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Abstract
How do corruption outcomes, such as the embezzlement of public funds, depend on the
method by which public decision makers are selected? Through an experiment with 472 groups
of citizens in Burkina Faso, this paper compares elected and randomly appointed leaders along
three dimensions: The leaders’ social preferences, citizens’ trust in them, and citizens’ willingness
to punish embezzlement. It is found that elections generally favor pro-social candidates and
increase citizens’ willingness to punish embezzlement. However, elections also cause citizens
to be overly trusting towards decision makers. Leaders who are able to hide embezzlement
can exploit the public trust that elections confer upon them. Transparency is important to
counteract this perceptive bias.
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Competitive elections are a normative staple of contemporary democracy. Yet, rigorous empirical
evidence on the presumed advantages of elections over other methods of selecting public decision makers is scarce. Only recently have scholars begun to systematically compare democratic
elections to alternative methods of selecting public decision makers. Examples include traditional
authority (Baldwin and Mvukiyehe, 2015; Beath, Christia, and Enikolopov, 2014), single-party rule
(Martinez-Bravo et al., 2014), bureaucratic appointments (Alatas et al., 2013; Lierl, 2014), selection
by consensus (Deserranno, Stryjan, and Sulaiman, 2019), and random selection of decision makers
(sortition) (Baldassarri and Grossman, 2011; Grossman and Baldassarri, 2012; Corazzini et al.,
2014). These political institutions can be compared along multiple normative dimensions. One
dimension about which we know particularly little is their causal impact on corruption outcomes.
There are several reasons why elections might result in lower corruption, compared to other methods
of selecting public decision makers. A prominent idea is that electoral accountability could reduce
corruption. According to this logic, competitive elections will discipline corrupt decision makers
through reelection incentives, or else replace them if they reveal themselves as ‘bad types’ (Fearon,
1999). There is some evidence in support of this. For example, Ferraz and Finan (2011) show that
reelection incentives reduced embezzlement by local politicians in politically contested Brazilian
municipalities. An alternative causal pathway has been proposed by Corazzini et al. (2014), focusing
on the behavioral impact of campaign promises. They argue that lying aversion binds decision
makers to promises they have made as candidates, which increases norm-abiding behavior once
decision makers are in office. Both mechanisms are of great theoretical and practical relevance, but
unlikely to be the only causal pathways.
This paper examines three additional causal pathways through which democratic elections could
have an influence on corrupt behavior by public decision makers. First, does electoral selection
favor decision makers with pro-social preferences, i.e. those who are intrinsically motivated to
refrain from embezzling public funds? Second, do elections influence how much corruption or
embezzlement citizens are willing to tolerate? Third, how does electing decision makers affect
citizens’ expectations about corruption, i.e. their trust that decision makers do not abuse their
position for personal gain?
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These three mechanisms are not only important in their own right, but they also have implications
for the relationship between information and corruption. Information asymmetries between citizens
and public decision makers are considered foundational to the problem of political corruption,
because decision makers who are able to conceal or plausibly deny corrupt behavior can evade
accountability (Ferraz and Finan, 2008; Larreguy, Marshall, and Snyder, 2018). However, it is
unclear whether elections would alleviate or aggravate these information problems. Do elections
make information asymmetries less problematic, because they produce benevolent decision makers,
make citizens more willing to punish embezzlement, or make them more vigilant? Or do elections
potentially aggravate information problems, because they lead to adverse political selection, make
citizens complacent, or render them less suspicious of decision makers? Depending on the relative
importance of these mechanisms, elections might have substantially different impacts on corrupt
behavior in settings with symmetric and asymmetric information.
To shed light on the aforementioned causal mechanisms and their implications, a field-based behavioral experiment was carried out with 472 groups of citizens in 118 rural municipalities in Burkina
Faso. The experiment examined a straightforward social dilemma situation: Groups of citizens
received a budget of unknown magnitude that could be embezzled by a decision maker in their
midst. It was varied experimentally whether decision makers were competitively elected or randomly selected (a design choice that will be explained in detail below). Subsequent to selecting a
decision maker, it was also varied whether the decision maker had private information about the
group budget, i.e. the ability to conceal embezzlement, or whether the budget would be transparent
to the group. Across all treatment conditions, citizens’ ability to sanction decision makers was held
constant by design.
Through this experimental design, the study was able to generate important insights into to each
of the three aforementioned causal mechanisms (electoral selection effects, citizens’ tolerance of
embezzlement, and citizens’ trust in their decision makers), as well as their interaction with information asymmetry. First, the experiment revealed that electoral selection favors candidates with
pro-social preferences, i.e. individuals who are intrinsically less willing to embezzle group funds.
Second, elections increased citizens’ willingness to incur personal costs to punish embezzlement.
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Third, elections increased citizens’ trust in decision makers, but significantly more so than they
increased the actual trustworthiness of decision makers. In other words, elections caused citizens
to trust decision makers more than they should be trusted. This adverse effect has the potential
to offset the otherwise beneficial effects of elections, because self-seeking decision makers with private information can get away with embezzlement more easily. Therefore, transparency may be
necessary to realize the full social benefits of elections.
From a research design perspective, the study stands out in several respects. It is one of the largest
field-based behavioral experiments in political economy. From the adult population of 118 rural municipalities in Burkina Faso, stratified by village, 2,360 study participants were sampled at random.
The research objectives, as well as the analytical approach, were pre-specified in a detailed analysis
plan. The experiment used innovative techniques to minimize interviewer effects and to preserve
procedural rigor and confidentiality while making a complex group decision exercise accessible to
illiterate populations. This included intuitive touch screen interfaces to record decisions and synchronized video instructions in nine vernacular languages, integrated into a tablet application that
controlled and monitored the actions of human facilitators. As a result, the experiment achieved
a level of data quality and replicability that is on par with laboratory studies, while studying a
decision situation that involved face-to-face interaction between study participants in a challenging
field setting.
The paper proceeds as follows. Section two explains the context of this research. Section three
explains the theoretical motivation and hypotheses. Section four describes the experimental design
and procedures. Section five presents specific results on the three mechanisms of interest, followed
by aggregate effects of elections and transparency on embezzlement in the experiment. Section six
discusses the scope and limitations of the results. Section seven concludes.
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Context
This study was carried out in Burkina Faso in 2015, during a time that marked a critical juncture
in the country’s history. In 2014, a popular uprising put an end to president Blaise Compaoré’s
regime. After decades of political corruption, citizens and civil society organizations took the future
of their country into their own hands. A joint military-civilian transition government paved the way
for elections, but the political transition was put in jeopardy when Compaoré’s former presidential
guard seized power in a violent coup in September 2015. Once again, citizens and civil society
asserted their demand for free elections, prompting the national army to intervene against the
ruling junta. Peaceful national electons were held in November 2015.
The transition to democracy gave rise to profound public debate on the nature of political institutions, and ultimately to a constitutional reform. Especially at the local-level, political institutions
and processes are still evolving. Local elections were only introduced in 2006. Prior to the 2014
political transition, many citizens viewed their single-party dominated local governments as corrupt. Following the popular uprising in 2014, all elected local governments were dismissed and
replaced by centrally appointed special delegations, until those were again replaced with elected
governments in 2016. These were the first truly competitive local elections.
However, some policy makers continue to harbor doubts about the effectiveness of elections at the
local level. These doubts relate to two concerns: voters’ ability to make good choices and the poor
availability of political information in local politics. Voters in rural Burkina Faso overwhelmingly
live in poverty and are excluded from educational opportunities. Literacy rates are low, with
only 16.3 percent of the study population having ever attended school. In the absence of literacy
and formal education and often also of electricity and cell phone coverage, sources of political
information are limited to word-of-mouth and radio. In such a low-information environment, are
democratic elections an efficient way of selecting public decision makers? Are voters able to identify
candidates who care more about the public interest than their personal pockets? How do elections
influence citizens’ expectations towards and evaluation of public decision makers? How willing are
citizens to sanction embezzlement by local decision makers, and does this depend on whether they
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are elected or not?
These policy-relevant questions were part of the motivation for carrying out this study in Burkina
Faso and at the given time. The research was supported by the government of Burkina Faso, as
part of a multi-year research collaboration with the Programme d’appui aux collectivités territoriales (PACT) of the Ministry of Territorial Administration and Decentralization (MATD). Funding
support was provided by the World Bank. Notwithstanding government and donor support for the
research, the author was granted full academic freedom to interpret and publish the results.

Theoretical Motivation and Hypotheses
To make sense of the causal relationship between elections and embezzlement, it is necessary to
understand the underlying mechanisms. What makes elections special? What sets them apart
from other methods of selecting public decision makers? After all, elections are just one of several
ways in which public decision makers can be selected. Some methods of political selection are
compatible with democracy, such as bureaucratic recruitment, selection by consensus, or random
selection (also known as sortition). Others are decidedly undemocratic, such as dynastic succession,
nepotism, prebendalism, or usurpation of power. Comparisons between countries suggest that
electoral democracy correlates with lower levels of public corruption (Jetter, Montoya Aguedelo,
and Ramı́rez Hassan, 2015; Kolstad and Wiig, 2016). But is there more than just a correlation?
Through what causal mechanisms can democratic elections actually reduce corrupt behavior by
public decision makers?
Existing experimental and quasi-experimental evidence is limited. Alatas et al. (2013); Beath,
Christia, and Enikolopov (2014) and Lierl (2014) compare elected and non-elected decision makers with respect to embezzlement of public resources. Alatas et al. (2013) find no difference in
embezzlement outcomes between elected and appointed village leaders in Indonesia. Lierl (2014)
examines the social preferences of elected and appointed village leaders in Tanzania, finding that
elected leaders are intrinsically less willing to misappropriate public funds, but that embezzlement
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outcomes become indistinguishable once social and reputational incentives are taken into consideration. Beath, Christia, and Enikolopov (2014) find that the existence of elected village councils
alongside traditional authorities in Afghanistan increased embezzlement of food aid overall, but
reduced embezzlement if the councils were given exclusive decision authority. These ambiguous
results highlight that the impact of democratic elections on embezzlement outcomes may be more
complex than originally expected.
To form theoretical expectations about the impact of elections on embezzlement, we need a more
comprehensive understanding of the potential causal pathways. In this respect, it is helpful to focus
on those aspects of elections that distinguish them from most alternative political institutions. Prior
research has highlighted two such aspects: the impact of reelection incentives (Ferraz and Finan,
2011) and campaign promises (Corazzini et al., 2014). However, these are not the only features that
distinguish elections from alternative methods of leader selection. There are at least three additional
distinctive features through which elections could have an impact on corruption outcomes. First,
elections rely on the wisdom of crowds to identify good leader types. Thus, electoral selection
effects might play an important role. Second, elections enable citizens to consent to the delegation
of authority, which creates an implicit social contract between leaders and their constitutents. This
could be important both for norm-oriented behavior of leaders, as well as for citizens’ willingness to
enforce norms towards them. Third, election results send signals about collective trust in specific
candidates – citizens may rely on these signals to update their own beliefs. Each of these features
could have an impact on how much corruption we might expect to see from elected leaders.
By looking beyond the causal pathways described in the existing literature, this study thus hopes
to provide an empirical basis for a better theoretization of the causal relationship between elections
and corrupt behavior, especially with regard to the underlying behavioral assumptions. A single
study can only be a first step towards this research agenda. Several initial design choices had to
be made, while many other potentially interesting comparisons had to be left for future research.
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Research design considerations
A first design question was: What should elections be compared to? Multiple alternative methods
of selecting decision makers exist, and all of them pose intriguing questions for theory and practice.
In this study, elected decision makers will be compared to randomly selected decision makers.
There were four reasons for this choice. First, random selection is a benchmark against which
electoral selection effects can be quantified. In sufficiently large numbers, randomly selected decision
makers statistically represent the constituent population. In other words, the behavior of randomly
selected decision makers reveals how ordinary citizens would act if they were put in a position of
responsibility. Randomly selected decision makers or policies have therefore become a standard
reference point in the nascent literature on the behavioral effects of elections (Baldassarri and
Grossman, 2011; Grossman and Baldassarri, 2012; Corazzini et al., 2014) and voting (Bó, Foster,
and Putterman, 2010).
Second, random selection of decision makers is a practical alternative to elections, if a political
system is at risk of being captured by powerful individuals for their personal advantage. Historically, societies that selected their leaders at random largely did so with the explicit objective of
leveling the political playing field (Carson and Martin, 1999; Frey and Steiner, 2014). In medieval
Italian city states, the random selection of political leaders ensured the frequent rotation of power
between rivaling families. When several Swiss towns began to select their mayors at random in the
17th century, they did so to ensure that nobody would gain disproportionately from holding office
(Carson and Martin, 1999, 22). Even in recent years, policy makers have experimented with the
random selection of decision makers, for example to prevent local development grants from being
captured by village chiefs (Voors et al., 2018).
Third, a comparison between elections and random selection has particular theoretical appeal,
because there are only minimal, if any, differences in procedural fairness. Both institutions are
procedurally egalitarian. This distinguishes elections and random selection from any other method
of delegating democratic authority. Random selection gives every eligible constituent an equal
chance at obtaining a position of responsibility, whereas elections give every eligible voter an equal
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say in the selection process. By contrast, bureaucratic appointment procedures give only a small,
defined circle of officials a say over the selection outcomes. Selection by deliberation and consensus,
which is often practiced in associations, boards or intergovernmental organizations, tends to be
inclusive of the constituent population, but privileges influential constituents or coalitions via their
disproportionate bargaining power. Since only elections and random selection are explicitly based
on egalitarian premises, a comparison between these two modes of leader selection strengthens
causal attribution: If elections have an effect on citizens’ willigness to sanction embezzlement, it
is unlikely to be the product of differences in procedural fairness, but rather of a different logic,
which is discussed below.
Fourth, random selection, like elections, can be replicated in a variety of settings without fundamentally changing the process. Whether in a laboratory or in a field setting, context matters
relatively little for how random selection is carried out. Both elections and random selection follow
pre-defined and standardized routines. By contrast, bureaucratic recruitment or selection by consensus involve complex and context-dependent social interaction. As a consequence, observations
made in one setting might not be replicable in other settings. If elections are compared to random
selection, the experiment is thus more likely to be generalizable across contexts.
A second design choice concerned the question whether the experiment should be conducted in an
artificially created laboratory setting or in a realistic, but complex and hence less generalizable
field setting. The advantages and disadvantages of both options were carefully considered, and in
the end a combination of both was chosen: A field-based behavioral experiment that combined
the external validity and real-life social interaction of a field experiment with the tightly controlled
design and data quality of a laboratory experiment. 472 groups of citizens in 118 municipalities of
Burkina Faso, sampled directly from the population of interest, were confronted with an artificially
created decision situation that was nonetheless representative of many natural settings. Groups
were provided with a budget of unknown magnitude, and a decision maker in their midst had the
opportunity to embezzle money from the group fund. By working with a simple decision situation
like this, rather than with more naturally occurring settings, such as savings groups or village
councils, it could be ensured that causal attribution to the mechanisms of interest was unambiguous
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and the outcomes of interest could be measured directly and independently of the experimental
treatments. Any contextual features that could have obscured the mechanisms under study, such
as reelection incentives, campaign promises or pre-existing social ties, were either eliminated by
design or held constant across all experimental conditions.

Hypotheses
Within the scope of these design choices, three hypotheses are evaluated. The first concerns electoral
selection effects. How good are elections at selecting leaders who are intrinsically willing to refrain
from corruption? At the most basic level, this a question about social preferences. Existing research
suggests that the social preferences of elected leaders may differ from those of the general population:
Lierl (2014) shows that elected village leaders in Tanzania are intrinsically less willing to embezzle
public funds than externally appointed leaders or randomly sampled village residents. However,
village elections may be special, because voters have deep knowledge of candidates’ character and
social reputation and interact with them in daily life. In this study, electoral selection effects are
examined in a low-information environment where voters and candidates are not familiar with one
another. Voters are given only very limited opportunities to learn about candidates’ true character
and intentions – merely ten minutes of face-to-face communication in a group setting. The goal is
to test if elections result in positive selection effects even in a low-information environment.
H10 : Elections perform no better than random selection at identifying decision makers
with pro-social preferences.
H1A : Elections favor candidates who are less willing to embezzle public funds than the
average citizen.
By testing if elected leaders are intrinsically less prone to embezzlement than the general population, this study also contributes to a small but growing empirical literature on the behavioral
characteristics of elected leaders. In addition to Lierl (2014), investigating the social preferences
of village leaders in Tanzania, Dal Bó et al. (2017) analyze comprehensive data on the cognitive
and leadership capacity of local politicians in Sweden, finding positive selection effects along these
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dimensions. Sheffer et al. (2018) examine risk preferences, showing that parliamentarians differ
from other populations. With regard to socioeconomic characteristics, Deserranno, Stryjan, and
Sulaiman (2019) find that elected leaders of savings groups were more representative of the constituents along socioeconomic characteristicst, whereas selection by consensus privileged wealthier
and more educated candidates.
A second contribution of this study is to test if citizens are more willing to punish embezzlement
of public funds by elected decision makers than by randomly selected decision makers. Through
elections, citizens collectively express their consent to the delegation of authority. Electoral participation thus establishes an implicit social contract between citizens and elected decision makers
– elected leaders act as trustees of the public. Norms of trusteeship could cause citizens to treat
elected decision makers differently from non-elected decision makers. Since the embezzlement of
public funds is a particularly blatant violation of the principle of trusteeship, elected decision makers who embezzle public funds might be held to a higher standard and sanctioned more severely
than non-elected decision makers.
H20 : Citizens do not punish elected decision makers any more severely than randomly
selected decision makers for embezzling public funds.
H2A : Elected decision makers are punished more severely for embezzlement than randomly selected decision makers.
By investigating how elections affect citizens’ tolerance for embezzlement, this study speaks to the
larger question of whether a formal institution like elections can influence informal social norms
and voluntary norm enforcement behavior. Prior research has examined the impact of elections on
voluntary compliance with authorities (Baldassarri and Grossman, 2011; Grossman and Baldassarri,
2012) and collective action (Baldwin and Mvukiyehe, 2015), suggesting that elections reinforce
norm-oriented behavior in these situations. It is therefore plausible that elections also increase
citizens’ willingness to punish embezzlement.
The third contribution of this study is to examine the impact of elections on citizens’ trust in
public decision makers. Citizens’ trust in public decision makers could be influenced both by
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the anticipation of electoral selection effects and by the social norms that are associated with
elected office. Therefore, citizens might reasonably expect different levels of embezzlement from
elected decision makers than from non-elected decision makers. As long as citizens’ expectations
are empirically correct, they should have no bearing on the behavior of decision makers. However,
if elections cause citizens to systematically underestimate the willingness of decision makers to
embezzle public funds, self-seeking decision makers could exploit their trust, if they have private
information.
H30 : Citizens’ are more trusting towards elected decision makers only to the extent
that those are actually more trustworthy.
H3A : Differences in citizens’ trust towards elected and randomly selected decision makers do not merely reflect differences in their trustworthiness.
In a field experiment in rural Mali, Gottlieb (2016) shows that citizens are, in fact, biased towards
being too trusting towards local decision makers. This paper complements Gottlieb (2016), by
investigating if biased perceptions of governance quality can actually be caused or aggravated by
the fact that decision makers are elected.

Experimental Design
In the experiment, groups of five citizens, each from different villages in a municipality, were
confronted with a simple decision situation with real stakes: An initially unknown amount of
money was allocated to the group. A decision maker within the group could potentially embezzle
these group funds for personal gain. It was varied experimentally whether the groups elected their
decision maker, or whether the decision maker was appointed at random. Independently, and only
after the decision maker selection had been selected, it was also randomized whether the decision
maker had private information about the amount of money available to the group (no transparency)
or whether this amount was public knowlegde within the group (transparency). Ex-ante, the chance
of the decision maker having private information was 50 percent. The election and transparency
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treatments were assigned at the group level, in a 2 × 2 factorial design. Treatment assignment was
blocked by municipality, with four groups in each of 118 municipalities, resulting in a total of 472
groups in the experiment. Of the 472 groups, the experiment was successfully implemented in 471
groups. The research design was pre-registered (see appendix).

Decision Situation
The experimental protocol consisted of the following steps:
1. Baseline decisions: Prior to the experiment, all study participants submitted a proposal on
how to split 5,000 CFA Francs1 between themselves and the group. The fraction allocated
to the group would be shared equally among all group members, including the proposer, so
that the most equitable choice was to allocate the entire amount to the group. One proposal
per group would be selected at random and implemented. Through this baseline decision,
study participants were familiarized with the decision situation and their individual allocation
preferences were recorded. The results of the baseline decisions were not announced until the
end of the meeting, to ensure that the actual experiment was not affected by income effects
or information spillovers from the baseline stage.
2. Cheap talk/communication: The groups were informed that in the next stage, a substantially
larger amount of money would be provided to the group. This time, only one group member
would be able to decide over the group money, but the other group members would have
the ability to reward or punish the decision maker at a cost to themselves. The groups were
given ten minutes to freely discuss (without intervention by the facilitator) who would be the
best person to make the allocation decision and how the money should be split between the
group and its decision maker. This cheap talk phase gave study participants the opportunity
to make inferences about other candidates’ preferences through verbal and nonverbal cues.
The communication took place prior to revealing the procedure by which the decision maker
would actually be selected, so that the content of the communication itself was unaffected by
1

Approximately 10 USD at the time of the study.
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the elections treatment.
3. Announcing the selection method: It was announced to the group how the decision maker
was going to be selected (elected by the group or appointed at random). Furthermore, it was
announced that there would be an equal chance that the available amount of group money
would either be private information of the decision maker, or revealed to all group members.
4. Selection of the decision maker: Depending on the treatment condition, the decision maker
was elected or randomly selected. In the election condition, all group members used a touch
screen secret ballot (Figure A-2) to cast votes for two different candidates out of the five
group members. By asking group members to vote for two candidates in the first round, it
was avoided that all group members just voted for themselves. Runoff elections were held
with the candidates ranked first and second. If candidates tied in the first round, there
could be more than two runoff candidates and subsequent runoff elections were held until one
candidate won an absolute majority. In the runoff elections, group members cast one vote.
The candidate who won an absolute majority became the decision maker. In the random
selection condition, the decision maker was selected with equal probabilities among the five
group members.
5. Announcing the transparency/no-transparency condition: All group members were informed
whether the decision maker would have private information about the size of the pie (the
amount of money to be shared within the group), or if this would be public information
within the group. The actual amount of group money was not revealed yet, it was merely
announced whether the amount would be revealed after the allocation decision had been
made. If the amount of group money remained private information of the decision maker
(the no-transparency condition), the other group members could not find out how much the
decision maker had embezzled. If the total amount of group money was to be revealed to the
other group members (the transparency condition), they would be able to find out how much
the decision maker had embezzled.
6. Allocation decision: On a touchscreen and in privacy, the decision maker allocated banknotes
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worth 10,000 Francs (approx. 20 USD) between two stacks (Figure II). One stack was to be
split equally among all five members of the group, including the decision maker. The other
stack was to be captured by the decision maker and not shared with anyone else. Again, the
most equitable choice was to allocate the entire budget to the group stack, in which case the
decision maker received an equal share in the group fund. By allocating any part of the group
find to the personal stack, the decision maker could enrich her-/himself at the expense of the
other group members.
7. Announcing the allocation outcome: At the time of the allocation decision, the total group
budget was known only to the decision maker. Once the allocation was made, it was announced to the other group members how much money the decision maker had allocated to
the group. In the public information condition, it was additionally announced how much
money the decision maker had kept for her-/himself.
8. Costly sanctioning opportunity: After learning how much money was allocated to them by the
decision maker (and, in the public information condition, how much money the decision maker
had embezzled), the other four group members were given the opportunity to reward or punish
the decision maker at a cost to themselves. For this purpose, every group member received a
budget of 1,000 Francs. This sanctioning budget did not have to be fully expended, and the
group members were the residual claimants. To reward the decision maker, group members
could anonymously send money to her/him. To punish the decision maker, group members
could anonymously pay to have money deducted from the decision maker’s payoff. For every
300 Francs that were to be deducted from the decision maker’s payoff, group members had
to pay 100 Francs.

Field Procedures
The sampled study participants were randomly assigned into groups and invited to a central meeting
point. To replace no-shows, additional backup participants were sampled from each of the villages
and also invited to the study site. If necessary, the backup participants would substitute for
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missing study participants from their village, following a precisely specified replacement protocol.
The groups for the experiment were formed by randomly dividing the 20 study participants in a
municipality into four groups of five individuals, subject to the constraint that the five members of
a group had to be from different villages in the municipality. The groups were strictly separated
to prevent information spillovers.
Prior to the decision exercise, all study participants completed a baseline survey. The baseline
survey gathered information about local governance quality in the municipality and citizens’ experiences with municipal authorities, as well as data on individual-level characteristics, such as
age, education, occupation, household size, leadership experience, electoral participation in the last
elections, and their trust in the municipal administration.
Following the baseline survey, the baseline decision exercise and the actual experiment were carried
out under the supervision of two facilitators. Study participants were not allowed to communicate
during the exercise, except when they were asked to. To minimize facilitator effects, the instructions for the decision exercise were video recorded, dubbed in nine vernacular languages, and played
back to the study participants in their respective language. The sequencing of instructions, comprehension checks and decisions was programmed into a tablet computer application that forced the
facilitators to abide by the exact same procedures in every group. The tablet app simultaneously
collected background data through which the facilitators’ performance could be monitored.
The video instructions were divided into multiple logical blocks. Each video block was followed by
a set of comprehension checks. If a study participant in the group did not pass a comprehension
check, the video block was re-played to the entire group until all participants had understood
the instructions. Voting and allocation decisions were made on specifically designed touch screen
interfaces. The video instructions included demonstrations of the tablet interface. Additionally, a
practice tablet was passed around so that study participants could familiarize themselves with the
interface. Pilot tests confirmed that the touch screen ballots and allocation interfaces were easily
understood, especially by illiterate study participants.
The automated sequencing of instruction blocks also ensured that facilitators themselves did not
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know the treatment condition a group was assigned to, until the moment when they actually
had to announce the selection method and the transparency/no-transparency to the group. This
guarantees that the baseline decisions and the cheap talk/communication stage were unaffected by
the facilitators’ knowledge of the treatment condition.
Outcome data were collected at various stages of the decision exercise. They included (1) study
participants’ expectations about the amount embezzled by the decision maker, (2) the decision
maker’s allocation decision, (3) the amounts spent on rewarding or punishing the decision maker,
and (4) an endline question about the perceived fairness of the procedure by which the decision
maker was selected.

Study Population
The study participants are a stratified random sample of the population of all 118 rural municipalities that are located within six of Burkina Faso’s 13 regions: Cascades, Centre-Est, Centre-Nord,
Centre-Sud, Plateau Central, and Sahel (Figure I). Within each municipality, ten villages were
sampled at random. In municipalities with fewer than ten villages, all villages were included. Per
village, two voting-age adults were invited to take part in the study. The invited study participants were sampled at random (with equal inclusion probabilities) from a census of the voting-age
population in each village (census lists of residents between 18 and 70 years of age in 2014). In this
paper, both unweighted and population-weighted analyses are presented (see appendix for details
on population-weighting).
The 2,360 study participants provide a typical picture of the voting-age population in the rural areas
of Burkina Faso. Only 16.3 percent of study participants report ever attending school (weighted
population estimate for the six study regions: 17.8 percent). Among those who attended school, the
mean level of schooling is 5.4 years. Median age among study participants is 36 years (population
estimate: 36 years) and 53.5 percent of study participants are female (population estimate: 52.1
percent). 11.0 percent report to have ever held a position of responsibility in their community
(population estimate: 9.2 percent) and 62.7 percent report to have voted in the 2012 municipal
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elections (population estimate: 60.1).

Results
The results of the experiment will be presented in the following order: (1) Selection effects, (2)
the impact of elections on willingness to punish embezzlement, and (3) the impact of elections on
trust towards the decision maker. Evidence on these three hypothesized mechanisms will aid the
interpretation of the aggregate effects of elections on embezzlement in the experiment and their
interaction with information asymmetry.

Selection Effects
Electoral selection effects are estimated by comparing the baseline embezzlement decisions of elected
decision makers to a random sample from the population. Since the baseline decision situation was
fully anonymous and did not include a sanctioning stage, the baseline decisions can unambiguously
be attributed to individuals’ preferences, rather than to incentives resulting from the other group
members’ anticipated reactions. In other words, the baseline embezzlement choices measure study
participants’ intrinsic willingness to embezzle group funds or to refrain from doing so.
The data show that election winners had embezzled less at baseline than individuals in the random
selection condition (p = 0.026, Mann-Whitney U test). Moreover, candidates who embezzled less
at baseline commanded greater vote shares (Table 1, see also Fig. A-1 in the appendix for a
comparison of winning and losing candidates). This relationship is even more pronounced if ballot
order effects are controlled for. Thus, the results suggest that candidates with a preference to
embezzle less have an electoral advantage, even in a low-information environment, where voters’
prior information about the candidates was limited to observing them during the 10-minute ‘cheap
talk’ phase. As a consequence, the social preferences of elected decision makers differ from those
of randomly selected decision makers and therefore from those of the general population.
Voters’ ability to elect candidates who are intrinsically less prone to embezzlement could be a con17

sequence of their social intelligence, or of statistical discrimination. Subtle verbal or nonverbal cues
in the candidates’ communication might enable voters to draw inferences about a the candidates’
social preferences. Alternatively, voters might intentionally or unintentionally prefer certain observable candidate characteristics that correlate with their social preferences, such as gender or age.
Identifying the heuristics that enable voters in low-information settings to select pro-social candidates is beyond the scope of this paper, but remains a worthwhile question for future research. In
this study, it remains observationally equivalent whether voters discriminated on their beliefs about
candidates’ social preferences, or based on other characteristics that are correlated with their social
preferences. The data do reveal, however, a substantial correlation between citizens’ expectations
and decision makers’ actual embezzlement behavior (r = 0.51). This suggests that citizens are able
to predict decision-makers’ embezzlement behavior at least to some extent (see Table A-5).

Citizens’ Willingness to Sanction Embezzlement
Do elections increase citizens’ willingness to sanction embezzlement, at a cost to themselves? To
find out, one needs to compare whether citizens sanction elected and non-elected decision makers
differently for the same observed or suspected levels of embezzlement. This is a question of estimating the functional relationship between embezzlement decisions and sanctioning outcomes and
identifying the causal impact of elections on this relationship.
Causal inferences are complicated by the fact that decision-makers’ embezzlement choices are a
post-treatment variable. Hence, embezzlement choices are potentially endogenous to the elections
treatment, because decision makers could behave adaptively, depending on whether they are elected
or not. If they anticipate to be sanctioned more severely because they were elected, they might
refrain from embezzlement because of that.
To resolve this problem, post-treatment embezzlement choices are instrumented by decision makers’ baseline embezzlement preferences, which were measured before the treatment status was
announced. Throughout the experiment (and also afterwards), baseline embezzlement choices
remained unobservable to the group members, so they could not have causally affected group
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members’ beliefs about the decision maker, other than by determining the actual or suspected
post-treatment embezzlement behavior. Moreover, the decision maker’s baseline embezzlement
preferences are strong predictors of both actual and suspected embezzlement (Table A-4). Hence,
they are a strong instrument for post-treatment embezzlement.
A nonparametric instrumental regression model (Horowitz, 2011) is used, in order to avoid unnecessary functional form or distributional assumptions. Observed sanctioning behavior S is modeled
as a sanctioning function g(X, E), where X is the fraction of group resources embezzled and E is an
indicator of the elections treatment, and an unobservable error term U on which no distributional
assumptions are imposed. Post-treatment embezzlement decisions X are instrumented by baseline
embezzlement preferences B, so that the effect of elections on the sanctioning function has a causal
interpretation, because E is independent of B and of any unobservables affecting X or S.

S = g(X, E) + U
E[U |B = b, E = e] = 0 for all b, e

Figure III presents nonparametric instrumental variable estimates of g(X, E), separately for the
transparency and private information conditions. The model is estimated via cubic B-splines,
using Landweber-Fridman regularization (Racine and Nie, 2014). In the transparency condition,
sanctioning behavior is based on actual embezzlement, which is known to the group member. In
the private information condition, sanctioning behavior is estimated both as a function of actual
embezzlement and as a function of suspected embezzlement.
If embezzlement is transparent, Figure III showes that elected decision makers face more severe
punishments than randomly selection decision makers at the most common levels of embezzlement
(greater than zero and up to about two-thirds of the endowment). At very high levels of embezzlement, the sanctioning function for elected decision makers is non-monotonic and punishments
appear to decrease again. However, these values of the sanctioning function are of little substantive relevance, because 86 percent of elected decision makers embezzled less than two-thirds of the
group fund at baseline. Since there are very few data points at high levels of embezzlement, the
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non-monotonicity of the sanctioning function at high levels of embezzlement is most likely driven
by outliers. Also, no analogous pattern exists in the private information condition, even though
high embezzlement rates in the private information condition were almost as obvious as in the
transparency condition, because the group members received only a minimal payoff or none at all
(and the group fund was known to be greater than 5,000 Francs). Thus, we can conclude that for
typical levels of embezzlement, elected decision makers are punished more severely than randomly
selected decision makers.
In the private information condition, the results differ, depending on whether we look at suspected
or actual embezzlement. As a function of suspected embezzlement (Column 3 of Figure III), it
appears that elected decision makers are punished more severely than non-elected decision makers
for moderate to high suspected embezzlement. Elected decision makers who are believed not to
have embezzled anything are rewarded more generously than non-elected decision makers. However,
as a function of actual embezzlement, sanctioning behavior no longer differs significantly between
elected and randomly appointed decision makers, except at very high levels of embezzlement. It is
important to keep in mind though that at very high levels of embezzlement, embezzlement becomes
increasingly obvious, because there is little or no payoff left for group members.
Differences between and actual and suspected embezzlement might explain why elections have
a much less pronounced effect on sanctioning outcomes in the private information condition. If
elections cause citizens to underestimate how much embezzlement has taken place (as evident in
the bottom row of Figure III), a greater willingness to sanction elected decision makers might not
translate in greater punishments as a function of actual embezzlement. To test this more directly,
the next step will be to estimate how elections and transparency shape citizens’ expectations about
embezzlement.

Trust in the Decision Maker
Group members’ trust in their decision maker is measured by their stated expectations of how much
embezzlement has taken place. We focus on the private information condition, because citizens’
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expectations in the transparency condition are of little theoretical or practical relevance. If they
deviate from the truth, they are corrected by the availability of factual information.
In the private information condition, elections decreased average suspected embezzlement by 0.37
SD (s.e. 0.11). The results are presented in detail in Figure IV and Table A-2. As evident in
Figure IV, citizens’ expectations about the extent of embezzlement are unbiased in the absence of
elections and transparency. On average, citizens predicted correctly how much randomly selected
decision makers with private information had embezzled. Elections, however, increased citizens’
trust in decision makers much more than they decreased actual embezzlement.
Elections thus biased citizens expectations, causing them to underestimate embezzlement. Table II
makes this point more explicitly, using the difference between expected and actual embezzlement as
a metric of bias in study participants’ expectations about embezzlement. In the private information
condition, elections caused citizens to underestimate embezzlement by almost 20 percent, whereas
their expectations regarding randomly selected decision makers are unbiased.
The transparency treatment also decreased suspected embezzlement. However, it did so only in
the random selection condition (by an estimated 0.25 SD, s.e. 0.11), not in the elections condition,
where it had zero effect (s.e. 0.15 SD). Elections thus appear to cancel out the added effect
of transparency. A possible explanation is that citizens assumed elected decision makers to be
intrinsically motivated to refrain from embezzlement, but randomly selected decision makers to
be disciplined by transparency. In that case, transparency would have no added effect on their
expectations about elected decision makers, which is what we can see in the data.

Aggregate Results and the Impact of Information
From the results presented thus far, we have seen that, on average, elected decision makers were
less willing to embezzle group funds at baseline. Study participants were more willing to sanction
known and suspected embezzlement if the decision maker was elected. However, study participants
also placed greater trust in elected decision makers, expecting them to have embezzled less than
they actually did. What does this imply for the overall effect of elections?
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The answer is that information is key. If the extent of embezzlement is known to citizens, their
greater willingness to punish elected decision makers for embezzlement creates stronger incentives
for them to refrain from embezzlement. Additionally, electoral selection effects ensure that elected
decision makers are intrinsically less willing to embezzle group money to begin with. Thus, as long
as embezzlement is observable to citizens, we should expect that elections will reduce embezzlement.
However, if decision makers have private information, elections could have an ambiguous effect.
On the one hand, citizens remain more willing to punish elected decision makers for suspected embezzlement. On the other hand, citizens underestimate and therefore under-punish embezzlement
by elected decision makers. This undermines accountability. At the same time, positive electoral
selection effects reduce the need for accountability. Together, these mechanisms could lead to either
a positive or a negative overall effect of elections. We should, however, expect that elections cause
a greater reduction in embezzlement in the transparency condition than in the private information
condition.
Overall, the experimental results are consistent with these theoretical expectations. Elections reduced the embezzlement of group resources in the symmetric information (transparency) condition
of the experiment. However, their effect remained ambiguous under asymmetric information. In
the absence of transparency, elections reduced average embezzlement by 0.1 standard deviations
(s.e. 0.13, unweighted) and by 0.23 standard deviations (s.e. 0.13, unweighted) if embezzlement
was transparent. The null hypothesis of no reduction in embezzlement was rejected only in the
transparency condition (p = 0.032 unweighted, p = 0.005 weighted). Figure V visualizes the distribution of embezzlement outcomes by treatment condition. Table A-1 presents average treatment
effect estimates with and without adjustment for group-level covariates.
The interaction effect of the election and transparency treatments is most likely negative, but the 95
percent confidence interval includes zero. Thus, elections and transparency appear more likely to be
complements, rather than substitutes, in reducing embezzlement. However, it cannot definitively
be ruled out that elections have similar effects under symmetric and asymmetric information.
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Scope and Limitations
Unlike most published laboratory and field-based behavioral studies, which are conducted on convenience samples, this was conducted directly in the population of interest. The population-weighted
estimates are externally valid for the rural, voting-age population of six regions in Burkina Faso,
which cover all major climatic and cultural regions of Burkina Faso, from North to South. They
can therefore be considered a good approximation of rural Burkina Faso as a whole.
In important ways, however, the results are relevant beyond the specific place and time at which the
experiment was conducted. First, the study population is an interesting one, because it represents
an extreme case with respect to voter competence. It consisted of mostly illiterate citizens, socialized
in a dominant-party regime, with limited prior exposure to truly competitive democracy. The group
members were mutual strangers, from different villages, without prior social ties. Communication in
the experiment was limited to ten minutes of deliberation, which gave group members just enough
time to perceive basic social cues and form initial expecations about the character of potential
decision makers. Thus, the study population is one with few pre-existing advantages that would
help them make sophisticated electoral choices. Yet, voters were able to do significantly better than
chance at selecting pro-social decision makers.
Second, the experiment was designed to minimize contextual influences that could have limited the
generalizability of its findings. This is important, because a context-free design facilitates causal
attribution to the mechanisms of theoretical interest. Voters in the experiment only had to worry
about decision makers’ embezzlement choices, not about the many other aspects of leadership that
could have affected outcomes in natural settings, such as the ability to facilitate collective action,
discrimination against certain subgroups, or clientelistic exchanges. In natural settings, any of these
considerations could have obscured voters’ ability to identify and elect pro-social candidates, as well
as the causal links between elections and voters’ trust in decision makers and their willingness to
punish embezzlement. By minimizing contextual influences, the experiment is able to shed light on
causal relationships that would have remained unobservable in more natural settings.
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Inevitably, the study also has certain limitations. For instance, embezzlement in the experiment
differed in several ways from opportunities for rent extraction by public decision makers in natural
settings. The embezzlement choices in the experiment were highly stylized, in the sense that
any contextual elements that did not directly pertain to the problem of choosing between an
equitable allocation of group funds and self-interested appropriation were eliminated by design.
The instruction videos cautiously avoided any type of normative framing, including any references
to the normatively loaded concept of embezzlement. In natural settings, moral considerations might
thus have been more salient. Moreover, even though the experimental decision concerned a nontrivial amount of real money, there was no specific purpose attached to the group fund, other than
its equitable distribution within the group. In reality, public funds are often earmarked for a specific
purpose, and their misappropriation results in the underprovision of a particular public good or
service. In the experiment, embezzlement did not cause such an efficiency loss. Its consequences
were purely distributional, while the overall size of the pie remained the same.
However, despite the experiment’s artificial design and neutral framing, study participants overwhelmingly thought of it in terms of real-world problems of managing public funds. At the end
of the decision exercise, study participants were asked what real-life situation the decision exercise reminded them of. This was an open-ended question; no response options were read to the
study participants. For almost two-thirds of study participants, the experimental decision situation
resembled problems of governance or public management. 39.6 percent named very pertinent situations in which public resources are managed on behalf of a group: Management of an association, a
savings group or a self-help group, municipal or village governance, management of public services,
national politics, and even decisions over household finances. Another 16.8 percent felt reminded
of national, local, or other elections, and 5.1 percent described the situation as an instance of corruption, trusteeship, or violations of trust more generally (e.g. “how our leaders steal from us”),
without giving a specific example. Only approximately 4 percent of the study participants thought
of the decision situations in completely different terms.2 The remaining answers lacked specific
2

3.2 percent thought of it as an education or learning activity, 0.6 percent compared it to a lottery, and three
individuals described it as a research or measurement exercise.
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examples, but were not inconsistent with the purpose of the experiment.3 These minor exceptions
notwithstanding, the virtual absence of incorrect interpretations suggests that any additional framing of the decision situation would have been unnecessary and potentially detrimental, as it could
have introduced social desirability bias or distracted from the basic logic of the decision situation.
Finally, it should be mentioned that as far as the elections and random selection conditions are
concerned, there were no crucial differences between the experimental setting and more natural
settings, such as in the community groups studied by Deserranno, Stryjan, and Sulaiman (2019).
Study participants had no difficulties understanding the procedures and their meaning. In the elections treatment, a voting booth and a touch screen ballot ensured that vote choices were anonymous
and not observable to the facilitators. Votes were counted automatically and vote counts were reported back to the group, to determine the candidates for the runoff stage. Thus, the elections in
the experiment did not substantively deviate from familiar procedures in natural settings, be it to
elect the leader of a community organization, or the president of a country.

Conclusions
This study has examined three hypothesized causal mechanisms through which methods of leader
selection (in this study: competitive elections and random selection) could affect corruption outcomes, such as the embezzlement of public funds: (1) selection effects, (2) citizens’ trust in decision
makers, and (3) citizens’ willingness to sanction embezzlement. It complements existing studies
that focused on other causal mechanisms, namely electoral accountability and reelection incentives
(Ferraz and Finan, 2011), as well as campaign promises and lying aversion (Corazzini et al., 2014).
It also contributes to a growing empirical literature that compares different methods of political
selection (Grossman and Baldassarri, 2012; Alatas et al., 2013; Beath, Christia, and Enikolopov,
2014; Grossman, 2014; Lierl, 2014; Martinez-Bravo, 2014; Baldwin and Mvukiyehe, 2015; Voors
3

These answers either mentioned abstract moral values (honesty, altruism, solidarity, and mutual understanding)
without describing specific real-life situations (7.3 percent) or described the decision situation in general terms (e.g.
“managing money” or “sharing money”, 2.8 percent). 4.8 percent did not feel reminded of any specific real-life
situation and 15.9 percent provided no answer.
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et al., 2018; Deserranno, Stryjan, and Sulaiman, 2019).
All three hypothesized mechanisms were found to be pertinent. However, under asymmetric information, i.e. if decision makers are able to hide embezzlement, the aggregate effect of elections over
random selection remains ambiguous.
Electoral selection effects were found to favor pro-social candidates, i.e. those who are intrinsically
less willing to embezzle public funds than the general population. This result is particularly interesting, because it was obtained in a setting where study participants had only minimal information
about the character of candidates (from ten minutes of group-based deliberation), lacked access
to formal education and had no prior experience with fair and competitive democratic elections in
their country. Yet, the candidates they elected were less prone to embezzlement than randomly
selected decision makers, as measured by their baseline embezzlement preferences.
Furthermore, elections increased citizens’ willingness to sanction embezzlement. If a decision maker
was elected instead of randomly appointed, study participants incurred greater personal costs to
punish embezzlement, conditional on how much was embezzled. Thus, citizens are less tolerant of
embezzlement by elected decision makers.
Finally, elections increased citizens’ trust in decision makers. However, this increase in trust was
greater than actual differences in behavior between elected and randomly selected decision makers
would justify. Moreover, while citizens’ had unbiased expectations towards randomly selected
decision makers, they systematically underestimated how much elected decision makers were willing
to embezzle. Citizens’ unjustified trust towards elected decision makers becomes problematic under
asymmetric information, i.e. if decision makers are able to hide embezzlement. In this case, the
overall effect of elections was ambiguous.
Taken together, the findings demonstrate that the method by which public decision makers are
selected can, through multiple channels of influence, affect corruption outcomes. Elections can
contribute to reducing corrupt behavior, by producing pro-social decision makers and making citizens less tolerant of embezzlement. In the aggregate, however, elections only led to a significant
reduction in embezzlement if citizens had factual information on how much the decision maker
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had actually embezzled. Thus, information might be key to the relationship between elections and
corruption, because it counteracts citizens’ tendency to be overly trusting towards elected decision
makers.
While the experiment was designed to examine three specific causal mechanisms, it is important to
keep in mind that there might be other, still unexplored, mechanisms through which the aggregate
effect of elections on embezzlement could have been mediated. For example, the experience of having
been elected could have transformed decision makers’ social preferences in one way or another. The
experience of being elected could make them less selfish, if they internalize social expectations. Or
it could make them more selfish, if they are corrupted by the power or social status of being
an election winner. It is also possible that elections cause decision makers to reciprocate the
support of their constituents, by embezzling less. Alternatively, elections could increase decision
makers’ sensitivity to social observability, independently of actual differences in citizens’ sanctioning
behavior towards them. These additional mechanisms remain speculative, and they have no bearing
on the mechanism-specific results in this paper. However, they should be considered in interpreting
the overall impact of elections in the experiment. Even though the aggregate effects were in line
with theoretical expectations, given the results on the three mechanisms of interest, it would be
premature to rule out the existence of additional channels of influence. The potential alternative
mechanisms named here could be starting points for future research.
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Table I. A greater willingness to embezzle group resources is associated with a lower vote share.
DV: Vote Share (First Round)
population-weighted
(1)
(2)

unweighted
(3)
(4)

OLS coefficients
Fraction embezzled (baseline)

-0.046
(0.028)

-0.051∗
(0.028)

-0.041
(0.025)

-0.031∗∗∗
(0.011)

Distance from optimal ballot position4

0.42∗∗∗
(0.012)
236
1180

Constant
Groups
Observations

Standard errors in parentheses, adjusted for clustering by group.

∗

p < 0.1

0.47∗∗∗
(0.020)
236
1180
∗∗

p < 0.05

-0.047∗
(0.025)
-0.041∗∗∗
(0.0093)

0.42∗∗∗
(0.011)
236
1180
∗∗∗

0.48∗∗∗
(0.018)
236
1180

p < 0.01 (two-sided).

Columns (1) and (2): Vote shares are population-weighted. Columns (3) and (4): Unweighted data, overrepresenting
voters from low-population areas.

4
Due to a recording error, information on ballot order is missing for 20 groups containing 100 individuals. Since
ballot order was randomized at the group level, distance from the optimal ballot position has been imputed at mean
for those groups.
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Table II. Elections and transparency bias citizens’ expectations.
DV: Difference between the expected and the actual fraction embezzled

Intercept
Elections
Transparency
Elections×Transparency
Obs.

Population-weighted
(1)

Unweighted
(2)

0.0023
(0.015)
-0.055∗∗
(0.023)
-0.037∗∗
(0.021)
0.059∗
(0.031)
1884

0.0041
(0.019)
-0.063∗∗
(0.026)
-0.051∗∗
(0.025)
0.089∗∗
(0.035)
1884

The table shows OLS coefficents, the dependent variable being the difference between suspected and actual embezzlement. Standard errors in parentheses (adjusted for clustering by group). ∗ p < 0.1,
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∗∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗∗

p < 0.01.

Figure I. Study sites and sampling areas.

STUDY COVERAGE
Not included
Sampling area

Study site

33

Figure II. Touch screen interface to record the embezzlement decision.

All goup members were identified by lanyard badges in different colors. Decision makers divided the group fund
between the group (represented by the badge symbols of all five group members including their own) and themselves
(represented by only their own badge symbol). Decision makers could freely move the 1,000 FCFA and 500 FCFA
notes between the two fields on the touch screen. Once all banknotes were allocated, decision makers confirmed their
choice by touching a fingerprint symbol.
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red dashed lines represent randomly appointed decision makers.

preferences. Bottom row: Distribution of embezzlement outcomes (kernel density estimates). The green solid lines represent elected decision makers, the

Top row: Nonparametric instrumental variable estimates of the sanctioning function. Embezzlement choices are instrumented by baseline embezzlement
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Figure III. Combined rewards and punishments as a function of actual or suspected embezzlement.
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Figure IV. Citizens underestimate embezzlement by elected decision makers.
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The bars represent, by treatment condition, unweighted means (with 95% CI) of actual and suspected embezzlement.
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Figure V. Distribution of embezzlement decisions by experimental condition.
Panel A. Unweighted Results

Panel B. Extrapolation to Self-Weighted Population Sample

Kernel density estimates, n=471. Top row: unweighted results. Bottom row: extrapolation to self-weighted population samples, based on the simulated likelihood of being selected as decision maker.
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