that presents respondents with 
fiscal policy proposals of the key mainstream 
parties in a political system. To give an example, 
respondents in the UK were randomly exposed 
to three possible scenarios: a) both Tories 
and Labour avoid fiscal adjustment; b) Tories 
propose fiscal adjustment, but Labour does 
not; c) both Tories and Labour propose fiscal 
adjustment. Figure 3 shows the results from 
our pilot study in the UK. (The full results 
for four European countries and a series of 
additional analyses is available at https://www.
researchgate.net/publication/339989405_
Does_Austerity_Cause_Polarization.)  
 The results show that support for Labour 
significantly increases in a scenario in which 
only the Conservative party proposes to adjust 
fiscal policy, but Labour does not, compared 
to a scenario in which both parties either 
propose to leave fiscal policy unchanged. When 
both parties propose to adjust fiscal policy, 
however, both parties lose support and voters 
turn towards ‘third parties’ or abstain from 
voting. In additional analyses, we show that 
non-mainstream parties, such as UKIP in the 
UK, Die Linke and AfD in Germany, Podemos 
and Ciudadanos in Spain and the Bloco de 
Esquerda in Portugal, are among the winners 
if both mainstream center parties converge 
on a pro-austerity platform. Austerity policies, 
therefore, contributed to the increase in political 
polarization of European party systems in the 
past decades. These findings resonate with 

Figure 2: Voter reactions to fiscal adjustments; graph 
indicates the share of respondents who indicate to vote 
against the government.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/339989405_Does_Austerity_Cause_Polarization
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/339989405_Does_Austerity_Cause_Polarization
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/339989405_Does_Austerity_Cause_Polarization
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Fetzer (2019) on the impact of austerity on 
votes for anti-establishment parties in Britain. 
Voter heterogeneity: ideology or material 
interests?
 Although these average effects are 
important and directly speak to the macro 

analyses conducted earlier, they miss important 
variation among voters. Recent debates 
in political economy have centered on the 
question whether material interests or ideology 
better explain variation in attitudes towards 
economic policies. Hübscher et al. (2020) also 
examine this question using educational and 
occupational measures to capture material 
interests and left-right self-placement of 
respondents to capture ideology. The results 
suggest that left-right self-placement best 
explains variation in voter attitudes towards 
austerity. Figure 4 shows the predicted effects 
of voting against the government based on 
pooled data from all five countries that they 
analyze. The results show that left-leaning 
respondents are less likely to vote against 
governments after an increase in taxes than 
after spending cuts. For right-leaning voters, we 
see the reverse picture. 
 That said, ideological patterns are less 
coherent across countries than they may look 
at first glance. There is considerable cross-
country variation on how ideology affects 
deficit aversion and the support for fiscal cuts. 
Hübscher et al. (2021), for instance, find that in 
Germany supporters of different parties share 
quite similar views about the appropriate size of 

austerity. This stands in stark contrast to voters 
in Spain and the UK where supporters of parties 
that belong to different political blocs disagree 
fundamentally about the appropriate size of 
austerity and the composition of an austerity 
package. These cross-country patterns in voter 
attitudes towards fiscal trade-offs coincide with 
the variation in past fiscal policy trajectories, 
notably their fiscal deficits and their inclination 
to implement fiscal austerity packages, of these 
countries. 
 Finally, recent, more in-depth research 
also shows that material interests play a more 
significant role for voters than the results above 
and the the political economy literature more 
generally suggests. In a recent analysis, Baccini 
and Sattler (2020) examine to what extent 
austerity policies push economically vulnerable 
voters towards populist parties. Their analysis 
examines vote shares for populist parties in 
electoral districts across Western Europe and 
measures the economic vulnerability of the 
district as share of low-skilled workers, workers 
in routine jobs and worker in the manufacturing 
sector in this district. The results show that 
austerity strongly increases the populist vote in 
districts with a high share, but less in districts 
with a low share of economically vulnerable 
voters. This is the case because austerity leads 
to a hollowing-out of social security schemes 
and other policies that help economically 
vulnerable voters to cope with the key 
economic transformations of our time, such as 
globalization and automation. 

Open questions
 Taken together, these studies suggest 
that austerity has important political 
consequences even if austerity policies do 
not necessarily lead to outright government 
collapse. These policies produce dissatisfaction 
among important parts of the population, which 

Figure 3: Voter reactions depending on mainstream party positions; 
graph indicates the share of respondents who indicate to vote for a 
particular party / to abstain.

  In a similarly designed experiment, Bansak et al. (2021) also find 
that the support for austerity packages decreases significantly if 
cuts are applied to spending on pension and education. Figure 4: Predicted Effects of Vote against Government, by Ideology
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ultimately contributes to party system change, 
including greater support for non-mainstream 
parties and political polarization. 
 Despite these new insights, there still are 
multiple, open questions. First, a key question 
is how voters think about the alternatives to 
austerity, i.e. what will happen if the government 
does not adjust fiscal policy. Hübscher et al. 
(2020) highlight the need for austerity by 
informing respondents that the countries had 
been running a large fiscal deficit for multiple 
years, which makes it costlier to finance 
government programs. The experimental 
design, therefore, includes the ‘status quo’ as 
one out of three options. Bansak et al. (2021) 
present an increase in public spending as the 
only alternative to austerity and do not mention 
the possibility of keeping spending stable. In 
practice, however, governments that face fiscal 
pressure may try to preserve spending and 
are not likely to be able to increase spending. 
Excluding the option to not adjust fiscal policy, 
thus, omits an important policy choice. Future 
research should better anchor respondent’s 
expectations about the ‘do nothing’ option by 
specifying potential consequences of no fiscal 
adjustment, e.g. an increase in interest on public 
debt when the government borrows on capital 
markets or a higher level of inflation when the 
government prints money to finance public 
expenditures.  
 Second, there is an emerging literature 
that distinguishes externally imposed fiscal 
adjustments from adjustments that the 
government implemented without external 
interventions. Such interventions, by the IMF or 
the EU, not only affect fiscal outcomes, but also 
remove fiscal policymaking from the democratic 
political process and increase dissatisfaction 
with democracy (Alonso and Ruiz Rufinho 
2020). Yet, in a recent survey in four European 
crisis countries, Hübscher et al. (2021) also 
show that voters expect that IMF interventions 
increase the credibility of adjustment policies 
and hence help to resolve the crisis. How the 
democratic accountability mechanism and the 
credibility mechanism counterbalance each 
other varies across countries and with the prior 
experiences that these countries had with the 
IMF. 
 Finally, the new literature on the political 
consequences of austerity is very Euro-centric. 
Yet, austerity has been common in other 
regions, notably in South and Central American 
countries. As Ardanaz et al. (2020) show, fiscal 
adjustments in Latin America look very different 
from adjustments implemented in Europe. While 
adjustments in Europe usually entail significant 
spending cuts, the picture in Latin American 

countries is reversed with two thirds of the 
adjustment effort falling on tax increases, in 
particular the increase of non-progressive taxes 
such as VAT. This disproportionately affects the 
less wealthy segments of society and makes tax 
increases particularly unpopular among Latin 
American electorates. Further research about 
the political implications of austerity and the 
optimal design of austerity in Latin America or 
other regions could yield valuable insights into 
the politics of austerity more globally. 
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Religion is often 
thought to decrease 
electoral support 
for left parties 
and undercut 
redistribution. Yet 
religious traditions 
also emphasize the 
iniquity of poverty and 
advocate structural 
changes for economic 
justice. When the 

Church Votes Left examines the effects of 
coalitions between religious institutions 
and left-wing political parties on the latter’s 
organizational development, electoral support, 
and policy priorities. I argue that progressive 
religious movements can provide critical 
organizational and electoral resources to 
left-wing parties, helping them achieve their 
redistributive aims. However, this support is 
not without consequences for left parties’ 
policy platforms. It produces in these parties an 
incentive to preserve the social standing and 
policy preferences of religious leaders, such as 
stances against abortion and gay marriage. 
 I test my argument by studying the 
Catholic Church and the Workers’ Party in Brazil 
after democratization, involving a multi-method 
research strategy that combines qualitative, 
quantitative, and quasi-experimental evidence. 
My research design locates as-if random 
variation in the timing of bishop retirements, 
which allowed Pope John Paul II to appoint 
conservative bishops in place of progressives 
appointed by his predecessors. I study the 
effect of progressive bishops on the territorial 
organization and the electoral success of the 
left-wing Workers’ Party. I find that the left 
enjoyed a significant electoral advantage in 
Catholic dioceses led by progressive bishops. 
This advantage was driven by the party’s 
access to religious networks that allowed for 
the development of a territorial organization 
in areas where the party lacked an existing 
base of electoral support. I then show that 
these electoral benefits came at the cost of 
marginalizing the political demands of the 
party’s feminist faction, decreasing the PT’s 
adoption of gender policies at odds with 
religious teachings.

Q&A:

What was the motivation for this project?
 I grew up in Argentina, where the 
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Catholic Church has a large, economically 
progressive faction. In graduate school, I found 
a gap between the existing literature on the 
electoral influence of religion and what I had 
experienced at home. Witnessing the “pink 
wave” in Latin America, I was intrigued by the 
phenomenon of left-wing governments making 
considerable progress on economic issues; 
on the other hand, they dragged their feet 
on social causes opposed by the Church and 
continued funding religious education in public 
schools. These two puzzles came together as I 
developed my project. 

What do you see as the primary contribution 
to the literature from your work?
 First, my project underscores the role 
of progressive religion in shaping electoral 
competition. Scholars have long argued 
that religion often reduces the demand for 
redistribution and electoral support for left-
wing parties. I argue instead that progressive 
religion can play a key role in improving the 
electoral fortunes of left-wing parties. 
 Second, my work contributes to our 
understanding of the strategic considerations 
faced by left-wing parties. My analysis suggests 
socially progressive policy positions are not 
universally supported by left parties. Instead, 
their reliance on coalition partners to build 
national infrastructures can lead to strategic 
selections of social policies in order to 
capitalize on the organizational reach of their 
partners’ social institutions. Industrial decline 
and weakening labor unions across the world 
have forced the left to seek new sources of 
organizational support in order to challenge 
for political power. The mobilizational capacity 
of religious organizations, particularly in the 
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developing world, makes them attractive 
partners for left parties to accomplish this goal.

What is an important limitation of your 
findings that you would like readers to keep in 
mind?
 I would like readers to note the obstacles 
to the sustained affinity between left-wing 
parties and progressive religion. A decrease 
in religiosity, already well documented in the 
developed world, would weaken the left’s 
attraction to progressive religion and the voters 
under its influence. The growing strength 
of progressive social movements poses an 
additional challenge, as these movements 
exert increasing pressure on left parties to 
adopt socially progressive policy positions 
that explicitly contradict the teachings of 
progressive religion. The mobilization of 
feminists around issues like the legality of 
abortion throughout Latin America is just one 
manifestation of this challenge and the cross-

pressures that the left faces in the electoral 
arena.

What comes next in this line of research?
 The next phase of this research is to 
understand whether a conservative bent on 
economic issues will emerge as a result of 
the growth of evangelical Christianity in Latin 
America. While there is some variation in 
economic positions among evangelical groups, 
most espouse conservative views on this issue. 
Across the region, evangelical organizations 
have supported right-wing parties despite 
attempts by parties on the left to attract their 
support. If this trend continues, evangelicals 
may once again solidify religion’s traditional 
influence as a key source of support for 
economically conservative political parties. 
What role the Catholic Church will play in this 
changed context remains an open question, 
and this presents a fruitful avenue for scholarly 
engagement.

Award Interview
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University Abu Dabhi), Fiona Shen-Bayh (William & Mary)
Ethnic Bias in Judicial Decision-making: Evidence from the Kenyan 
Appellate Courts

Understanding sources of judicial bias is 
essential for establishing due process. Yet, 
theories of judicial decision-making are largely 
rooted in advanced democracies. To address 
this gap, this paper examines sources of judicial 
bias in Kenya, an emerging democracy where 
ethnicity is understood to play a critical role in 
shaping sociopolitical outcomes. Using original 
data from nearly 10,000 criminal appeals 
from the Kenyan high courts, we exploit the 
conditional random assignment of judges 
to estimate the effect of judge-defendant 
coethnicity on appeal decisions. We find that 
judges are 3~5% points more likely to grant the 
appeal of a coethnic defendant compared to 
a non-coethnic’s. To understand mechanisms, 
we use text-as-data approaches to analyze the 
sentiment of written judgments. Our analysis 
reveals that judges use more favorable terms— 
pertaining to trust—when adjudicating the fate 
of coethnics, which we interpret as evidence of 
an in-group favoritism rather than an out-group 
derogation mechanism.

What was the motivation for this project?

We originally came at this project 
from different vantage points. Andy 
studies institutions, bureaucracy, and 
political behavior in Africa, specializing 
in election administration, the judiciary, 
and distributive politics in Kenya. Danny 
studies representation, political parties 
and identity politics; his previous work has 
focused on how ethnic identities shape 
election campaigns and voting behavior 
in Kenya. Fiona’s research focuses on 
autocratic politics, specifically the legal and 
judicial instruments of political control; her 
previous work examines the politicization 
of judicial power in postcolonial Kenya. 
But all three of us have a strong interest 
in African political economy -- the Kenyan 
context, in particular. We decided to study 
something that lay at the intersection of 
each of our interests. In particular, we were 
curious as to whether the kinds of ethnic 
identity politics that shape Kenyan political 
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life more broadly are 
also manifested in the 
Kenyan judicial process. 
 The role of ethnicity 
in judicial decision-
making hasn’t been 
extensively studied in 
African contexts. In fact, 
much more attention to 
these themes has been 
focused on the U.S. 
context, wherein a lot 
of research on judicial 
bias in the American 
criminal justice system 
frames judicial decision-
making as a question 
of ideology or race 
and/or ethnicity. 
But similar work on 
judicial decision-
making in African 
contexts tends to 
focus on constitutional 
jurisprudence---i.e. 
cases that deal with 
explicitly political 
themes. We were 
curious, then, as 
to whether judicial 
decision-making in 
apolitical cases -- we 
study criminal appeals 

decisions -- could be shaped by ethnicity. It 
turned out that this wasn’t a question that 
received much attention, even in the Kenyan 
legal community. One of us even informally 
canvassed our lawyer friends in Kenya; none of 
them had even considered the possibility that 
ethnic biases might affect the day-to-day court 
cases in the Kenyan judiciary. Rather, critiques 
of the judiciary focused on things like bribery 
or inefficiency -- not ethnic bias. To us, this 
seemed like a question worth pursuing: in a 
country where ethnicity structures many social 
and political behaviors, do we see something 
similar in legal contexts?

What do you see as the primary contribution 
to the literature from your work?

We see two broad contributions stemming 
from our work. First, our study is one of the 
first to seriously consider implicit ethnic biases 
in an African context outside of lab settings. In 
contrast, the standard theoretical orientation is 
that coethnic favoritism follows some kind of 
instrumental logic (Bates, 1974; Posner, 2005; 
Ferree, 2006). In the case of criminal appeals 
in Kenya, there is little room for this kind of 

naked instrumentalism. Judges have little to 
gain from coethnic bias in their decisions. Our 
second contribution lies in using quantitative 
text analysis to differentiate implicit bias from 
explicit conscious bias. A deep literature in 
social psychology relates the sentiments of  
trust and disgust to implicit biases expressed 
as ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation, 
respectively (Tajfel and Turner, 1979; Turner, 
Reynolds et al., 2001). Drawing on recent work 
using text to measure sentiment (Grimmer 
and Stewart 2013; Ash et al. 2020), we show 
that judges use trust-related words more 
frequently in judgments of coethnics, and show 
no significant differences in disgust related 
words. This is consistent with the idea implicit 
biases enter judgment via a coethnic favoritism 
mechanism, rather than an outgroup derogation 
mechanism. 

What is an important limitation of your 
findings that you would like readers to keep in 
mind?

Like any natural experiment, we have to be 
cautious about (at least) two things. First, we 
must bear in mind that we did not control the 
assignment of appeals to judges. Although our 
field work corroborates our intuition regarding 
as-if random assignment of cases to judges and 
we provide balance tests to empirically validate 
this assumption, since we did not directly 
manipulate treatment, we can never really 
be sure. This is why we provide an extensive 
set of robustness checks that should bolster 
confidence in our inferential strategy. Second, 
we should take care in generalizing our findings 
beyond Kenya. The specific ways in which 
bias manifests is inevitably conditioned by the 
nature of group relations in any given society. 
So anyone interested in pursuing this question 
in a different country or regional context should 
be mindful of local cleavage structures and 
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intergroup dynamics that are unique to those 
places.

What comes next in this line of research?

One clear avenue would be to test our main 
findings using an experimental research design. 
Recent research in contexts as diverse as China 
and the Netherlands have examined how real 
judges evaluated hypothetical criminal cases; 
the manipulation involves changing the moral 
character of the defendant and assessing how 
judges argue and decide a case. Replicating 
these experiments in Kenya or other African 
countries would help us further test the main 
mechanisms of our theory: how in-group 
favoritism and out-group derogation function 
(or fail to function) when Kenyan judges face 
a coethnic appellant. For instance, one might 
expect that coethnicity could function to reduce 
the negative effect of an undesirable moral 
character treatment in terms of sentencing. Or, 
sentencing for a non-coethnic under a similar 
coethnic might be amplified. These kinds of 
dynamics deserve attention in future work. 
 Second, low and middle income contexts 
like Kenya simply need more basic descriptive 
work. The U.S.-focused literature is so rich 
in part because of the strong bedrock of 
descriptive and historical work on the courts. 
Kenyan scholars, in part due to the strong legal 
education and deep pool of academic legal 
talent, are starting to lay this groundwork. Our 
hope is that, over the coming decade, we see 
more such research, and more collaboration 
between the judiciary and researchers.
 Another possible future direction of 
research would be to replicate our study in 
other countries, or other types of court. There 
is recent work that examines these themes in 
other contexts -- India, China, Latin America...  
And perhaps there is evidence of ethnic bias in 
constitutional cases, civil litigation, or even in 
Kenya’s customary courts. 

What data do we still need to further explore 
the issues your project raises?

 One of the main challenges to doing this 
kind of research in middle income countries is 
often getting access to the data itself. Legal 
records aren’t always the most accessible or 
well maintained, but fortunately, a lot of this has 
been changing in recent years, especially due 
to the efforts of organizations such as AfricaLii. 
We were quite fortunate that Kenya’s National 
Council for Law Reporting (KenyaLaw) provides 
excellent documentation of appeals judgments 
and has made this information freely accessible 
on the web. Anyone---scholars, practitioners, 

and everyday people alike---can access this 
information and explore the site’s entire catalog, 
which is more streamlined and accessible than a 
lot of legal records in higher income countries!
 Along these lines, judiciaries might 
consider consistently collecting and reporting 
data on characteristics of participants in 
trials (e.g., gender, ethnicity, race, disability 
status), in order to better understand the 
relationship between individual characteristics 
and case outcomes. Mutuma Ruteere, a Kenyan 
scholar and former UN special rapporteur on 
contemporary forms of racism, highlighted the 
need for ethnically disaggregated data in order 
to combat discrimination, bias, and racism. 
Courts globally would do well to consider his 
counsel and ensure that impartial justice is the 
empirically demonstrable norm.
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Does Exposure to the Refugee Crisis Make Natives More Hostile?

Although Europe 
has experienced 
unprecedented 
numbers of refugee 
arrivals in recent years, 
there exists almost 
no causal evidence 
regarding the impact 
of the refugee crisis 
on natives’ attitudes, 
policy preferences, and 
political engagement. 
We exploit a natural 
experiment in the 
Aegean Sea, where 
Greek islands close 
to the Turkish coast 
experienced a sudden 
and massive increase 
in refugee arrivals, 
while similar islands 
slightly farther away 
did not. Leveraging 
a targeted survey of 
2,070 island residents 
and distance to Turkey 
as an instrument, 
we find that direct 
exposure to refugee 
arrivals induces sizable 
and lasting increases in 
natives’ hostility toward 
refugees, immigrants, 

and Muslim minorities; support for restrictive 
asylum and immigration policies; and political 
engagement to effect such exclusionary 
policies. Since refugees only passed through 
these islands, our findings challenge both 
standard economic and cultural explanations of 
anti-immigrant sentiment and show that mere 
exposure suffices in generating lasting increases 
in hostility.

What was the motivation for this project?

Since 2015, more than three million individuals, 
predominantly from Muslim-majority countries 
such as Syria, Afghanistan, and Iraq, have 
applied for asylum in Europe alone. Although 
the number of applications decreased, 
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especially since the 
onset of the Covid-19 
pandemic, overall 
numbers are expected 
to remain high in the 
years to come as 
people continue to flee 
protracted conflicts. 
While several studies 
have investigated the 
effect of refugee arrivals 
on aggregate vote 
shares for extreme-right 
parties, little is known, 
however, about how 
refugee migration shapes 
the attitudes, policy 
preferences, and political 
behavior of citizens in 
advanced democracies. 
Our paper was motivated 
to fill this gap to further our theoretical 
understanding of the short- and medium-term 
consequences of refugee arrival as well as the 
mechanism under which casual contact with 
refugees alleviates or catalyzes opposition. 

What do you see as the primary contribution 
to the literature from your work?

The main challenge we faced and overcame 
in this research project was that immigration 
flows, including refugee flows, are typically far 
from randomly assigned. Within the financial 
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and legal constraints that refugees face, they 
tend to flee to places that are feasible to travel 
to, but also where they are welcome. This latent 
hospitality toward immigrants and refugees in 
particular is hard to measure empirically but 
will typically confound the relationship between 
arrivals and outcome measures of hostility post 
arrival. If researchers ignore this important 
confounder and simply run a cross-sectional 
regression of, say, exclusionary attitudes on 
refugee arrivals, the estimated correlation might 
well be negative (indicating that more arrivals 
alleviate hostility), even if the true causal 
effect is positive. In our paper, we try to solve 
this fundamental problem by leveraging the 
distance to the Turkish coast as an instrument 
for refugee arrivals on islands in the Aegean 
Sea during the 2015 refugee protection crisis. 
Thereby, the instrumental variable estimation 
focuses the analysis on the exogenous part of 
the variance in refugee arrivals that is solely 
driven by proximity to Turkey and ignores the 
endogenous part that is driven by preexisting 
differences, e.g., in attitudes toward refugees. 

What is an important limitation of your 
findings that you would like readers to keep 
in mind? What comes next in this line of 
research?

In our study we focused on refugee arrival on 
Greek islands in 2015/16. While the massive 
refugee arrival on Greek islands is an extreme 
case, people in many places have been exposed 
to past and ongoing refugee crises in similar 
ways. We might therefore expect to see similar 
effects, if not in size at least in direction, in 
other contexts but more research is clearly 
needed to corroborate the external validity of 
our findings.  For example, in the context of the 
2015/16 refugee (protection) crisis in Europe, 
millions of citizens from transit countries 
witnessed Afghan and Syrian refugees traveling 
to Western Europe via Jordan, Lebanon and 
Turkey to Greece, and from there along the 
Balkan route via North Macedonia, Bosnia 
and Croatia or Serbia and Hungary to Austria. 
The reaction of these citizens to observing 
a massive but transient group of refugees 
passing through their localities might share 
some similarities to what we documented 
for the Greek Aegean islands. We hope that 
more research is being done on studying 
how the passage and arrival of refugees in 
the aforementioned countries affected and 
continues to affect locals’ political attitudes and 
behavior. 
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Limited government 
supported by elite 
coalitions can facilitate 
the development of 
fiscal capacity by 
tying rulers’ hands 
and enhancing their 
credibility. This paper 
presents evidence 
of the effect of the 
Mining Tribunal, 
an institution for 

the mining elite in late colonial Mexico that 
credibly constrained the Spanish Crown, on the 
development of fiscal capacity. The mining elite 
resisted the development of a strong fiscal state 
that was controlled by unconstrained Crown 
authorities. However, when mine owners were 
granted the ability to organize and protect 
their economic interests through a corporation, 
they ceased resisting. This enabled the Crown 
to invest in strengthening its fiscal capacity 
and raise more taxes from sectors other than 
mining. Difference-in-differences estimates 
using detailed fiscal data from regional royal 
treasuries indicate that this institution led to a 
substantial increase in the resources assigned to 
civil administration, as well as in revenues from 
nonmining production and trade.

What was the motivation for this project?

The construction of state capacity is part of a 
long and uneven process, and understanding 
present-day deficiencies requires us to turn 
to the historical development of the state for 
answers. This project is part of a larger research 
agenda in which I explore the sources of state 
capacity.
   Some of the most prominent explanations of 
why some states are more capable than others, 
informed by the rise of the territorial state in 
Early Modern Europe, argue that capable states 
developed in response to the need to fight 
external wars. This argument is highlighted in 
classic works, including by Otto Hintze  and 
later by Charles Tilly.  It has also been the recent 
focus of a growing body of empirical work. 
    As compelling as this argument is, however, 
it is unable to explain the development of 
capacity in regions that did not frequently 
experience total wars. In much of my work, 
I draw insights from one such region, Latin 
America, where variation in capacity both 
across and within states is substantial, and 

where the causes for this variation have to 
lie elsewhere. My focus is on the domestic 
determinants of capacity, especially domestic 
conflict. In this article specifically, I identify a set 
of specific conditions that enable investments 
in capacity in the face of elite resistance to the 
development of a strong central state. 

What do you see as the primary contribution 
to the literature from your work?

   I make two contributions to the literature on 
the origins of fiscal capacity with this article. 
Theoretically, I unpack one of the reasons 
why elite coalitions that support institutions 
of limited government can lead to the 
development of fiscal capacity. A common and 
influential argument is that a government that 
credibly limits its own power, and particularly, 
cedes authority to tax-paying elites to make 
public spending decisions, is better able to 
invest in fiscal capacity and collect taxes. This 
is because tax-paying elites are more willing 
to allow taxation when they can influence 
spending decisions. This idea is at the center 
of important contributions by Douglass North 
and Barry Weingast;  Robert Bates and Donald 
Lien;  Margaret Levi;  and more recently by 
Gary Cox  and Mark Dincecco.  I argue that 
this drastic concession---ceding control of 
spending decisions to tax-paying elites---is 
not strictly necessary for the development of 
fiscal capacity. Instead, rulers can establish 
institutions that enable previously disorganized 
tax-paying elites to come together as a group 
and make collectively work to more narrowly 
constrain the ruler’s future tax policies. In turn, 
this makes elites, who used to have an incentive 
to fiercely resist investments in fiscal capacity, 
more willing to allow these investments and 
enable the state to raise revenue from other 
sectors in the economy. This mechanism is 
more general and expands the possible universe 
of cases in which these bargains facilitate 
the development of fiscal capacity. Beyond 
democratic regimes with a limited government, 
this group may also include certain medieval 
assemblies, ancien régime corporations, and 
contemporary fiscal autocracies, where conflicts 
over the approval of budgets lead to reversions 
to the previous year’s budget and executives 
are allowed to reallocate spending.
   The article’s second contribution is empirical. 
I leverage remarkably systematic and detailed 
public finance data for regional treasuries in 
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non-mining areas in colonial Mexico. I show that 
the creation of the Mining Tribunal, an insti-
tution of representation for mine owners that 
regulated mining property rights and coordinat-
ed miners against potential Crown encroach-
ment, led to the expansion of expenditure in 
civil administration and non-mining tax revenue. 
Relative to past empirical work, this research 
design provides a more credible foundation for 
making claims about the effects of institutions 
that enhance ruler credibility and diminish elite 
resistance.

What is an important limitation of your find-
ings that you would like readers to keep in 
mind?

   In the article, I examine an important and 
underappreciated historical case. According 
to rough estimates, the per capita tax burden 
in colonial Mexico by the end of the Bourbon 
period was higher than in the Anglo-American 
thirteen colonies, Spain, and pre-revolutionary 
France. In part, this reflects colonial Mexico’s 
sizeable silver production, but also a capacity to 
raise trade and turnover taxes that stands out 
comparatively. Still, the empirical focus is on a 
single case. As Sean Gailmard has recently em-
phasized, a causal generalization from this case 
is not necessarily warranted.  In other words, it 
is not obvious that the mechanism that I provide 
evidence for in the case of Bourbon Mexico can 
be immediately extrapolated to other similar 
cases, without replicating the findings in those 
cases first. Even in a case as apparently similar 
as Bourbon Peru, for example, the results could 
diverge if there were important institutional 
differences that made the theory less pertinent. 
These might include, as some historians sug-
gest, the immediate undermining of Lima’s Min-
ing Tribunal by the viceroyalty. This important 
limitation is shared with recent empirical work in 
historical political economy that seeks to esti-
mate causal effects and relate them to theory, 
but I think it is still important to keep in mind. I 
hope, however, that the proposed theory--- for-
mulated in a more general way---can serve to 
guide future empirical analysis elsewhere, and 
that the empirical findings nonetheless serve 
as the basis for informed conjectures in other 
cases.

What comes next in this line of research?

  In a series of related articles, I have further 
examined how domestic conflict, both intra-elite 
conflict and popular rebellion, shapes rulers’ 
incentives to invest in state capacity and to cen-
tralize state institutions. In more recent work in 
progress, Emily Sellars and I go beyond domes-

tic conflict and focus instead in the role of fiscal 
legibility, the state’s ability to observe, measure, 
and assess activities for the purposes of taxa-
tion. 
   Building on James Scott’s  ideas and recent 
formal work by Joram Mayshar, Omer Moav, and 
Zvika Neeman,  we argue that, when a central 
ruler cannot independently observe economic 
conditions, he may be better off granting more 
autonomy to local intermediaries in charge of 
tax collection to encourage better performance. 
As fiscal legibility improves, it becomes easier 
for the ruler to monitor and sanction interme-
diaries, and this enables him to tighten control 
over tax collection, retain more revenue, and es-
tablish a more direct state presence. The move 
to more direct forms of rule in turn encourages 
additional investment in fiscal legibility over the 
longer term, because of the greater benefits 
under this arrangement from an enhanced abil-
ity to monitor shirking intermediaries. We use 
subnational panel data on local political institu-
tions during the first two centuries of colonial 
rule in Mexico to show that political centraliza-
tion was facilitated by an exogenous shock to 
fiscal legibility---a key technological innovation 
in the processing of silver ore that enabled the 
Crown to observe local economic production. 
Emily and I show that areas affected by this 
shock experienced a faster transition to direct 
forms of rule, with long-term consequences on 
the trajectory of state development. By drawing 
a connection between exogenous and endoge-
nous sources of fiscal legibility, we illustrate the 
self-reinforcing nature of political centralization 
and help to explain how some peripheral areas 
remain locked in an equilibrium of low legibility 
and indirect rule over the long term.

What data do we still need to further explore 
the issues your project raises?

   As noted above, because the article only 
examines on one case, it would be fascinating 
to explore whether similar institutions and elite 
bargains that emerged in other settings have a 
corresponding effect on state-building efforts. 
A data collection effort that would facilitate 
this exercise could focus, for example, on the 
establishment of early medieval assemblies 
and their attributions (extending David Stasav-
age’s efforts ); the assemblies’ elite composition 
and the elites’ geographic area of influence; 
and subnational investments in fiscal capac-
ity. These data would also allow us to better 
understand the importance of elite authority 
over taxation and spending versus only limit-
ing taxation, by leveraging different budgetary 
attributions---some assemblies were only able 
to approve taxes, while others also authorized 
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spending. Something similar could be done by 
building on Gary Cox’s data on cross-national 
budgetary institutions in contemporary fiscal 
autocracies. 
   Apart from the specific mechanism that I 
develop, the article also calls attention to the 
broader consequences of the Bourbon reforms, 
which went beyond the establishment of the 
Mining Tribunal and spanned the entire Spanish 
America. By leveraging the rich sources of ad-
ministrative data from the Spanish Empire, there 
are exciting opportunities to complement the 
existing historical literature and examine more 
general theories on state-building. Recent joint 
work with Emily Sellars  and by others are some 
initial examples.   
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Conditionality and Coercion: Electoral Clientelism in Eastern Europe

In many recent democracies, 
candidates compete for 
office using illegal strategies 
to influence voters. In 
Hungary and Romania, local 
actors including mayors and 
bureaucrats offer access 
to social policy benefits to 
voters who offer to support 
their preferred candidates, 
and they threaten others 
with the loss of a range of 
policy and private benefits 
for voting the “wrong” way. 
These quid pro quo exchanges 
are often called clientelism. 
How can politicians and their 
accomplices get away with 
such illegal campaigning 
in otherwise democratic, 
competitive elections? When 
do they rely on the worst 

forms of clientelism that involve threatening voters 
and manipulating public benefits? This book uses a 
mixed method approach to understand how illegal 
forms of campaigning including vote buying and 
electoral coercion persist in two democratic countries 
in the European Union. It argues that clientelistic 
strategies must be disaggregated based on whether 
they use public or private resources, and whether 
they involve positive promises or negative threats 
and coercion. The authors document that the type of 
clientelistic strategies that candidates and brokers use 
varies systematically across localities based on their 
underlying social coalitions, and also show that voters 
assess and sanction different forms of clientelism 
in different ways. Voters glean information about 
politicians’ personal characteristics and their policy 
preferences from the clientelistic strategies these 
candidates deploy. Most voters judge candidates 
who use clientelism harshly. So how does clientelism, 
including its most odious coercive forms, persist 
in democratic systems? This book suggests that 
politicians can get away with clientelism by using 
forms of it that are in line with the policy preferences 
of constituencies whose votes they need. Clientelistic 
and programmatic strategies are not as distinct as 
previous studies have argued. 
 
What was the motivation for this project?
 
Isabela: I started this project after completing a book 
examining electoral irregularities in nineteenth century 
Europe, From Open Secrets to Secret Ballots. In 
completing that study, I learned that the modal form 
of clientelism at the time involved state employees 
-- such as mayors, policemen, etc, -- as brokers. The 
book also documents the importance of economic 

The Best Book Award, 
named for William H. 
Riker, is given for the 
best book on political 
economy published 
during the past three 
calendar years.

coercion, in other words, clientelistic exchanges 
where candidates relied on employers as their 
brokers. I was always suspicious of the clientelism 
literature which exclusively examined vote-buying, 
leaving out coercive clientelistic strategies and 
strategies that politicize state resources. At the time 
we fielded our first survey in Hungary we wanted to 
measure clientelistic exchanges that do not involve 
vote-buying.
 
Lauren: I joined Isabela on this project as a 4th year 
graduate student. I had just started to feel like I 
understood the issues around electoral coercion 
in Zimbabwe, where I was doing my dissertation 
research. When Isabela invited me to join her on 
a research scoping trip to Hungary, it seemed like 
a fantastic opportunity to get a glimpse of how 
electoral coercion might work in a very different 
context. As a graduate student, I was also very 
interested in getting exposed to as many research 
methods and styles as possible, and building a set 
of diverse influences that I hoped would make my 
dissertation research more original.
 
What do you see as the primary contribution to the 
literature from your work?
 
Lauren: For me the heart of the project is the idea 
that voters perceive some forms of clientelism as 
coercive threats. Political scientists have tended to 
treat clientelism as offers of goods or favors that 
voters can take or leave at will, but when people 
form expectations of future benefits or receive 
durable goods that can be taken away they perceive 
the threat to take them away as threats. In some 
cases, they don’t think they can survive if the goods 
or favor -- welfare benefits, land, or jobs -- are taken 
away, and the transaction becomes coercive. In the 
book we explore where clientelism based on positive 
offers and negative threats occurs, and illustrate how 
these different strategies are carried out. 



THE POLITICAL ECONOMIST           26

Award Interview William H. Riker Award
Mares & Young (cont.)
 
Isabela: I think we put many new theoretical ideas 
on the table. As Lauren said, electoral coercion is a 
central concept of the book. We also were struck 
by the intense distributional conflicts in these low 
income communities we are studying, which we call 
the ‘poor-versus-poor’ conflict which are exploited 
by local politicians in different ways. This conflict 
has not been well theorized in the literature on 
comparative social policy. Finally, we also advance 
the idea that, at least in the East European context, 
politicians use different forms of clientelism to signal 
their policy position. Coercion is used by politicians 
to signal their opposition to the ‘undeserving’ 
welfare beneficiaries and thus as a signal of an anti-
welfare position. 
 
What is an important limitation of your findings 
that you would like readers to keep in mind?
 
Lauren: One piece that we wanted to explore and 
didn’t get to for this book is how coercion might 
affect its direct targets differently than favors. 
Existing research has shown that voters often accept 
positive forms of clientelism and then vote as they 
wish because the ability of brokers to monitor vote 
choice is generally low. Are voters more likely to 
comply in the face of coercive threats? Another open 
question is how these different types of clientelism 
vary with more macro variables: our quantitative 
data covers only a few elections in two countries, 
so we don’t have much leverage on questions about 
the relationship of varieties of clientelism across 
electoral system type, for example, or how they 
evolve over time. 
 
 What comes next in this line of research?
 
Lauren: This project has had a big impact on how I 
think about my ongoing research on violence. We 
find that voters can see candidates and their allies 
take anti-democratic actions without thinking less of 
them as long as those actions are packaged in a way 
that seems aligned with their policy preferences. 
The classic way of conceptualizing state repression 
is as violence used by a small group of elites against 
the pro-democracy “masses”. This project has 
really increased my interest in understanding how 
the supporters of violent regimes understand and 
forgive mass violence, something I’m working on 
in Zimbabwe with Adrienne LeBas. It is also very 
directly related to understanding the conditions in 
which Americans justify voter suppression. 
 
Isabela: I continued to work on the examination of 
electoral corruption in historical contexts. I have just 
completed another book entitled Democratization 
after Democratization: How First Wave Democracies 
ended historical corruption. I examine the adoption 
of electoral reforms ending various forms of 
malfeasance. I am looking at economic and electoral 
incentives of legislators to support these reforms 
and why the composition of political coalitions 
supporting reforms differs across reform dimensions.
 

What data do we still need to further explore the 
issues your project raises?
 
Lauren: We collected an enormous amount of 
data for this project, but I wish that we could have 
collected even more. I would have loved to do an 
additional round of ethnographic research at the 
very end of the writing process. It’s difficult to 
sequence different components of data collection in 
a multi-methods project because each one can give 
you new ideas for the others.
 
I also wish that we had more systematically 
compared our list experiment measures of 
clientelism with direct questions. We did a lot of 
piloting and qualitative work to determine whether 
clientelism was sensitive enough in Hungary and 
Romania to require list experiments, despite their 
efficiency loss, but I’m convinced by arguments that 
list experiments may be over used.  
 


