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Each State Party shall also consider taking appropriate  
legislative and administrative measures,  

consistent with the objectives of this Convention  
and in accordance with the fundamental principles of its domestic law,  

to enhance transparency in the funding of candidatures  
for elected public office and, where applicable,  

the funding of political parties. 
 

Article 7 (c) of the United Nation’s Convention against Corruption 
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Introductory chapter of a compilation thesis 

1. Introduction  

Money matters in politics. Money is needed to administer political parties 
and to fund electoral campaigns. There is a belief that money should not buy 
the decisions of incumbents (Green and Ward 2004; Friedrichs 2004; Nelken 
and Levi 1996; Shichor and Geis 2007), though this does occur in practice. 
Studies report that electoral donors have obtained favourable legislation, 
unjustified contracts and subsidies, and unmerited job appointments.1 It 
seems as though electoral donations do exert undue influence on policy 
outcomes. 
 
To deal with this problem, regulatory frameworks have been introduced 
worldwide. Electoral regulations include donation thresholds, donation and 
donor identity disclosure, campaign expenditure ceilings, campaign 
expenditure disclosure, and sanctions against those who transgress the law.2 
However, serious concerns regarding the scope of these regulations make 
them appear futile, because it is believed that some countries have left 
certain issues unattended to facilitate the delivery of undue benefits to 
donors. The Group of States against Corruption (2012) has criticized 
countries such as Sweden, for example, where the protection of privacy is 
used as an argument to avoid the disclosure of donor identity. In Denmark, 
the names and addresses of donors are reported but not the amounts given. In 
Finland, electoral regulations do not impose any kind of sanctions on those 
who transgress them. In Norway, there are no limits on the size and 
periodicity of private donations or membership fees. In Iceland, electoral law 
regulates only parliamentary and municipal elections, not presidential 
elections. 
 

                                                      
1 See Smith (1995) and Stratmann (2005) for reviews of the literature on the issue. 
2 The disclosure of donor identity is mandatory in 70 countries, the disclosure of campaign 
expenses is required in 99 countries, and ceilings on donations and election expenditures are 
applied in 64 and 74 countries, respectively. Data from International IDEA (2012) based on a 
review of electoral legislation in 219 countries. 
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The Council of Europe prescribed that information on party funding and 
donations should be made public and available for all those who require it.3 
However, in countries like Italy this does not occur (Doublet 2012). In 
Germany this information is not made available to the public until two years 
after the election campaign. In Austria, where the information is made public 
in the official Gazette, there is only free access for one week. 
  
Thus, the problems are that (a) money used for funding electoral campaigns 
seems to become an instrument of crime,4 and (b) electoral laws fail to deter 
corporations from seeking/obtaining undue benefits.5 Denoting electoral 
donations a criminal offence, because of the undue delivery of benefits, is a 
complex issue that refers to the artificial dichotomies of behaviour 
introduced by the law to dilute legal responsibility (Nelken 2009). It has 
been argued that electoral law creates opportunities for crime by opening the 
possibility to give interested money to public officials/political candidates to 
influence policy outcomes, while claiming that money is used to 
strengthen/support democracy (Green and Ward 2004; Friedrichs 2004; 
Shichor and Geis 2007). Since democracy is the ‘rule of the people’,6 and not 
the rule of wealthy people or powerful corporations, it is problematic that 
policy outcomes respond to donors’ influences rather than citizens’ needs, 
because this creates political inequality and fosters social harm.7  
 
In this research I analyse how the existence of regulations that allow private 
funding of election campaigns has created opportunities for crime. Here, I 
deal with law-abiding corporations that violate the spirit of the law without 
infringing the law. Lessing (2001: 100) quoted Senator Chuck Hagel, who 
put it thus: ‘There’s no shame anymore. We’ve blown the past ethical 
standards; we now play on the legal standards’. Contemporary 
criminological developments are cited here to explain how electoral 
donations have been used by private corporations as instruments of crime. In 
particular, I make use of McBarnet’s approach to business regulation and the 
                                                      
3 Article 13 of Recommendation REC (2003)4 of the Council of Europe. 
4 Engdahl (2008: 154) has noted that money is an instrument of crime that facilitates exchange 
and prevents criminalization because of its anonymous character.  
5 Simpson (2002) has pointed out that criminal and civil law—of which the electoral law is 
part—do not deter corporations from becoming involved in crime. 
6 The term democracy was introduced by the Greeks as the ‘rule of the people’. There are a 
number of approaches that can be used to define this concept. Scholars who follow the 
tradition of Roberth Dalh (1998; 2006) equate democracy to free election of citizens in a 
multiparty political representation system where government officials are elected by the 
majority rule.  
7 According to Green (2010), social harm offers a progressive approach to crime, since it goes 
beyond the legalistic understanding of the violations of the law and the profile of the 
conventional lawbreaker. In this case, social harm emerges when political equality is 
undermined. This has been recognized by Hillyard and Tombs (2007) as one of the forms that 
social harm can take. 



 

 
3

term legal bribe coined by Friedrichs (2004). Legal bribery is not a 
contradiction, but an illustration of how corporations commit crime when 
seeking maximization of profits/income.8 In discussing the creative use of 
electoral law, I attempt to bring some criminological insights to bear on the 
ongoing debate on the suspicious character of electoral donations. 

1.1   The structure of this dissertation 
This doctoral dissertation consists of one general overview and three articles 
that have been previously published in peer-reviewed journals. The purpose 
of the overview is to present the research programme as a single, integrated 
study. Therefore, the overview approaches the research problem in a holistic 
way, while the articles stand on their own. The overview appears in this 
chapter and the original articles follow in separate sections (chapters two to 
four). 

The overview starts by presenting the theoretical framework used to 
approach the research problem. In this section I include a brief description of 
the white-collar crime theory and its modern expression of creative 
compliance (McBarnet 2004; 2006; 2007). In line with this approach, I 
define the term legal bribe based on Friedrichs’s (2004) and Harstad and 
Svensson’s (2011) early conceptualizations. The purpose of section two is 
not to offer an exhaustive analysis of the theoretical approach used here, but 
to extract the main developments that I consider can contribute to analysing 
and conceptualizing the research problem. In section three I present a 
comprehensive review of the research on electoral donations, which includes 
data from different nations collected through different methods. Readers 
must be aware that the available studies have been conducted outside the 
field of criminology. Therefore, this section provides a multidisciplinary 
review that enriched my approach of the problem under scrutiny. I conclude 
this section by introducing the research questions.  

Section four presents the research design used, as well as the methods 
employed to conduct this enquiry. In this research I use a nested analysis, 
which is based on the sequential use of mixed quantitative and qualitative 
methods. In this section I offer a description of this method and how it was 
implemented. In section five, I offer a brief characterization of Colombia—
the country used as a case study in articles two and three. I focus on 
describing how corporations deal with the corruption problems on an 

                                                      
8 Murphy and Robinson (2008) introduced the maximizer as an adaptation mode that aims at 
developing Merton’s theory of strain and anomie. The maximizer refers to the simultaneous 
acceptance both of norms and of innovative ways to violate them. Murphy and Robinson 
argue that law-abiding and law-breaking behaviours can be articulated to pursue wealth. This 
idea was vaguely suggested by Cloward and Ohlin (1960) when describing the involvement of 
juvenile American offenders in crime, but was not clearly described as a pattern of behaviour. 
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everyday basis and how the electoral system operates in this country. Section 
six summarizes the main outcomes of the three articles that are included in 
this manuscript. The description of each article starts by presenting the 
research question and the theory employed. I devote most of the attention to 
the main findings of the articles and discuss how they contribute to 
explaining the research problem. In the last section of this overview I present 
the conclusions of this investigation. I focus on discussing the results in the 
light of the criminological theories used and how this research can contribute 
to extend this field of studies.  

2. Theoretical framework and definitional issues 

This research is based on Sutherland’s theory of white-collar crime, regarded 
as one of the most important contributions to the sociology of crime because 
of its substantial impact on public policy and public opinion (Braithwaite 
1985; Alalehto and Person 2012). Sutherland (1983: 7) defines white-collar 
crime as ‘a crime committed by a person of respectability and high social 
status in the course of his occupation’. The core argument of Sutherland’s 
theory is that crime is perpetrated not only by people living in poverty or 
slums, suffering from psychopathic deviations, or part of ‘deteriorated’ 
families, but by people belonging to the upper socioeconomic class.  
 
Sutherland lays out his theory of white-collar crime based on the study of 
decisions of courts and administrative commissions made against the 70 
largest manufacturing, mining, and mercantile corporations in the United 
States between 1934 and 1937. Sutherland (1983: 45) examined a total of 
980 decisions, an average of 14 decisions per corporation, of which 583 
were made by courts. However, only 16 per cent of the decisions were made 
by criminal courts, which mean that only 158 decisions treated what was 
regarded as criminal behaviour; the remaining 822 decisions treated what 
was considered unlawful but not criminal behaviour, because they were 
made in administrative agencies. Sutherland emphasized that:  

Some writers have argued that an act is criminal only if a criminal court has 
officially determined that the person accused of the act has committed a 
crime. This limitation in the definition of crime may be made properly if a 
writer is interested primarily in administrative questions. (1983: 45–46) 

 
According to Sutherland, the criminal justice system is designed to protect 
business leaders and professionals who violate the law, because their cases 
are examined by authorities that operate in civil jurisdictions in which fines 
and warnings correspond to the maximum sanctions imposed. He further 
argued that the relatively small number of convictions of white-collar 
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offenders should not be interpreted as indicating a lack of criminal activity 
crime, but as evidence that ‘white-collar criminals are relatively immune 
because of the class bias of the courts and administration of the law’ 
(Sutherland 1940: 7).  
 
Sutherland received admiration for his courage in exposing and studying 
white-collar crimes, but at the same time he was strongly criticized by 
scholars who claimed that he was exposing a way of life that society 
completely accepted.9 Tappan (1947), in a furious critique of Sutherland, 
claimed that defining white-collar crime as an evasion of justice within the 
law by exercising intelligence, financial power, or political connections 
simply depicts problems of enforcement, but does not describe anything 
corresponding to a form of crime. Tappan started his essay by asking, ‘What 
is crime? As a lawyer–sociologist, the writer finds perturbing the current 
confusion on this important issue’ (Tappan 1947: 96). According to Tappan, 
the term crime should apply only to violations of the law. He further argued 
that the term white-collar crime invites individuals to strive against the 
‘existing system’, because the concept is simply the result of indoctrination 
and of identifying successful business leaders as class criminals. He argued, 

We consider that the ‘white collar criminal’, the violator of conduct norms, 
and the anti-social personality are not criminal in any sense meaningful to the 
social scientist unless he has violated a criminal statute. We cannot know him 
as such unless he has been properly convicted. He may be a boor, a sinner, a 
moral leper, or the devil incarnate, but he does not become a criminal through 
sociological name-calling unless politically constituted authority says he is. 
(Tappan 1947: 101) 

 
Although Sutherland’s approach to crime has been criticized in a number of 
ways,10 Nelken (2002) argued that conditioning the analysis of white-collar 
crime cases to legal and political definitions of crime is an attempt to limit 
criminology to artificial definitions of crime.11 Here, I do not intent to 
overestimate the relevance of Sutherland’s theory of white-collar crime, but 
to concentrate the analysis on one particular practice to understand how 
private corporations deal with regulations.  

                                                      
9 In the introduction to White collar crime: The uncut version, published after Sutherland’s 
death, Geis and Goff (1983) described how Sutherland faced recrimination from colleagues 
for speaking out against the establishment. Sutherland was even forced by members of the 
central administration at Indiana University and by the editor of his book at Dryden Press to 
remove the identities of the companies he claimed were involved in white-collar crime. The 
university feared alienating some of its wealthy business contributors, while Dryden claimed 
it would be liable for damages if it denoted certain corporations as criminal. 
10 See Nelken (2002) for a literature review in this regard. 
11 This is an unresolved debate between law scholars and sociology of law scholars. The 
differences between these approaches have been documented and discussed extensively; see, 
for example, Friedman and Perez-Perdomo (2003), Nelken (2009), and Friedrichs (2012). 
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As stated by Sutherland, white-collar crime can adopt different forms, 
bribery being one of them.12 Sutherland (1983: 93) criticized ‘how political 
corruption and graft grow rapidly from the efforts of businessmen to secure 
special privileges’. He empathized that  

[b]ecause of the pressure of these businessmen for special privileges, the 
system of democracy has been changed into control by political bosses and 
political machineries, which is neither representative government nor efficient 
government, so far as the problems of the general society are concerned. 
(Sutherland 1983: 93) 

 
However, Sutherland did not offer a specific analysis of this transgression. 
Law scholars would not disagree with him that this constitutes a form of 
crime, because it is identified as such in the codes (Green 2010). This 
unattended issue has, however, been recently addressed in the criminological 
literature (Friedrichs 2004; Green 2010; Ross 2012; Shichor and Geis 2007). 
The most thorough analysis is offered by Friedrichs (2004), who introduced 
the concept of political white-collar crime to denote the bribery of public 
officials as the ‘illegal activities carried out by officials and politicians for 
direct personal benefit’ (2004: 116).13 He also explored how bribery operates 
in different spheres of public life such as the legislative, the judicial, and the 
executive branches. It is noteworthy that Friedrichs (2004) devoted 
particular attention to the case of electoral donations, as a form of political 
white-collar crime.  He claimed that the private funding of elections is a 
legal bribe, because electoral donations are delivered to attain undue 
benefits. In this research I share a similar approach. A further elaboration of 
this concept is offered at the end of this section. However, before doing so, I 
deal with the concept of creative compliance, developed by McBarnet (2004; 
2006; 2007) in the framework of research on corporate crime. The concept 
of creative compliance used here aims at providing a broader approach to the 
term legal bribe. It denotes both the manipulative used of the law and 
attitude towards it. 

                                                      
12 For Sutherland, ‘white-collar criminality in business is expressed most frequently in the 
form of misrepresentation in financial statements of corporations, manipulation in the stock 
exchange, commercial bribery, bribery of public officials directly or indirectly in order to 
secure favourable contracts and legislation, misrepresentation in advertising and 
salesmanship, embezzlement and misapplication of funds, short weights and measures and 
misgrading of commodities, tax frauds, misapplications of funds in receiverships and 
bankruptcies’ (Sutherland, 1940: 2–3).  
13 Political white-collar crime is part of an extended category denominated governmental 
crimes. Another form of governmental crime is state crime, which is manifested through 
criminal state, state repression, state corruption, and state negligence (Friedrichs 2004). 
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2.1   Creative compliance  
McBarnet (2004; 2006; 2007) introduced the term creative compliance—for 
greater brevity—to indicate how private corporations comply with the letter 
of the law while violating its spirit.14 This indicates that business leaders 
interpret or use the law manipulatively to obtain maximum benefits for their 
companies, without being involved in illegal actions. The core of the concept 
of creative compliance is formalism, which is used to avoid legal control. 
McBarnet (2004: 260) argued that formalism could be used either to denote 
generalizations by means of the broad use of the rule as reference or to attain 
individual preferences in situations where the case-by-case treatment 
becomes the norm. In these cases, the emphasis on the legal form and 
literalism facilitates the manipulative use of the law to circumvent the 
purpose of the regulation.  
 
This problem emerges because the letter of the law does not always accord 
with the spirit of the law. The disruption can be caused by omissions or 
loopholes in the rules that undermine their effectiveness, or by the presence 
of outdated laws that are no longer relevant. Thus, creative compliance is not 
a problem of enforcement. Creative compliance is embedded in formal 
obedience, until the prosecution reveals the contrary. However, McBarnet 
(2004) claimed that this usually does not occur, simply because creative 
compliance is not usually contested. Behind the legal technicality and the 
innovative use of the law, McBarnet also identified a problem of attitude. In 
this regard, she pointed out that  

[c]reative compliance, however, does not arise deterministically from the 
nature of law. It also requires a particular attitude to law, an attitude which, far 
from seeing law as an authoritative and legitimate policy to be implemented, 
sees it as a material to be worked on, to be tailored, regardless of the policy 
behind it, to one’s own or one’s client’s interests. (McBarnet 2004: 286) 

 
Since ‘regulation is not a panacea itself’ (McBarnet 2007: 48), no more legal 
control is required to deal with creative compliers, because it is evident that 
new forms of creative compliance will promptly accommodate to the new 
regulations. However, it is common to find that governments deploy more 
rules to cope with this issue, turning this into a problem without solution, a 
road without a way out, or a spiral that never ends. To deal with creative 
compliers, scholars have suggested the adoption of corporate social 
responsibility (CSR) schemas, which are based on the provision that this is 

                                                      
14 This concept was developed in the framework of research on corporate crime, in particular, 
from studies on tax avoidance, avoidance of rent regulations, corporate acquisitions, corporate 
bankrupts, and corporate subsidies, among others. See McBarnet (2004) for a collection of 
essays on this topic. 
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an ethical rather than a technical legal concern.15 This discussion can be 
followed in Garsten and Hernes (2009), McBarnet, Voiculescu and 
Campbell (2007), and Parker and Nielsen (2011). 
 
In the next section I define the term legal bribe, which was introduced by 
Friedrichs (2004) to illustrate how corporate donors interpret the electoral 
legislation to deliver money to political leaders to obtain undue benefits for 
their companies. This corresponds to a particular form of creative 
compliance applied in the case of electoral donations. 

2.2   Legal bribe 
Before defining the term legal bribe, it is pertinent to address what a bribe is. 
Bribery is an offense that has been defined as 

[t]he promise, offering or giving, to a public official, directly or indirectly, of 
an undue advantage, for the official himself or herself or another person or 
entity, in order that the official act or refrain from acting in the exercise of his 
or her official duties. (Art. 15(a), United Nations Convention Against 
Corruption [UNCAC]) 

 
This definition denotes that in a bribery case two parties take action: the 
briber (bribe-giver) and the bribee (bribe-taker). Although this classification 
is today obvious, in the past only bribe-takers were convicted for this offence 
(Green 2010). In terms of the exchange, bribe-takers deviate/cease their 
decisions/actions from official duties to give undue advantages to bribe-
givers. Bribees act with disloyalty, breaking trust and breaching positional 
duty, while bribers attain undue benefits. I want to highlight that the term 
undue benefits does not have any specific qualification of the reciprocity 
received. According to the UNCAC, any undue benefit, disregarding its 
condition or value, is enough to manifest bribery. 
 
The UNCAC approach to bribery has seen various interpretations in the way 
different member states have adopted it into their codes. For example, US 
Code §201 considers that bribery occurs when anyone gives, offers, or 
promises anything of value to any public official with intent to influence any 
official act or public official to commit fraud or violate the lawful duty of 

                                                      
15 CSR goes beyond the legalism that characterizes compliance with regulations. The focus is 
on ethical dilemmas that corporate leaders face when dealing with external regulations. It is 
considered rather innovative to discuss this issue based on the challenges imposed by 
standards (Garsten and Hernes 2009). Originally, CSR addressed issues related to protection 
of the environment, fairness to suppliers and customers, use of low-paid/illegal labour, and 
adoption of mechanisms of tax avoidance. This agenda has been extended as new problems 
have emerged (Huseynov and Klamm 2012; McBarnet 2007). The core of the research agenda 
on CSR is not to neglect profits, but to scrutinize how they are made. 
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such official or person. In the Colombian Penal Code to be a bribee is 
denoted as cohecho propio/impropio,16 which is defined when a public 
servant receives or accepts money or other benefit, directly or indirectly, to 
delay or omit a proper act of his or her office or to engage in one contrary to 
the official duties. To bribe a public official, or cohecho por dar u ofrecer,17 
involves those that offer or give the money or benefits to public officials to 
obtain undue privileges. A similar schema is used in the UK Bribery Act 
2010. In this instrument bribery exists when a person offers, promises, or 
gives financial or other advantage to another person to induce or perform 
improperly a relevant function or activity,18 or when a person knows that the 
acceptance of the advantage would itself constitute the improper 
performance of a relevant function or activity.19 The UK Bribery Act 
provides some specification, as well: (i) relevant function includes any 
function of a public nature or activity connected with a business 
corporation/profession or performed by or on behalf of a body of persons, 
whether corporate or unincorporated, and (ii ) improper performance emerges 
when the expectation of good faith or impartiality or expected performance 
has been breached.  
 
The main difference between these approaches is that, while the US Code 
considers that the exchange should be of value, in the Colombian Penal Code 
and the UK Bribery Act 2010 the exchange makes reference to any kind of 
advantage. According to Green (2010: 201) ‘thing of value’ implies a 
subjective appreciation of the elements exchanged, which dilutes the real 
intention of the exchange.20 This makes it noteworthy that the Colombian 
Penal Code and the UK Bribery Act aim at avoiding this kind of 
interpretation by being more in line with the UNCAC. 
 
Legal bribes. Moving on to the term legal bribe, I should start by saying that 
although something legal cannot be simultaneously illegal, it is possible to 
use this term, because it indicates that legality can in some circumstances 
coexist with illegality.21 Friedrichs (2004) introduced the term legalized bribe 

                                                      
16 Articles 141 and 142 of the Colombian Penal Code. 
17 Article 143 of the Colombian Penal Code. 
18 Section 1 makes reference to the act of bribery. 
19 Section 2 makes reference to the act of being bribed. 
20 Green (2010) used the example of the United States v Myers 692 F 2d823 to illustrate how 
the concept of bribery has been understood in the case of electoral donations. The 
Congressman Michael Myers was recorded on videotape receiving US$50,000, with the 
promise of introducing a private immigration bill. During the defence, Congressman Myers 
claimed that his intention was to not fulfil this agreement. In this case the court considered 
that favourable legislation obtained after delivering electoral donations is a not ‘thing of 
value’ but mere logrolling; therefore, bribery was not an issue.  
21 This was earlier stated by Becker (1968) and developed by Murphy and Robinson (2008) 
under the adaptation mode known as the maximizer. The maximizer extends Merton’s Strain 
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to name specifically the electoral contributions to political campaigns as 
constituting an inconsequential regulation in which donors are immune to 
investigation and prosecution. Friedrichs (2004: 134) stated that electoral 
donations are legal bribes, because they are used ‘to propose, endorse, or 
push policies and programs that despite questionable value still benefit 
special interests and constituents’. Furthermore, he argued that electoral 
donations can bring about undue influence over decisions and regulations 
that affect the activities of corporations, but this is not considered illegal. In 
this regard, Friedrichs stated that  

the line between a ‘bribe’ (an illegal payoff for an explicit vote) and a 
‘contribution’ (a legal donation with an implicit understanding) is 
exceptionally thin, and to date no member of Congress has ever been indicted 
simply for accepting PAC money. (2004: 136) 

 
Along with Friedrichs (2004), Harstad and Svensson (2011) suggested that 
the use of private campaign financing mechanisms promotes corruption.22 In 
particular, Harstad and Svensson claimed that electoral donations correspond 
to a kind of bribe, because they are given to political candidates with the 
intention of having permanent changes in rules and regulations. It has been 
argued that the set of laws on campaign contributions is intended to give the 
impression that there is no deal between donors and incumbents other than 
ideological support, when in reality electoral law is used to divert criminal 
responsibilities of donors and incumbents that collude in favour of their own 
interests (Noonan 1984). This reinforces the idea that bribes and 
contributions are one and the same. On this issue, Noonan said ‘These can be 
masked as one another; but the masks are removable.... Campaign 
contributions can be bribes, as successful prosecutions have established’ 
(Noonan 1984: 698).  
 

                                                                                                                             
Theory and illustrates how corporations can be simultaneously law-abiders and law-breakers, 
with the purpose of pursuing wealth. 
22 This approach coincides with Kaufmann and Vicente (2011), who explored legal and illegal 
patterns of corruption in different countries. Based on survey data on the level of the firm 
collected by the World Economic Forum, they found that in countries where there is a low 
likelihood of social unrest it is probable that the elites do not enforce regulations against 
corruption, to be able to pursue illegal corruption without concerns (mostly in developing 
countries). However, if the likelihood of social unrest is high, elites get involved in practices 
of legal corruption that bring them special benefits (mostly in OECD countries). Furthermore, 
they revealed that electoral financing is the most effective mechanism of legal corruption used 
by elites, in contrast to trading on influence with members of the executive and judicial 
branches, regardless of the level of the country’s development.  
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3. Previous research and research questions 

Campaign financing has attracted considerable research attention. A number 
of studies have approached the benefits accruing to donors, while others 
have centred on corporations’ strategic delivery of electoral donations. The 
available studies use both cross-sectional and descriptive data. Cross-
sectional studies are especially available in the USA, where quantitative data 
are systematically recorded and made available to the public. Case studies— 
which use mainly descriptive data—are used to illustrate this phenomenon in 
various countries. The review presented here attempts to provide a general 
rather than an exhaustive overview of the ‘state of the art’ of the issue.  
 
I first turn to the literature treating the benefits accruing to corporate donors. 
Scholars have reported that firms aim to advance specific interests when 
making their electoral contributions. Contracts with state agencies, less 
governmental oversight, and favourable legislation are the most frequent 
kinds of compensation sought. For example, Hart (2001) reported that firms 
in the technology sector that made electoral contributions in various US 
electoral cycles between 1977 and 1996 received more contracts from 
governmental institutions than did firms that invested resources solely in 
research and development. Fellowes and Wolf (2004) revealed that members 
of the 105th House of Representatives who relied heavily on business 
contributions gave more support to pro-business tax and regulatory policies 
than did other members. Gordon and Hafer (2005) found that inspections of 
nuclear plants in the USA varied considerably, according to the size of the 
contributions made by the firms running them, that is, every USD 1000 
increase in electoral contributions means a seven-hour decrease in 
inspections. Therefore, ‘an increase from the 25th percentile of contributions 
to the 75th percentile (about $13,800 to $76,200) would produce anywhere 
from a 147 (±100) to a 439 (±134) hour reduction in plant inspections’ 
(Gordon and Hafer 2005: 254).  
 
Scholars have also reported that donors use various strategies to deliver their 
financial support, to increase the chances of influencing policy outcomes. 
Issues such as the visibility of the voting process, the sensitivity of the topic 
in the media, the ideological character of the issue, and proximity to the final 
moment of decision are crucial in timing electoral donations. Taylor (2003) 
studied the effect of electoral contributions when dealing with sensitive 
regulatory issues, specifically examining tobacco and alcohol bills23 and 

                                                      
23 Such bills affecting the tobacco industry favoured increasing taxes and strengthening 
mandatory warning labels, while in the case of the alcohol industry, they attempted to raise 
the minimum drinking age, lower blood-alcohol limits, introduce warning labels, and increase 
taxes. 
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found that, between 1975 and 2000, US Representatives belonging to the 
majority party and its leadership received more donations from the tobacco 
industry. Because the media were exposing the collateral effects of tobacco 
consumption, electoral donors could only exert influence when the issue was 
discussed in plenary sessions in which decisions were made by majority. In 
the case of alcohol, the issue was less visible, so Congress relied on 
committees to make relevant decisions. Accordingly, the alcohol industry 
made more contributions to committee members and chairs: their decisions 
were considered final, because they were adopted with little or no 
modification in plenary discussions. Witko (2006) analysed the influence 
that PAC24 contributions can bring to bear on ideological versus non-
ideological issues. He examined 20 issues, 10 ideological and 10 non-
ideological, during the 103rd and 104th House sessions. The results revealed 
that PAC contributions had more influence on non-ideological bills in 8 out 
of 10 of these votes and in 9 out of 14 instances of congressional voting; the 
reverse held for ideological issues. Witko claimed that ‘PACs cannot force 
or convince members to take action against their core interests but can subtly 
alter the member’s decision making when there is uncertainty or weakly held 
preferences’. (2006: 292) 
 
Donors need to know how much to donate, when, and to whom. Stratmann 
(1998) explored the use of timing as an inexpensive mechanism to influence 
congressional votes. He claimed that, according to conventional wisdom, 
one would expect donations to be made during campaigning, when money is 
needed to reach the electorate. However, his results indicated that donors 
make their contributions in periods of low electoral activity but close to 
legislative voting periods in Congress to prevent the potential reneging of 
undecided legislators. This suggests that the rationale of electoral donors is 
strategic, because giving electoral support is not just an act of giving and 
receiving but of guaranteeing that donor expectations are fulfilled. Hersch 
and McDougall (2000) observed the ‘price of influence’ or the amounts 
given as electoral donations to legislators. Based on their study of donations 
of the ‘Big Three’ US automakers—General Motors, Chrysler, and Ford— 
they found that a lower price indicates that the legislator is already aligned 
with the interest group, meaning that those in opposition receive more 
electoral support. They also noticed that the presence of a corporate rival in a 
given legislator’s district also induced competitors to make donations to that 
legislator. Snyder (1992), who studied the long-term impact of electoral 
donations, revealed that younger representatives from small states received 
more long-term contributions than did their older counterparts, indicating 

                                                      
24 PACs (political action committees) are private groups created to represent special interests. 
PACs can receive and raise money from their relevant constituents and then make donations 
to political campaigns. 
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that, for donors, the long-term impact of their investment is more important 
than seniority. Similar results were reported by Stratmann (1992), who tested 
the relationship between constituency interests and legislator tendency to 
vote for special interests attached to their districts. Results indicated that 
PACs from the farm sector donate more funds to legislators who are less 
likely to support these contributors’ interests. Consistent with this result, it 
was observed that donors contributed less to members of the House 
Agriculture Committee than to non-Committee members. In terms of impact, 
legislators representing districts with the largest populations of farmers were 
more likely to receive the largest contributions than those from smaller 
constituencies. These results indicate that donors buy undecided legislators 
and those who can represent large numbers of citizens.  
 
In other studies, scholars have reported that donor characteristics can affect 
the delivery of electoral support to political parties and candidates. 
Apollonio and La Raja (2004), who compared the behaviour of firms, labour 
unions, and advocacy groups, found that old firms and wealthy organizations 
were less likely to contribute to political parties, but that when they did so, 
their contributions were larger than those made by other organizations. In the 
case of younger organizations, the reverse was the case: young organizations 
contribute less to political parties, but do so more often. Apollonio and La 
Raja (2004) claimed that, while younger firms use this mechanism to quickly 
obtain access to and legitimacy among politicians, older and wealthier firms 
prefer to contribute directly to candidates with whom they have established 
relationships. In the case of labour unions and advocacy groups, the results 
were different: these donors made more contributions to political parties than 
did firms, but the contributions were not necessarily larger. In addition, 
labour unions and advocacy groups gave more often to one single party, 
while firms tended to support parties with various ideologies. 
 
The results reported by American researchers display similarities to the 
findings of case studies conducted elsewhere. For example, Claessens et al. 
(2008) found that Brazilian firms that donated to the presidential campaigns 
of 1998 and 2002 increased their bank leverage, producing higher returns. 
Hofnung (1996) reported that the introduction of internal party elections or 
primaries in Israel increased the need for private funds to run electoral 
campaigns. This created enormous opportunities for corruption, because 
local elites used their power to make decisions favouring their electoral 
donors. Pujas and Rhodes (2009) described a similar situation in the case of 
local elections in France, where illegal financing scandals were being 
reported on the front pages of local newspapers. They claimed that ‘France 
provides the clearest case of political hypocrisy’ (Pujas and Rhodes 2009: 
749), because, while it combats corruption publicly, electoral funding is 
often obtained by illegal means. A similar situation was disclosed in 
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Germany. Moroff (2009) revealed how former Chancellor Helmut Kohl, 
who formulated the new electoral legislation for Germany, failed to report 
having received donations from the Flick Group between 1969 and 1980.25 
These contributions were reciprocated with tax exemptions for this firm, 
granted mainly during Kohl’s term as chancellor. In the case of Uruguay, 
Casas-Zamora (2005) observed that electoral donors believe that 
reciprocation for donation is part of the politicians’ job: contributors do not 
have to spell out their requests, but merely inform the recipient of the 
difficulties they face. ‘Unsaid does not mean unfathomed’, claimed Casas-
Zamora (2005: 222). 
 
Other studies treat electoral financing as a mechanism used not only to 
obtain benefits but also to attain power or extort rent from its use. In African 
countries, Salih and Nordlund (2007: 118) found that in 9 out of 10 cases, 
party leaders were political entrepreneurs who owned their parties, waiting 
to attain power to recover the rents invested. This is similar to the situation 
observed in Italy, where the figure of the ‘business politician’ has emerged 
as a consequence of illicit party finance provided by legal organizations that 
want to obtain state contracts (Pujas and Rhodes 2009). In South Korea, 
during the military regime, big corporations were forced to pay membership 
fees to the political parties in proportion to their revenues; those that failed 
or refused to pay were audited by the financial authorities (Blechinger 2002).  
 
Summing up, electoral donors seek influence when making their 
contributions to political leaders. Previous research indicates that incumbents 
face no constraints when advancing the interests of their supporters; for 
example, undue contracts, less governmental control, and favourable 
legislation are often given as means of compensation. Scholars have argued 
that the strategy used when making electoral donations has its own 
rationality. Corporations prefer to give larger donations to young, unreliable, 
and undecided incumbents at times when decisions are about to be made, 
when the issues of interest have low media profiles, or when the issue is non-
ideological. Small companies give more frequent, smaller donations to those 
who require them than do larger corporations, which give sporadic, bigger 
donations to candidates with whom they have established relations. 
Additionally, scholars have revealed that corporations seek to neutralize the 
impact of competitors’ donations by giving electoral contributions to the 
same candidates as supported by their competition. In other cases political 

                                                      
25 In what is known as ‘the Flick affair’, the Flick Group gave contributions totaling 
approximately EUR 13 million to the Christian Democratic Union, the Bavarian Christian 
Democrats, the Free Democrats, and the Social Democrats. The Flick Group is one of the 
largest conglomerates in Germany. 
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leaders who act as business politicians extract rents from their positions of 
authority, by demanding electoral donations to private corporations.  
 
This aggregated picture suggests that corporate donors put forward their own 
interests when delivering electoral donations, and they use this mechanism in 
a strategic way to guarantee and maximize the revenue of their ‘investment’. 
The problem, as it is viewed by most scholars, is that private electoral 
funding alters the actions of political leaders in favour of the interests of 
powerful donors. Here, I put it differently. I consider that corporations use 
electoral law in an unintended way to avoid being involved in criminal 
offences, or catalogued as bribers. I study this particular issue by addressing 
three specific questions, as follows: 

Article one: Do electoral donations increase political corruption?  
Article two: Why do companies give electoral donations?  
Article three: How are electoral donors compensated?  
 
These three questions explore the use of electoral law from different angles. 
I start by studying the relationship between electoral financing models and 
the extent of political corruption phenomena; then I move to examining the 
intentions of donors when delivering their electoral contributions. I finish by 
identifying the different legal mechanisms used to compensate corporate 
donors. With this approach I attempt to go beyond traditional scholarship 
studies that focus on demonstrating the existing relationship between 
donations and policy outcomes. Here I focus on the role of electoral 
legislation and how it has been used by private corporations. 

4. Research methods and data used in the analysis 

I used a mixed method for the data collection and analysis. Mixed methods 
research is broadly defined as  

research in which the investigator collects and analyses data, integrates the 
findings and draws inferences using both qualitative and quantitative 
approaches or methods in a single study or program of enquiry. (Tashakkori 
and Creswell 2007: 4) 

 
The mixed method implemented here allows the aggregation of data 
collected through different qualitative and quantitative methods. While I am 
aware that ‘ the idea of combining qualitative and quantitative work has an 
aura of the exotic and even forbidden among criminologists today’ (Maruna 
2010: 124), this research attempted to break down this ‘methodological 
paradigm’ by designing and implementing a mixed research programme of 
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enquiry. It must be noted that criminological studies that use mixed data 
‘very often only refer to qualitative studies that incorporate statistical 
analysis … which does not render much more validity to the findings’ (Yu 
2012: 12). Bryman pointed out that the lack of integration of the collected 
data occurs when the design adopted ‘was not conceptualized in a 
sufficiently integrated way’ (Bryman 2007: 14). Therefore, the term mixed 
research should not be used after collecting qualitative and quantitative data, 
but when the research is designed in such a way that qualitative and 
quantitative data contribute to the validation of the results (Bryman 2007; 
Greene et al. 1989; Yu 2012). I addressed this issue by adopting a research 
design that combines mixed research methods. 
 
The research design adopted here uses a sequential method, so-called nested 
analysis.26 This sequential, mixed method offers the possibility of integrating 
qualitative textual evidence with quantitative numeric data (Hessen-Biber 
2010). Introduced by Lieberman (2005), nested analysis is a mixed method 
that aims to gain the maximum analytical leverage by combining large-n 
approaches (LNAs) and small-n approaches (SNAs). Nested analysis brings 
together the strengths of both regression analysis and case study research 
(Rohlfing 2007), while conducting a validity check—triangulation27—by 
convergence of results via different methods.  
 
The nested analysis begins with a quantitative analysis and a baseline theory. 
The prerequisite is the availability of a quantitative dataset containing a large 
number of observations.28 The purpose of the preliminary LNA is ‘to explore 
as many appropriate, testable hypotheses as is possible with available theory 
and data’ (Lieberman 2005: 438). This implies that, beyond the analysis of 
the hypothesis and the control variables, the LNA provides grounds to 
believe that the initial theoretical model is relevant for approaching the 
problem under observation. The second step considers the intensive analysis 
of the hypothesis as applied in one or more countries. The purpose of this 
                                                      
26 Creswell (2003) identified two different forms for conducting fieldwork in research that 
uses mixed methods, that is, sequential and concurrent. In sequential research qualitative and 
quantitative data are collected in separate stages, in contrast to the concurrent approach in 
which both types of data are collected simultaneously, although priority is given to one form 
of data over the other.  
27 At its origins, triangulation was conceptualized as a mix of different quantitative methods 
that later incorporated qualitative designs as well (Campbell and Fisk 1959; Campbell 1984). 
Denzi (1970) suggested four forms of triangulation: data triangulation, theoretical 
triangulation, methodological triangulation, and investigator triangulation. In this research I 
used the first three methods mentioned by Denzi and describe them in the remaining parts of 
this subsection. It was not possible to implement the last method, because I am the only 
researcher conducting this inquiry. 
28 The size of the dataset is not specified: cross-national studies commonly include a 
minimum of 12 observations, though larger samples are preferable. Studies of corruption use 
average samples of 40; here, I used data from 78 countries. 
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step is ‘to answer those questions left open by the LNA—either because 
there were insufficient data to assess statistical relationships or because the 
nature of causal order could not be confidently inferred’ (Lieberman 2005: 
440). The SNA demands the study of heterogeneous sets of materials and 
observations that provide important information about the problem under 
investigation. The SNA does not use only qualitative methods, but permits 
the incorporation of quantitative methods at various levels of analysis. The 
nested analysis concludes when the SNA corroborates the results of the 
LNA. If the SNA cannot validate the findings of the LNA, a new model 
should be built and be corroborated again. 

4.1  Nested analysis implemented 
 
The nested analysis employed here started with examining the impact of 
different electoral financing mechanisms on corruption, by carrying out a 
cross-national analysis with data from 78 countries. In the LNA I tested three 
particular hypotheses, as follows: 
 
 H1: The impact of campaign contributions increases political corruption. 
 H2: The private electoral funding system increases political corruption.  
 H3: Electoral regulations reduce political corruption. 
 
To perform the analysis, I gathered data available from various sources and 
aggregated them into a database. Data on corruption were provided by 
Political Risk Services, which produces annual information on political 
corruption, based on the opinions of business leaders. Data on electoral 
financing were taken from the ACE database, which collects information 
directly from national laws and regulations. Control variables were also 
included. In Appendix 1, I described the variables used in the analysis with 
their respective scales and sources. Methodological details regarding how 
the data were aggregated and the analysis performed are described in 
Evertsson (2013a).  
 
In the intra-national step, I first conducted a quantitative analysis through 
surveys (which I denote as the SNA survey) and then a qualitative analysis 
in the form of a case study (denoted as the SNA case study). For the 
selection of the country of study, I faced one restriction. SIDA, the main 
funder of this research, established that the resources allocated should be 
used to conduct research in a developing country recipient of international 
aid from the Swedish government. This implied that developed nations were 
automatically excluded from the analysis. After reviewing the list of 
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countries that receive Swedish aid,29 I realized that Colombia was a good 
choice. According to the World Economic Forum (2006) and Nassmacher 
(2003), Colombia is a country where campaign funding is one of the most 
obscure areas of electoral activity.30 

 
The purpose of the SNA survey was to understand why companies give 
electoral donations in Colombia. The results of the survey have been 
published elsewhere (Evertsson 2009); therefore, I have not included them in 
this dissertation. Here, my interest was to verify the findings of the LNA. In 
particular, I tested whether electoral donations are seen as a legal bribe 
(Friedrichs 2004; Harstad and Svensson 2011) and whether the 
characterization of bribery applies in this case (Lambsdorff 2008).31 These 
are theoretical arguments that have not been corroborated empirically. Data 
used in the analysis are described in Appendix 2. 
 
In the SNA survey I collected a unique dataset on electoral financing and 
political corruption, based on 302 personal interviews with CEOs of private 
corporations in Colombia, of which half were donors and half non-donors. It 
was necessary to interview high-level executives, because they are legally 
responsible for deciding whether or not their companies deliver electoral 
funding to political candidates. For the data collection, I used a structured 
questionnaire (see Appendix 3), because it let me include control questions 
to identify reticent respondents, which enhanced the reliability of the results 
(Azfar and Murrell 2009). Methodological considerations of sample size, 
sample characteristics, informant profiles, the scales used to collect the 
information, and the reliability of the information collected were particularly 
addressed to guarantee the validity of the results (see Evertsson 2012).  
 
At this stage the remaining task was to deal with the last of the research 
questions: how are electoral donors compensated? As mentioned previously, 
I conducted a case study. The purpose of the SNA case study was to describe 
how the exchange of reciprocities takes place when delivering electoral 
donations to political candidates. The fieldwork covered donations given to 

                                                      
29 A total of 47 countries receive direct aid from the Swedish government. Four of those 
countries are located in Latin America, 11 in Europe, 11 in Asia, and 19 in Africa. The list of 
countries eligible for Swedish international cooperation is available on line at: www.sida.se/ 
Svenska/Lander--regioner/ (accessed 7 August 2012). 
30 From a personal point of view, it was also convenient for me to conduct parts of this 
research in Colombia, since I come originally from this country. My knowledge of the local 
context and the problem of corruption there facilitated my understanding of the problem under 
investigation. 
31 The theoretical developments of Harstad and Svensson (2011) and Lambsdorff (2008) are 
based on Becker’s approach to crime, which develops Sutherland’s theory on white-collar 
crime (Alalehto and Persson 2012: 7). 
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presidential candidates, members of Congress and governors.32 In particular, 
I used here the AIS33 case, which describes how benefits were delivered to 
palm oil growers after they gave electoral donations to the 2002 and 2006 
electoral campaigns of Colombian President Alvaro Uribe (see Evertsson 
2013b). I selected this case, because the influence that electoral donors have 
on the head of government has been marginally studied. Most of the 
scholarly studies have been done at the congressional level, as I described in 
the literature review. To describe this case, I used various materials, such as 
court cases, official documents, political speeches, newspapers, and personal 
interviews.  
 
The SNA case study was reconstructed by using the narrative method. This 
method ‘provides satisfying answers to research questions about the 
experience studied and insightful statements about types of phenomena of 
scientific or practical interest’ (Barzelay et al. 2003: 21). In contrast to case 
study research, the narrative method presents the case as a composition of 
various pieces of evidence chronologically ordered and connected through a 
core episode. The information that the case presents is ordered in a narrative 
structure that constitutes the central tool of the method. The narrative 
structure consists of an episode corresponding to the central event that 
directly answers the research question, prior events that occur before the 
episode and are the causal sources of various aspects of the episode, 
contemporary events that are coincident with the episode and affect its 
development, related events that take place in parallel or serial order and 
give context to the episode, and later events that explore facts of historical 
relevance to the episode. The narrative structure provides the researcher with 
a research map that can be developed to produce a coherent and structured 
case. In Appendix 4 I present the narrative structure used for the 
reconstruction of the SNA case study. 
 
In sum, in this research process I analysed and triangulated various data, 
methods, and theoretical approaches to explore the problem at issue. This 
brought dynamism to this study and enriched the analysis. By anticipating 
the use of a mixed method, I gained explanatory power and validity of the 
aggregated results. Thus, the findings obtained at the different stages 
reinforced the central argument of this research: electoral donations are a 
legal bribe. 

                                                      
32 In this dissertation I included only one of the three cases studied. Short reportages of the 
other two cases conducted as part of the fieldwork were published at www.lasillavacia.com. 
33 AIS originally stood for Agro Ingreso Seguro/Secure Agroindustry Income. 
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5. Brief profile of the country of study 

Colombia, the country of study here, is located in the north-western corner 
of South America. It has a population of 46.9 million, making it the third 
largest country in Latin America after Brazil and Mexico. Colombia is 
considered a high-middle-income country, with a GDP per capita of 
USD 5510 as of 2010 (World Bank 2012a). In 2007 Colombia was classified 
as a big emerging economy (BEE) by the International Monetary Fund, in 
view of its impressive annual growth of 8.2 per cent achieved in the previous 
three years.34 In 2011 Standard and Poor’s, Moody’s, and Fitch rated 
Colombia investment grade, indicating that it is a risk-free investment 
country. In 2012 the World Bank (2012b) ranked Colombia the third most 
business-friendly country in Latin America, after Chile and Peru. This 
favourable international image attracted USD 13 billion in foreign 
investment in 2011. Colombia’s long-term debt rating is BBB- and its short-
term debt rating is A3. 
 
Colombia faces several internal challenges, inequality being one of the 
greatest. Colombia’s Gini coefficient for 2010 was 0.559, which places it 
119th out of 126 countries, according to the World Bank (2012a). Nearly 37 
per cent of the population lives in poverty, while 16 per cent suffers extreme 
poverty. Internal conflict with leftist guerrillas has been going on for nearly 
fifty years, with devastating impact on the rural population. Today, 
Colombia has the largest internally displaced population in the world 
because of this irregular war. Nearly 5.2 million people have been forced to 
abandon their properties in rural areas and move to the cities, while nearly 
half a million have fled to neighbouring countries (CODHES 2011). During 
the last three decades the conflict has been supported by resources from 
drug-trafficking activities. According to the UN International Drug Control 
Programme, cocaine production covered 100,000 hectares, used to produce 
270 metric tons of pure cocaine in 2010. This makes Colombia the main 
provider of cocaine in the world (US Department of State 2012).  

5.1  Corruption at the corporate level in Colombia 
Despite important advances in industrialization, economic growth, and 
international investment, operating in this ‘business-friendly’ environment 
imposes diverse challenges on corporations. According to the World Bank, 
firms located in this country have to deal with greater difficulties than do 

                                                      
34 For a country to be considered a big emerging economy (BEE), it must have demonstrated 
rapid growth and industrialization. A BEE usually has low to middle income per capita and is 
moving from a closed to an open market economy while building accountability within the 
system. 
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their counterparts elsewhere. Table 1 lists the obstacles to doing business in 
Colombia from a comparative perspective. Colombia scores higher on most 
of the obstacles evaluated by private corporations, except in situations in 
which companies deal with licensing and permits (Colombia 10.5 per cent 
versus world 15.7 per cent) and customs and trade regulations (Colombia 6.7 
per cent versus world 17.8 per cent), where the difficulties are minor relative 
to those reported elsewhere. Corruption, which is the second largest concern 
for 53.2 per cent of business leaders in Colombia, significantly exceeds the 
Latin American and Caribbean average (39.9 per cent) and the world 
average (36.1 per cent).  
 
Table 1. Obstacles to doing business in Colombia from a comparative 
perspective 

Biggest obstacles facing private corporations 
—percentage of firmsa Colombia 

Latin 
America & 
Caribbean 

World 

Practices of competitors in the informal sector 55.2 30.2 31.7 
Corruption 53.2 39.9 36.1 
Inadequately educated workforce  44.5 35.8 27.1 
Access to finance  41.4 30.8 31.8 
Tax rates 39.2 35.1 34.9 
Crime, theft, and disorder  32.5 34.3 26.6 
Tax administration 28.6 22.7 23.0 
Transportation 25.9 23.5 21.9 
Court system  24.3 25.0 19.1 
Labour regulations  18.8 17.3 11.8 
Licensing and permits  10.5 15.9 15.7 
Customs and trade regulations  6.7 19.7 17.8 
a Answers to the question: ‘By looking at card [x], can you tell me which of the elements of 
the business environment included in the list, if any, currently represents the biggest obstacle 
faced by this establishment?’ Source: World Bank Business Environment and Enterprise 
Performance Surveys 2012. Available at: 
http://www.enterprisesurveys.org/Data/ExploreEconomies/2010/colombia 

 
Bribery is the most common form of corruption in Colombia. Table 2 reports 
the bribery practices found in this country from a comparative perspective. 
Data indicate that bribes are often paid to obtain government contracts (32.8 
per cent), a situation that contrasts with the results for the Latin American 
and Caribbean region and the world average (9.9 and 23.7 per cent, 
respectively). According to Transparencia por Colombia (2013: 57), the 
bribery rate for business corporations is around 15 per cent in Colombia. In 
the case of individual procedures required to initiate and conduct business in 
Colombia, the data shown in Table 2 indicate that bribery is less extensive 
when used to deal with public officials. For example, to obtain a 
water/electric connection, or an operating licence/construction permit, bribes 
are demanded, but the firms that make use of this illegal mechanism do so to 
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obtain preferential treatment to speed up procedures, approval, and 
implementation. It is worth noting that, for example, bribes are very rarely 
paid in the case of procedures to obtain import licences.  
 
Table 2. Bribery practices when doing business in Colombia from a 
comparative perspective 

Percentage of firms expected to pay bribes 
toa Colombia 

Latin 
America & 
Caribbean 

World 

Secure government contracts 32.8 9.9 23.7 
Obtain a construction permit 4.1 12.9 23.2 
Obtain a water connection 3.6 9.7 15.4 
Obtain an operating licence 2.9 8.4 15.0 
Get things done 2.8 10.9 25.5 
Obtain an electrical connection 1.9 4.0 16.0 
Meet with tax officials 1.5 6.1 15.7 
Obtain an import licence 0.3 5.7 14.3 
a Answers to the question: ‘In reference to [x], was an informal gift or payment expected or 
requested?’ Source: World Bank Business Environment and Enterprise Performance Surveys 
2012. Available at: http://www.enterprisesurveys.org/Data/ExploreEconomies/2010/colombia 
 

Summing up, the overall problem of corruption at the corporate level in 
Colombia, the present topic of study, is characterized by the ubiquity of 
bribes targeting corporations dealing with government agencies where large 
rents can be extracted. Bribes paid on a one-off basis are rarer. 

5.2  The funding of elections in Colombia  
In Colombia elections are funded with public and private resources, which 
are delivered only during the election period (Article 109 of the Colombian 
National Constitution).35 Public funding is extended through direct subsidies, 
given before and after the electoral campaign to guarantee egalitarian 
competition, and indirect mechanisms such as reduced postal rates and free 
timeslots on public radio and television. Private electoral funding is provided 
in the form of bank/personal loans, investment dividends, donations 
collected at public activities/events, donations made directly to the 
candidate/candidate’s campaign by individuals/private organizations, and in-
kind contributions corresponding mainly to logistical support in the form of 
goods, food, transportation, access to facilities, and advertising intended for 
use during the campaign (Restrepo 2011).   

                                                      
35 Before 1990 electoral campaigns were only funded with private sources in Colombia. 
Public funding of elections was introduced after adoption of a new constitutional letter as a 
result of the peace agreement signed with the guerrilla group M-19. The purpose of this 
modification was to guarantee equal competition among old and new contenders. 
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The electoral law restricts the delivery of donations from (i) state agencies, 
(ii ) the candidate or family members of the candidate, and (iii ) foreign 
companies (Article 122 of the Colombian National Constitution). By 
limiting the delivery of donations from these sources, the constitutional letter 
aimed to guarantee that incumbent politicians could not bring to bear 
influence on public officials. Neither did it encourage the emergence of 
business politicians. 
 
Regarding the money delivered as donations, Article 265 of the Colombian 
National Constitution prescribes that candidates must register all 
contributions received and that this information should be reported to the 
National Electoral Council, which has the responsibility to verify it and 
make it public. In this kind of report, the identity of donors should be 
disclosed as well as the donor’s personal address, the form of the 
contribution given to the candidate, and its economic value. Additionally, the 
electoral law stipulates that the electoral authority should establish the 
ceilings for individual contributions and total campaign expenditures 
allowed for the candidates to the different elected positions (Article 13 of 
Law 134 of 1994 and Article 14 of Law 996 of 2005).  
 
In this research, I focus on the donations made at political events or directly 
to candidates, and in-kind contributions to candidates to the presidential 
office, to the Senate and House of Representatives, to governors and 
members of departmental assemblies, and to mayors and members of local 
councils.36 The electoral funding of their political campaigns shares the same 
regulatory grounds, as previously described. Here, I do not consider 
campaign funding obtained from loans and dividends, because these 
resources originate in financial transactions, which, one can assume, are not 
made to achieve undue benefits for their initiators. 

6. Results 

In this section, I summarize the main outcomes presented in the three articles 
that accompany this manuscript. First, I report the results of the cross-
national comparison of 78 countries, which provides a basis for approaching 

                                                      
36 The topics studied here exclude issues of illegal campaign financing. It has been argued that 
financing elections with money delivered by illegal actors is not rare. The aim of criminal 
organizations is to capture governmental functions and decision-making processes by funding 
elections to guarantee protection for their illegal activities and to gain access to territories. For 
a discussion of the role of illegal electoral financing, see Andreas (2004), Collier (2009), 
Garay et al. (2008), and Kupferschmidt (2009). 
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the problem from a general perspective. Then, I present the results of the 
survey of 302 Colombian corporate donors about their perceptions of the 
nature of private electoral funding and their relationships with public 
officials. Finally, I describe one case study that illustrates how the process of 
compensating electoral donors takes place in Colombia. The articles in their 
entirety follow in the next chapters. 

6.1 Political corruption and electoral funding: A cross-national 
analysis 
In this article, I evaluated the impact that electoral donations have on policy 
outcomes and the effects of the regulatory framework in terms of preventing 
corruption.  
 
In this stage I used Becker’s theoretical approach, which suggests that crime 
emerges not only from illegal actions but also from actions covered with a 
cloak of legality; this corresponds to the rational choice interpretation of 
Sutherland’s theory on white-collar crime (Alalehto and Persson 2012: 7). 
Previous researchers have collected substantial evidence which indicates that 
private corporations use electoral donations as strategic instruments to 
achieve particular benefits, whether to strengthen their competitive position 
or to block competitors’ attempts to exert influence on incumbents (see 
Smith (1995) and Stratmann (2005) for reviews of the relevant literature). I 
explored these issues at the cross-national level by collecting data from 78 
countries, a path not taken in previous studies. In particular, I introduced 
three hypotheses to test the impact that electoral donations have on political 
corruption and the deterrent effect of the regulatory actions to curb this 
problem.37 This constitutes a novel approach to the study of electoral 
donations, since previous quantitative research has been limited to 
evaluating the cross-sectional impact on policy outcomes. 
 
The final result of the regression analysis (see Table 3; the entire analysis is 
available in Evertsson (2013a)) did not confirm all the hypotheses. H1 was 
accepted, which means that there is more corruption in countries where legal 
campaign financing exerts a major influence on policy outcomes. Regarding 
H2, I was expecting that private financing would increase political 
corruption, but the result obtained indicated the opposite. Regulatory 
measures did not appear significant in the statistical model, as posited in H3. 
I want to focus first on explaining the results obtained for variables that were 
significant in the model, and then discuss possible reasons why the other 
variables were not significant. 
 
                                                      
37 The hypotheses appear in section 1.4.1. 
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Table 3. Ordinary least square regression results 
 

Independent variables Final model 

GDP *-0.183 (0.106) 
Democracy **-0.820 (0.296) 
Impact of contributions ***0.729 (0.135) 
Private financing **-0.995 (0.329) 
Public financing 0.288 (0.347) 
Disclosure of contributors 0.043 (0.365) 
Disclosure of expenditures -0.023 (0.325) 
Ceilings on contributions -0.241 (0.286) 
Ceilings on expenditures 0.033 (0.325) 
Constant **2.353 (0.908) 
R2 adjusted 0.652 
F ***17.049 
N 78 
Note: The complete statistical analysis is available in Evertsson (2013a). 
*p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 
Dependent variable: Corruption by PRS 

 
 

The contradictory results of the significant variables indicate the 
controversial character of electoral donations. While electoral contributions 
do result in undue benefits to corporate donors, the delivery of this form of 
political support does not increase political corruption in the eyes of 
corporations, because giving electoral donations is a legal practice. This 
illustrates nothing other than the tension existing between the illegal benefits 
obtained from electoral donations and the legal status quo of this practice. 
This evidence reflects Friedrichs’s characterization of electoral donations as 
legal bribes. Friedrichs (2004) argues that electoral donations should be 
considered legal bribes, because they are used to promote particular 
interests, although they should not.  
 
Regarding H3, I believe there are two possible reasons to explain why the 
evidence collected did not provide substantial evidence to analyse the role of 
electoral regulations. On the one hand, Nassmacher (2003) has mentioned 
that electoral regulations have only been endorsed in a small number of 
countries. On the other hand, Doublet (2012) has reported that electoral 
regulations have not been properly enforced in those nations where they 
have been adopted. These possible explanations may indicate a lack of 
political will on the part of those responsible to adopt and enforce these 
measures, as well as the limited ability of electoral regulations to control the 
emergence of corruption; these, however, are issues that need further study. 
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6.2  Electoral donations as legal bribes: Evidence from a survey 
of private corporations in Colombia 

The results presented in the first article seem to indicate that electoral 
donations have been used by private corporations to obtain undue benefits 
within the legal framework. In this article, I explored why corporations give 
electoral donations.  
 
The article is based on Harstad and Svensson’s (2011) bribery model, which 
provides a global perspective on lobbying, bribery, and electoral financing, 
in contrast to the pioneering model of Grossman and Helpman (1994), which 
did not specify the type of resources used by the firms that want to influence 
policy outcomes. Harstad and Svensson’s (2011) basic assumption is that, in 
developed nations, electoral donations/lobbying are used to bend the rules in 
favour of those who deliver support, because it is expensive to deal with the 
bureaucratic machine. They argued that, in developing nations, electoral 
donations/lobbying constitute a kind of bribery, because firms there deal 
with a never-ending cycle of bribery.  
 
Based on the data taken from the unique dataset collected at the level of the 
firm in Colombia, I evaluated, first, whether electoral donations are seen as 
legal bribes, or as a substitute for bribery, or as an additional cost for their 
firms. The purpose of seeking this detail was to validate Harstad and 
Svensson’s assumption that, in developing nations, electoral donations are 
seen as legal bribes. Second, I explored whether electoral donations perform 
as legal bribes. The intention was to demonstrate that as bribery practice, 
electoral donations could be explained with Lambsdorff’s theory of bribery.  
 
The final result of the regression performed (see Table 4; the entire analysis 
is available in Evertsson (2012)) confirmed, on the one hand, that firms 
consider their electoral donations to be legal bribes and, on the other hand, 
that the reasons Lambsdorff (2008) identified for paying bribes (pre-existing 
relationship between bribers and incumbents, clear expectations of 
reciprocity, and weak perception of regulations) apply also in the case of 
electoral donations. That a firm should openly accept that donating money to 
support electoral campaigns amounts to paying a legal bribe indicates that it 
has decided to deliver electoral support based on anticipated benefits and on 
certain conditions that facilitate their participation without violating the law.  
 
These results had significant implications for the entire research process. I 
was able to verify that the main conclusion obtained in the LNA was correct. 
Corporate leaders reported less corruption in those countries where elections 
are funded by private resources, because electoral donations are not illegal 
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actions, although they have a significant impact on policy outcomes: 
Electoral donations are seen by corporate donors as legal bribes. 
 
Table 4. Logistic regression results 
 

Independent variables Final modela 

Age of the company **0.030 (0.010) 
Medium-sized company **1.122 (0.362) 
Legal bribe ***1.160 (0.349) 
Expected reciprocity *0.804 (0.463) 
Previous relationships *0.626 (0.370) 
Regulatory quality *-0.580 (0.328) 
Constant *-60.651 (20.548) 
Model likelihood 229.102 
Nagelkerke R2 0.279 
Overall % correct 69.8% 
N 199 
Note: The complete statistical analysis is available in Evertsson (2012). 
*p  <0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01  
Dependent variable: Status as donor/non-donor 

 

6.3  Corporate donations to electoral campaigns: A case study on 
white-collar crime in Colombia 

This article studied electoral donations as a form of political white-collar 
crime, considering that the results obtained in previous stages of the research 
indicated that business leaders in Colombia believe that their electoral 
donations are legal bribes. This article investigated how electoral donors are 
compensated by incumbents and evaluated the response of the watchdog 
agencies to this form of crime.  
 
The theoretical point of departure is two contemporary expressions of white-
collar crime, known as creative compliance (McBarnet 2006) and 
performative regulation (Mackenzie and Green 2008). There is a practical 
reason for considering two separate mechanisms of neutralization in order to 
understand the undue influence of electoral donations. Harstad and Svensson 
(2011) have argued that firms aim to bend the rules by making electoral 
donations, which indicates that they have sufficient influence to change the 
content of regulations that could affect their business. In criminological 
terms, this corresponds to a practice of performative regulation, since 
corporations can influence the regulatory framework that affects their 
economic context (McKenzie and Green 2008). However, electoral donors 
are not prosecuted, because making electoral contributions is a legal 
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practice. McBarnet (2006) has argued that corporate crime emerges from 
sophisticated legal efforts to make illegal actions appear legal. This is a 
means of creative compliance that violates the spirit of the law. 
 
In the case studied, I reported how President Uribe and members of his 
cabinet granted various legal benefits to palm oil growers over his terms of 
office (2002–2010). In particular, a new law was introduced to grant tax 
concessions to palm oil growers, and two presidential decrees were signed. 
The first decree guaranteed a domestic market for biodiesel fuel obtained 
from processing palm oil. The second created free-trade-zone areas for 
single operators, in which preferential taxes were granted (three out of seven 
such areas were allocated to palm oil producers), and the AIS programme 
was introduced and granted preferential credits and direct subsidies to palm 
oil growers. These measures were incorporated into the new regulatory 
framework, known as the Conpes38 palmero, which guarantees the 
permanence of the mechanisms adopted.  
 
Watchdog agencies initiated an investigation of the subsidy programme 
based on the irregularities disclosed by the weekly magazine Cambio. It was 
reported that a group of rich families that had given electoral donations to 
Uribe’s electoral campaigns received undue subsidies from the AIS 
programme. Investigations conducted by the Inspector General and the 
National Attorney established that the subsidies had indeed been allocated 
irregularly. A group of beneficiaries returned the money received as 
subsidies and testified against the public officials implicated. Administrative 
and penal sanctions were imposed on those involved. The Electoral Council 
did not initiate an investigation. 
 
This case exemplifies how electoral donations can be used to influence 
policy outcomes (the entire case is available in Evertsson (2013b)). The use 
of performative regulation to compensate donors as well as the use of 
electoral law to justify the delivery of money to political leaders illustrates 
how neutralization favours the emergence of white-collar crimes in the case 
of electoral donations. 

7. Conclusions  

In this research I have challenged two concepts usually considered sacred. I 
argue that law (in this case, electoral law) and democracy can be 
criminogenic. Although democracy guarantees the introduction and adoption 

                                                      
38 Conpes is a policy document for a specific economic sector. 
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of political and civil liberties, it can simultaneously induce crime when 
electoral law facilitates the entrance of interested money into elections (the 
core of the democratic process) to make democracy work. Without money, 
there can be no elections, and without elections there is no democracy. 
Cross-national criminology has attempted to make sense of the emergence of 
crime as a consequence of the adoption of new political and economic orders 
(Stamatel 2009). In this research, I contribute to this line of inquiry by 
arguing that the private funding of electoral campaigns can be criminogenic.  
 
The main conclusion of this research is that electoral financing is indeed 
used as legal bribery by private corporations, as earlier argued by Friedrichs 
(2004) and Harstad and Svensson (2011). The legal character of this political 
instrument is perverted when undue compensation is delivered to donors. 
This is not a crime with a single perpetrator; rather, donors and incumbents 
are equally involved. However, donors are protected by electoral law, 
because the money delivered as corrupt incentive is classified as legal. This 
suggests that the law is being used as a mechanism that neutralizes donors as 
perpetrators. This perspective points to the manipulative use of electoral law, 
or creative compliance, as the term is used by McBarnet (2006). 
 
Electoral law creates opportunities for crime, because it legalizes the 
entrance of interested money into politics, disqualifies donors as 
perpetrators, and introduces regulations with null or limited deterrent effect 
on the delivery of undue reciprocities. These characteristics highlight the 
abject failure of electoral law. First, the criminal character of money given as 
electoral donations is eliminated, because the law specifies that giving this 
money is legal. This distinction, however, does not correspond to the opinion 
of private corporations, which see electoral donations as legal bribes. 
Second, donors are not considered perpetrators, because they are not 
involved in criminal actions when they give electoral donations. This is true, 
but donors should not be so easily disqualified as lawbreakers, as receiving 
undue benefits after giving electoral donations represents an active form of 
bribery. In fact, donors should not receive compensation for the money 
delivered (UNCAC, Art. 7(c)). Third, although there is an electoral law and 
authorities responsible for enforcing the electoral process, legislators have 
not designated an authority responsible for enforcing and investigating 
electoral law violations. In Colombia, the country of study here, neither the 
National Electoral Council nor the National Register Office has this power.39 
As it is now, the reciprocation of donors is not investigated at all. This 
makes the electoral law a single declaration of ‘good intentions’ that does 
not have any legal consequence for those who trespass it. 

                                                      
39 These are the only two institutions responsible for the entire administration of the electoral 
processes in Colombia. 
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The challenges that emerge from this analysis cannot be ignored. Is 
corruption the price democracy must pay to run electoral campaigns that are 
funded by private money? Certainly not. This is a complex problem, because 
we are dealing with law-abiding organizations that destroy the essence of 
democracy. We need electoral financial systems that strengthen democracy, 
not those that undermine its essentials, because this harms the confidence of 
society with surely devastating effects on legitimacy and governability of the 
political system. It is imperative to remove legal prescriptions that maintain 
the status quo of crimes within the law. Politicians can no longer play with 
citizens who believe that democracy exists when they vote in elections. In 
democracies politicians should represent people’s needs, not corporations’ 
needs. 
 
Finally, I also want to point out that this research has made three 
methodological contributions. First, I designed and implemented a nested 
analysis that combines different research methods and theoretical approaches 
to investigate the problem under scrutiny. This is a method rarely used by 
scholars because of the enormous costs and time demanded to conduct the 
fieldwork, not to mention the scholarly ‘myths’ about combining different 
methodological and theoretical approaches. Second, I applied the 
randomized method designed by Azfar and Murrell (2009) to detect reticent 
respondents in surveys on sensible acts. I reported a new reticence rate on 
corruption studies, while confirming that the reliability of informants cannot 
be taken for granted. Third, I used the narrative method often used in public 
policy analysis to reconstruct the case study. This method centres the 
attention on events that are crucial to understanding the case examined, in 
which actors and their roles and decisions emerge with great clarity. 
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Appendix 1 

List of variables used in the LNA 
 

Variable name, definition, scale, and source 
Corruption: Scale 0–6,a higher values indicate less political corruption. Source: PRS 

(2006) 
Impact of contributions: Scale 1–7,a higher values indicate less influence on policy 

outcomes. Source: World Economic Forum (2006) 
Private financing: Political parties receive private funding. Scale: 1 = Yes; 0 = No. 

Source: ACE (2006) 
Public financing: Political parties receive public funding. Scale: 1 = Yes; 0 = No. 

Source: ACE (2006) 
Disclosure of contributions: Is there public disclosure of party/candidate 

contributions? Scale: 1 = Yes; 0 = No. Source: ACE (2006) 
Disclosure of expenditures: Is there public disclosure of party/candidate campaign 

expenditures? Scale: 1 = Yes; 0 = No. Source: ACE (2006) 
Ceilings on contributions: Are there ceilings on how much money a party/candidate 

can raise? Scale: 1 = Yes; 0 = No. Source: ACE (2006) 
Ceilings on expenditures: Are there ceilings on party/candidate election expenses? 

Scale: 1 = Yes; 0 = No. Source: ACE (2006) 
GDP: (ln) Real GDP per capita averaged 1970–1995. Source: La Porta et al. (1999) 
Democracy: Democracy for more than 46 years. Scale: 1 = Yes; 0 = No. Source: 

Treisman (2000) 
aIn the model the scale was inverted, multiplying by -1 to facilitate readability. 
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Appendix 2 

List of variables used in the SNA survey 
 

Variable name, definition, and scale 
Status: Has the company made donations to political campaigns in the last election 

period (2006–2007)? Scale: 1 = Donor, 0 = Non-donor 
Age of the company: In what year did this company begin to operate? 
Small-sized company: 1 = 1–49 employees; 0 = Otherwise 
Medium-sized company: 1 = 50–249 employees;  0 = Otherwise 
Large-sized company: 1 ≥ 250 employees; 0 = Otherwise 
Legal bribe: Agreement with the following statement: ‘Donations to political 

campaigns are a form of bribery.’ Scale: 0 = Strongly disagree, disagree, or 
undecided; 1 = Agree or strongly agree 

Expected reciprocity: Agreement with the following statement: ‘Donations to 
political campaigns are used by private companies to obtain particular 
benefits.’ Scale: 0 = Strongly disagree, disagree, or undecided; 1 = Agree or 
strongly agree 

Previous relationships: Has the head of the company previously worked in the public 
sector or been part of an ad hoc government group, or has the company head 
contributed financially to the election campaign of relatives or candidates 
with the same political ideology? Scale: 1 = Yes, 0 = Otherwise 

Regulatory quality: Perception of the quality of ‘financing of electoral campaigns.’ 
Scale: 0 = Very low, low, or acceptable quality; 1 = High or very high quality 
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Appendix 3 

Survey on the financing of political 
campaigns in Colombia  

Directed by 
 Stockholm University  

Survey screener questionnaire Conducted by Invamer S.A. 
Headquarters: Calle 32F # 81-47. 
Telephone: 250 70 80, Medellín 

Funded by the Swedish International 
Development Cooperation Agency  

 
 

Survey No.    
 
Date of survey: Day _____ Month _____ 2009 
 
Interviewer’s name:____________________________________________ 
 
 
City: Bogotá 1  Quota: Donor 1 

 Medellín 2   Non-donor 2 

 Cali 3     
 Barranquilla 4  Company’s 

size 
Big 1 

 Bucaramanga 5   Medium 2 

     Small 3 

 
 
CONTACTS REGISTER: 

1. Telephone 
not answered 

1     2      3      4     5     6      7      8       9     10      11      12       
13     14    15      16     17     18   19   20    21     22     23     24    
25    26     27    28    29    30    31    32    33     34     35    36     
37     38    39      40 

2. Did not reach 
the right person 

1     2      3      4     5     6      7      8       9     10      11      12       
13     14      15      16     17     18   19     20   21    22     23     24    
25    26      27    28    29     30    31    32    33     34     35    36     
37     38    39    40 



 

 
39 

3. A public 
institution or 
government 
agency has a 
financial stake 
in the company 

1     2      3      4     5     6      7      8       9     10      11      12       
13     14      15      16     17     18   19     20   21   22     23     24    
25    26      27    28    29     30    31    32    33     34     35    36     
37     38    39      40 

4. Company’s 
headquarters is 
located 
elsewhere in 
Colombia 

1     2      3      4     5     6      7      8       9     10      11      12       
13     14      15      16     17     18   19     20    21    22     23     24    
25    26      27    28    29     30    31    32    33     34     35    36     
37     38    39      40 

5. Refuse to 
collaborate 
because of the 
survey topic 

1     2      3      4     5     6      7      8       9     10      11      12       
13     14      15      16     17     18   19     20   21  22     23     24    
25    26      27    28    29     30    31    32    33     34     35    36     
37     38    39      40 

 
 
 
Note for the interviewer:  
 
• TEXT IN CAPITALS CORRESPONDS TO INSTRUCTIONS ONLY 

FOR YOU 
 
• The remaining text should be read during the interview 
 

 
 
 
 
Good morning/afternoon/evening. I am calling from Invamer S.A., a marketing 
research company. Could I please speak to the person who represents the company 
in official matters? IF ASKED TO EXPLAIN WHY, ADD: Invamer S.A. has 
been commissioned by Stockholm University to carry out a survey about the 
perception of businesspeople towards political campaign financing in Colombia. IF 
THE PERSON IS UNAVAILABLE, ARRANGE A CONVENIENT TIME 
AND CALL BACK; WHEN YOU ARE PUT THROUGH, CONTINUE. 
 
Good morning/afternoon/evening. I am ______ from Invamer S.A., which is a 
marketing research company. We are carrying out a survey of businesses like yours 
on behalf of Stockholm University. They want to know about the perception of 
businesspeople towards political campaign financing in Colombia. 
 
First of all, could you please answer some preliminary questions? Thank you. 
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F1. Do you normally represent this company when dealing with banks or 
government institutions? 
 

Yes 1 CONTINUE 

No 2 
ASK TO BE PUT THROUGH TO THE CORRECT PERSON, 
REINTRODUCE SELF AND WRITE IN CONTACTS 
REGISTER No. 2 

 
F2. Does any public institution or government agency have a financial stake in your 
organization? 
 

Yes 1 TERMINATE AND WRITE IN CONTACTS REGISTER No. 
3 

No 2 CONTINUE 
 
F3. Can you please tell me where the company’s headquarters is located? READ 
OUT OPTIONS 
 

Yes 1 TERMINATE AND WRITE IN CONTACTS REGISTER No. 
4 

No 2 CONTINUE 
 
F4. Has your company given any kind of donation in cash or in kind to political 
campaigns during the last 4 years? 
 

Yes 1 CONTINUE. CHECK ELECTORAL CONTRIBUTORS 
QUOTA 

No 2 CONTINUE. CHECK NON-ELECTORAL CONTRIBUTORS 
QUOTA 

 
Would it be possible to arrange a time to see you and ask some more detailed 
questions, please? The interview will take about 45 minutes. INTERVIEWER: 
FIX TIME FOR INTERVIEW. 
 
NAME OF THE INTERVIEWEE: ____________________________________ 
ADDRESS: ________________________________________________________ 
NAME OF THE COMPANY:_________________________________________ 
INTERVIEWEE’S POSITION:_______________________________________ 
TELEPHONE: ______________________________________________________ 
DATE OF SURVEY: DAY _____ MONTH _____ 2009 
 
 
 
REMEMBER TO CONFIRM THE APPOINTMENT BEFORE GOING!!! 
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Survey on the financing of political 
campaigns in Colombia  

Directed by 
 Stockholm University  

Survey screener questionnaire Conducted by Invamer S.A. 
Headquarters: Calle 32F # 81-47. 
Telephone: 250 70 80, Medellín Funded by the Swedish International 

Development Cooperation Agency  
 
COMPANY: ________________________________________________________ 
INTERVIEWEE: ____________________________________________________ 
INTERVIEWER: _________________________  (              )  Date:____/____/____  
REVISED:  ______________________________ (              ) Date: ____/____/____ 
SUPERVISED: __________________________ (              ) Date: ____/____/____ 
CODIFIED: ______________________________ (              ) Date: ____/____/____ 
DIGITIZED: ____________________________ (              ) Date: ____/____/____ 
STARTING TIME:  ____     ENDING TIME: _____      TOTAL MINUTES: ____ 
 
 
City: Bogotá 1 
                 Medellín 2 
 Cali  3 
 Barranquilla 4 
 Bucaramanga 5 

 
 

INTRODUCTION  
 
Thank you for agreeing to see me. 
 
The purpose of this survey is to explore the perceptions of businesspeople towards 
political campaign financing in Colombia. This study is conducted by Stockholm 
University and funded by the Swedish International Development Cooperation 
Agency.   
 
The information obtained here will be treated strictly anonymously and 
confidentially. Neither your name nor the name of your company will be used in any 
document based on this survey. Neither Stockholm University nor the Swedish 
International Development Cooperation Agency will be informed of any individual 
firm’s responses or participation in this survey. The responses that you give will be 
aggregated and presented in purely statistical terms. Any comments you give me 
will not be attributed to either you or your company. 
 
 
I would like to start by asking some questions about you and your organization.  
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SECTION 1 - CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PERSONS AND THE 
ENTERPRISES INTERVIEWED  

 
Q1. What is your job title? 
 
Owner/Proprietor  1 
Chief Executive/President 2 
General Manager 3 
Manager/Director 4 
Other (SPECIFY)______________________________________ 5 

 
Q2. Have you ever worked in the public sector? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
Q3. Have you ever been part of the board of directors of a public institution? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
Q4. In what year did this company begin to operate?        

 
Q5. How would you best describe your company’s main area of economic activity? 
ONE ANSWER ONLY. 
 
Farming and/or fishing 1 
Mining 2 
Manufacturing 3 
Construction 4 
Wholesale and/or retail 5 
Transport (air, land, sea) 6 
Financial services 7 
Personal services 8 
Welfare services (health, education, pension) 9 
Communication 10 
Other (SPECIFY)_______________________________ 11 
Don’t know/No answer 12 

 
Q6. How many full time employees does this company employ? 
 

WRITE NUMBER    DO NOT KNOW 9 
 
Q7. What is the annual volume of sales in this company? 
 
WRITE AMOUNT IN COLOMBIAN PESOS   
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IF THE INTERVIEWEE CANNOT GIVE AN AMOUNT, SAY: In which of the 
following ranks was the annual volume of sales in this company placed? READ 
OUT THE RANKS OF THE FOLLOWING TABLE. 
 
Less than $100,000,000 1 
Between $100,000,001 and $500,000,000 2 
Between $500,000,001 and $1,000,000,000 3 
Between $1,000,000,001 and $6,000,000,000 4 
Between $6,000,000,001 and $100,000,000,000 5 
Between $100,000,000,001 and $250,000,000,000 6 
Between $250,000,000,001 and $500,000,000,000 7 
Between $500,000,000,001 and $750,000,000,000 8 
Between $750,000,000,001 and $1,000,000,000,000 9 
More than $1,000,000,000,001  10 

 
Q8. Which of the following alternative best describes the control of your company 
today, where control means making major decisions concerning the enterprise’s 
direction? SHOW CARD 1. ONE ANSWER ONLY. 
 
Individual owner/s 1 
A family 2 
Its board of directors  3 
Its managers 4 
A domestic company group 5 
A foreign company 6 
Other (SPECIFY)_____________________________________ 7 
Don’t know/No answer 8 

 
Q9. During the last five years has your company received ... READ OUT EACH 
IN TURN. 
 

 Yes No 
Don’t 
Know 

Direct subsidies 1 2 3 
Tax exemptions 1 2 3 
Loans with public banks at rates below the market 1 2 3 
Renegotiation of loans with public banks 1 2 3 
Favourable conciliation in disputes with public 
institutions 

1 2 3 

Modification of existing regulations and/or licences 1 2 3 
Modification of ongoing contracts with public 
institutions 

1 2 3 

 
Q10. Is your company a member of any business association? 
 
Yes 1 CONTINUE 
No 2 GO TO Q13 
Don’t know/No answer 3  
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Q11. Of how many business associations is your company a member? 
 

WRITE NUMBER    DO NOT KNOW 9 
 
Q12. I will read a series of services that business associations provide commonly to 
its members and ask you to indicate if your company has received these kinds of 
services and how important each service is for your company. I ask you to grade 
how important each service is by using a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Not Important’ and 
5 ‘Very Important’. Please indicate if you do not know. SHOW CARD 2 AND 
READ EACH IN TURN. 
 

 Yes No 
Don’t 
know 

 Not                    Very                
Important   Important 

Don’t 
know 

Resolve disputes with 
public and/or private 
companies 

1 2 3  1     2     3      4      5 6 

Provide information 
about domestic 
and/or international 
products and/or 
markets 

1 2 3  1     2     3      4      5 6 

Provide information 
on government 
contracts 

1 2 3  1     2     3      4      5 6 

Provide information 
on government laws 
and/or decisions 
and/or regulations 

1 2 3  1     2     3      4      5 6 

Lobby government 
officials and/or 
political leaders 

1 2 3  1     2     3      4      5 6 

 
Q13. Has your company ever been part of any governmental ad hoc group or 
governmental commission? 
 
Yes 1 CONTINUE 
No 2 GO TO Q15 
Don’t know/No answer 3  

 
Q14. This governmental ad hoc group or commission was related to which of the 
following issues: READ OUT EACH IN TURN. 
 
 

Yes No 
Don’t 
know 

Salary negotiation 1 2 3 
Negotiation of international commercial agreements 1 2 3 
Negotiation of international conventions 1 2 3 
A special mission for institutional reform 1 2 3 
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Formulation and/or reformulation of a regulation that 
could have substantial impact on your business 

1 2 3 

Peace negotiation 1 2 3 
Other (SPECIFY)______________________ 1 2 3 

 
Q15. Has your company ever hired ‘lobbying services’? 
 
Yes 1 CONTINUE 
No 2 GO TO Q17 
Don’t know/No answer 3  

 
Q16. How often does your company hire these kinds of ‘lobbying services’? Please 
use the following scale ... SHOW CARD 3, 1 being ‘Never’ and 5 being ‘Always’. 
Please indicate if you do not know.  
 

Never                                                                 Always Don’t know 
1                 2                 3                 4                5 6 

 
Q17. Has your company been invited by the current government to participate in 
business trips abroad? 
 
Yes 1 CONTINUE 
No 2 GO TO Q19 
Don’t know/No answer 3  

 
Q18. On how many business trips abroad has this company been invited by the 
current government? 
 

WRITE NUMBER    DO NOT KNOW 9 
 
Now, let’s talk about political campaign financing. 
 

SECTION 2 –POLITICAL CAMPAIGN FINANCING  
 
Q19. As far as you know, has your company ever given any kind of donation to a 
political party? 
 
Yes 1 CONTINUE 
No 2 GO TO Q21 
Don’t know/No answer 3  

 
Q20. To how many political parties did your company give donations during the 
presidential elections in 2006, during the last election of Congress in 2006, or for the 
last election of local authorities in 2007?  
 

WRITE NUMBER    DO NOT KNOW 9 
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Q21. Did your company ever give any kind of donations to a political campaign 
during the presidential elections in 2006, during the last election of Congress in 
2006, or for the last election of local authorities in 2007?  
 
Yes 1 CONTINUE 
No 2 GO TO Q25 
Don’t know/No answer 3  

 
Q22. To how many candidates did your company give donations during the 
presidential elections in 2006, during the last election of Congress in 2006, or for the 
last election of local authorities in 2007? 
 

WRITE NUMBER    DO NOT KNOW 9 
 
Q23. Do you remember for what kinds of electoral position those candidates were 
competing? SHOW CARD 4 AND READ OUT EACH IN TURN.  
 
Q24. OF THE AFOREMENTIONED CANDIDATES THAT RECEIVED 
SUPPORT, ASK, how many did your company support during the presidential 
elections in 2006, during the last election of Congress in 2006, or for the last 
election of local authorities in 2007, and how many of those won the election? 
 
                       Q23.                         Q24. 

 Yes No 

 
Number of 
candidates 
supported 

Don’t 
know 

Number of 
candidates 

that won the 
election 

Don’t 
know 

Mayor 1 2   9  9 
Governor 1 2   9  9 
President 1 2   9  9 
Member of a 
municipal 
council 

1 2   9  9 

Member of a 
departmental 
assembly 

1 2   9  9 

Senator 1 2   9  9 
Representative 
to lower 
chamber 

1 2   9  9 

 
IMPORTANT NOTE: 
• ASK Q25 TO Q51 FOR THOSE THAT ANSWER ‘YES’ TO Q19 OR 

TO Q21 OR TO BOTH QUESTIONS. 
• IF THE INTERVIEWEE ANSWERS ‘NO’ TO Q19 AND Q21, GO TO 

Q51. THE ANSWER TO BOTH MUST BE ‘NO’.  
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Q25. What kind of donations did your company give to this/these candidate/s and/or 
political party/ies? SHOW CARD 5. READ OUT EACH IN TURN. 
 

 Yes No 
Don’t 
Know 

Money 1 2 3 
In-kind contributions (food, transport, logistics, 
advertising) 

1 2 3 

Participation in public events to collect money 1 2 3 
Arrange a political meeting at workplace 1 2 3 
Allocate paid staff to work in the campaign offices 1 2 3 
Loan 1 2 3 

 
Q26. Considering the total donations that your company gave during the presidential 
elections in 2006, during the last election of Congress in 2006, or for the last 
election of local authorities in 2007, what percentage do you estimate each category 
represents? Please check that the amounts mentioned add up in total to 100%. 
SHOW CARD 5 AND RECORD A PERCENTAGE FOR EACH TYPE 
MENTIONED IN Q25 AND CHECK TOTAL. 
 

Money 
    

% 
Don’t 
know 

9 
 

In-kind contributions (food, 
transport, logistics, 
advertising) 

    
% 

Don’t 
know 

9 
 

Participation in public 
events to collect money 

    
% 

Don’t 
know 

9 
 

Arrange a political meeting 
at workplace 

    
% 

Don’t 
know 

9 
 

Allocate staff to work in the 
campaign offices 

    
% 

Don’t 
know 

9 
 

Loan 
    

% 
Don’t 
know 

9 
 

CHECK THAT TOTAL IS                   100.0% 
 
Q27. Taking into account the form/s of donation that your company used to give 
donations to political candidates or political parties during the presidential elections 
in 2006, during the last election of Congress in 2006, or for the last election of local 
authorities in 2007, how much money in total do you think your company gave as 
donations to the political campaigns? INTERVIEWER, PLEASE ADVISE THE 
RESPONDENT THAT WHAT WE NEED FOR THIS QUESTION ARE 
ESTIMATES. 
 

WRITE AMOUNT IN 
COLOMBIAN PESOS 
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IF THE INTERVIEWEE DOES NOT REMEMBER, SAY: In which of the 
following ranks do you remember the donations of your company being? READ 
OUT THE RANKS OF THE FOLLOWING TABLE. 
 
Less than $5,000,000 1 
Between $5,000,001 and $20,000,000 2 
Between $20,000,001 and $50,000,000 3 
Between $50,000,001 and $100,000,000 4 
More than $100,000,001 5 

 
Q28. Thinking about the total donations that your company gave during the 
presidential elections in 2006, during the last election of Congress in 2006 or for the 
last election of local authorities in 2007, were the amounts distributed between the 
different candidates equally or not? 
 
The donations were different between the candidates 1 CONTINUE 
The donations were equal between the candidates 2 GO TO Q30 
Don’t know/No answer 3  

 
Q29. What was the main reason for having unequal donations? MAXIMUM 3 
ANSWERS. WRITE THE ANSWER TEXTUALLY.  
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q30. Did your company expect to receive any kind of compensation after giving the 
donations to the political campaigns? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

Q31. Does your company have a written policy when dealing with donations to 
political campaigns? 
 
Yes 1 CONTINUE 
No 2 GO TO Q35 
Don’t know/No answer 3  

 
Q32. Which of the following statements best reflects your company’s policies about 
giving electoral donations? SHOW CARD 6. ONLY ONE ANSWER. 
 
We give donations to all those that require it 1 
We only give donations to certain candidates and/or parties that have the 
same political line as the board of directors/owners of the company  

2 

We give donations to those candidates that have a personal connection with 
the board of directors/owners of the company 

3 

We give donations to those that have already received support from our 
competitors 

4 



 

 
49 

We give donations to those candidates that are leading the polls 5 
Other (SPECIFY)________________________________________ 6 
Don’t know/No answer 7 

 
Q33. In what percentage of cases has your company followed this formal policy 
when giving donations to political campaigns? 
 

WRITE PERCENTAGE     %  DON’T KNOW  9 
 
Q34. How much do you agree or disagree with this company’s policy? I ask that you 
grade your level of agreement by using a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Strongly Disagree’ 
and 5 ‘Strongly Agree’. Please indicate if you do not know. SHOW CARD 7. 
 

Strongly Disagree                                                 Strongly Agree Don’t know 
1                 2                 3                 4                5 6 

 
Q35. Who decides in your company whether or not to give donations to political 
campaigns? 
 
The owner/proprietor  1 
The chief executive/president 2 
The general manager 3 
Other (SPECIFY)_____________________________________ 4 

 
Q36. How frequently have political leaders and/or members of their respective 
campaigns requested that your company give an economic or in-kind donation to the 
political campaign? I ask that you grade the frequency by using a scale of 1 to 5, 1 
being “Never” and 5 being “Always”. Please indicate if you do not know. SHOW 
CARD 3. 
 

Never                                                                 Always Don’t know 
1                 2                 3                 4                5 6 

 
Q37. Does your company check the profile of the candidate and/or the political party 
before giving the donations to the political campaign? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
Q38. Has your company followed up the candidate and/or the political party once 
he/she has been elected? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 
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Q39. Does your company verify whether the candidate and/or the political party 
correctly registered the donations received from your company?  
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
Q40. In most of the cases when your company has given donations to political 
campaigns, was a fixed amount required, or was your company free to decide how 
much it would give? 
 
Asked for a fixed amount 1 
Free to establish the amount 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
Q41. Why do you think your company gives donations to political campaigns? 
MAXIMUM THREE ANSWERS. WRITE THE ANSWER TEXTUALLY. 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q42. Does your company keep accounting records or another type of records of the 
electoral donations that your company has given to the different candidates? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
Q43. How much influence on a law, rule, regulation, or decree can be attained by a 
company like yours when giving donations to the political campaigns of the 
following actors? I ask that you grade the influence by using a scale of 1 to 5, 1 
being ‘Very Little Influence’ and 5 ‘Very Much Influence’. Please indicate if you do 
not know. SHOW CARD 8 AND READ OUT EACH IN TURN.  
 
 Very Little           Very Much 

Influence                Influence 
Don’t 
know 

President 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Members of the Congress 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Mayors 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Governors 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Municipal councillors 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Departmental deputies 1        2       3       4       5 6 

 
Q44. When your company gave donations to the political campaigns, was something 
offered in return?  
Yes 1 CONTINUE 
No 2 GO TO Q51 
Don’t know/No answer 3  
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Q45. Which of the following benefits were offered to your company as 
compensation for the donations given to the political campaigns? READ OUT 
EACH IN TURN.  
 
 Yes No 

Don’t 
know 

Public contracts 1 2 3 
Favourable laws/regulations/decrees 1 2 3 
Direct subsidies 1 2 3 
Tax exemptions 1 2 3 
Favourable conciliation in disputes with government 
agencies 

1 2 3 

Favourable modification of an ongoing contract with a 
government agency 

1 2 3 

Appointment of a relative or someone close to the 
company to a public post  

1 2 3 

Other (SPECIFY)__________________________ 1 2 3 
 
Q46. Was your company informed about how to obtain the compensation offered? 
 
Yes 1 CONTINUE 
No 2 GO TO Q50 
Don’t know/No answer 3  

 
Q47. Who was the contact person for requesting the possible compensation? ONLY 
ONE ANSWER. SHOW CARD 9. 
 
The same person that demanded the contribution 1 
One of the senior members of the electoral campaign 2 
A middle member of the electoral campaign office 3 
A person working in the public sector 4 
Someone within the private sector 5 
A close relative to the candidate 6 
Other (SPECIFY)_______________________________________ 7 
Don’t know/No answer 8 

 
Q48. Did your company contact that person after the election? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
Q49. Did your company receive the compensation that was offered? 
 

 

 

Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 
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Q50. If your company had not given the donations demanded by the political 
campaign, do you think that your company’s financial situation would have been 
better, the same, or worse? 
 
Better 1 
The same 2 
Worse 3 
Don’t know/No answer 4 

 
Q51. If your company is asked in the next election to give donations to political 
campaigns, will your company do it? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
Q52. How much do you agree or disagree with the governmental regulation that 
allows the public and private funding of political campaigns in Colombia? I ask that 
you grade your level of agreement by using a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Strongly 
Disagree’ and 5 ‘Strongly Agree’. Please indicate if you do not know. SHOW 
CARD 7. 
 

Strongly Disagree                                                Strongly Agree Don’t know 
1                 2                 3                 4                5 6 

 
Q53. If a General Fund existed in Colombia, responsible for giving money directly 
to the electoral candidates and political parties, would your company be interested in 
giving money to that General Fund? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
Q54. If a company like yours decided not to make donations to political campaigns, 
do you believe that this company would instead—? READ OUT EACH IN TURN. 
 
 Yes No 

Don’t 
know 

Be a sponsor of public events 1 2 3 
Give exclusive gifts or invitations to public officials  1 2 3 
Give donations to public institutions 1 2 3 
Give unofficial payments or bribes to public officials 1 2 3 

 
Q55. How much influence do you believe the following parties have when giving 
donations to political campaigns? I ask you to grade the level of influence by using a 
scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Very Little Influence’ and 5 being ‘Very Much Influence’. 
Please indicate if you do not know. SHOW CARD 8 AND READ OUT EACH IN 
TURN. 
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 Very Little             Very Much 
Influence                   Influence 

Don’t 
know 

Citizens in general 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Small and medium companies 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Big economic groups 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Multinational companies 1        2       3       4       5 6 
State contractors 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Business associations 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Labour unions 1        2       3       4       5 6 

 
Q56. How effective do you think the following regulations on electoral funding are? 
I ask you to grade the level of effectiveness by using a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Not 
Very Effective’ and 5 ‘Very Effective’. Please indicate if you do not know. SHOW 
CARD 10 AND READ OUT EACH IN TURN. 
 
 Not Very               Very 

Effective        Effective 
Don’t 
know 

Candidates should disclose donors’ names 1      2      3      4      5 6 
Candidates should disclose the donations 
received 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Establish the maximum limit of funds that a 
donor can give to a political campaign 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Establish the maximum amount of funds that 
a candidate can raise during a political 
campaign  

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Restrict the donations given by state 
contractors 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Restrict the donations given by foreign 
companies 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Restrict the donations given by filial 
companies of multinational companies 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Restrict the donations given by companies 
that administer public resources or parafiscal 
taxes 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Restrict the donations given by companies 
that receive state subsidies 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Restrict the donations given by 
telecommunication companies 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Restrict the donations given by gambling 
companies 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Private donors should disclose the names of 
the candidates and political parties to which 
they have given electoral donations 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Private donors should disclose the amounts 
given as electoral donations to the 
candidates and political parties  

1      2      3      4      5 6 
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Q57. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? I ask that 
you grade your level of agreement by using a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Strongly 
Disagree’ and 5 ‘Strongly Agree’. Please indicate if you do not know. SHOW 
CARD 7 AND READ OUT EACH IN TURN. 
 
 Strongly          Strongly 

Disagree              Agree 
Don’t 
know 

Donations to political campaigns are used by 
private companies to obtain particular 
benefits 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Donations to political campaigns generate 
additional costs for companies 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

For private companies it is difficult to refuse 
when they are asked to give donations to 
political campaigns  

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Politicians/public officials can decide 
whether or not they want to compensate 
electoral donors 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

If private companies do not support political 
campaigns, political leaders will take actions 
against them 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

Donations to political campaigns generate 
corruption 

1      2      3      4      5 6 

 
Q58. Do you believe that more public funding to political parties and electoral 
campaigns can contribute to reducing corruption in Colombia? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
 

SECTION 3 – ANALYSING THE CORRUPTION PROBLEM  
 
Now, I would like to ask you some questions about the corruption problem in 
Colombia and how it affects your company. Let me mention that 

• It is not necessary that your company has done business with public 
institutions. We are interested in knowing your perception in general about 
the problems that firms like yours might encounter when having contact or 
dealing public institutions. 

• The responses that you give will be aggregated to the other companies and 
will be used only for statistical purposes. 

• Any comments you give to me cannot be attributed to either you or your 
company. 

• We recognise that your company as well as Invamer S.A. neither approves 
of nor condones the use of corruption practices. 
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Q59. Please tell me, in your opinion, how honest or dishonest the following 
institutions and persons are. Respond on a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Completely 
Dishonest’ and 5 being ‘Completely Honest’. Indicate if you are not familiar with 
the institution, or if you do not know. SHOW CARD 11 AND READ OUT EACH 
IN TURN.  
 Completely   Completely 

Dishonest             Honest 
Not 

familiar 
Don’t 
know 

The President 1      2      3      4      5 6 7 
Members of the Congress 1      2      3      4      5 6 7 
The Mayor of the city you live in 1      2      3      4      5 6 7 
Municipal council of the city you 
live in 

1      2      3      4      5 6 7 

The Governor of the state you live 
in 

1      2      3      4      5 6 7 

Members of the Assembly of the 
state you live in  

1      2      3      4      5 6 7 

Politicians in general 1      2      3      4      5 6 7 
Public officials in general 1      2      3      4      5 6 7 
Citizens in general 1      2      3      4      5 6 7 
Small and medium companies 1      2      3      4      5 6 7 
Big companies 1      2      3      4      5 6 7 
Big economic groups 1      2      3      4      5 6 7 
Business associations 1      2      3      4      5 6 7 
Your bosses or superiors  1      2      3      4      5 6 7 

 
Q60. What is your perception of the quality of the following processes in public 
institutions in Colombia? Please evaluate quality in terms of openness, clarity, and 
accountability in the process. I ask that you grade the quality by using a scale of 1 to 
5, 1 being ‘Low Quality’ and 5 being ‘High Quality’. Please indicate if you do not 
know. SHOW CARD 12 AND READ OUT EACH IN TURN. 
 
 Low                                  High 

Quality                         Quality 
Don’t 
know 

Appointment of public officials 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Conciliation with public institutions 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Financing of electoral campaigns 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Direct acquisitions of goods or services 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Tenders in public institutions 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Expedition of laws/regulations/ 
decrees/decisions  

1        2       3       4       5 6 

  
Q61. I will read a series of arguments and ask you to indicate whether you consider 
them to be corruption practices or not. Please indicate if you do not know. READ 
OUT EACH IN TURN. 
 Yes No 

Don’t 
know 

Giving and/or receiving unofficial payments or bribes  1 2 3 
Trading in influence in public institutions  1 2 3 
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Appointing friends or relatives to public positions 1 2 3 
Reciprocate with favours or contracts donators to the 
political campaign 

1 2 3 

Buying and/or selling votes during elections 1 2 3 
 
Q62. Of the aforementioned practices, which do you regard as the most widespread 
practice among elected authorities such as Mayors, Governors, and the President? 
SHOW CARD 13. ONLY ONE ANSWER. 
 
Receiving unofficial payments or bribes  1 
Trading in influence in public institutions  2 
Appointing friends or relatives to public positions 3 
Reciprocating with favours or contracts those that have given donations 
to political campaigns  

4 

Buying votes during elections 5 
Don’t know/No answer 6 

 
Q63. And which would a firm like yours regard as the most widespread practice 
among appointed senior government officials such as Ministers and Directors of 
public offices? SHOW CARD 14. ONLY ONE ANSWER. 
 
Receiving unofficial payments or bribes  1 
Trading in influence in public institutions  2 
Appointing friends or relatives to public positions 3 
Reciprocating with favours or contracts those that have given donations 
to political campaigns  

4 

Don’t know/No answer 5 
 
Q64. And among those elected to legislative functions such as Municipal councils, 
Departmental assemblies, and Congress? SHOW CARD 13. ONLY ONE 
ANSWER. 
 
Receiving unofficial payments or bribes  1 
Trading in influence in public institutions  2 
Appointing friends or relatives to public positions 3 
Reciprocating with favours or contracts those that have given donations 
to political campaigns  

4 

Buying votes during elections 5 
Don’t know/No answer 6 

 
Q65. And among those middle- and low-level public officials? SHOW CARD 14. 
ONLY ONE ANSWER. 
Receiving unofficial payments or bribes  1 
Trading in influence in public institutions  2 
Appointing friends or relatives to public positions 3 
Reciprocating with favours or contracts those that have given donations 
to political campaigns  

4 

Don’t know/No answer 5 
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Q66. Finally, which of the following practices do you regard as the most widespread 
practice among private companies? SHOW CARD 15. ONLY ONE ANSWER. 
 
Giving unofficial payments or bribes  1 
Trading in influence in public institutions  2 
Looking for public positions for friends or relatives  3 
Demanding favours or contracts in compensation for the donations given 
to political campaigns 

4 

Obliging the employees to give donations to certain political campaigns 5 
Not holding financial records of the donations given to political 
campaigns 

6 

Buying/selling votes during elections 7 
Don’t know/No answer 8 

 
Q67. I am going to read some statements that people sometimes say. Please tell me 
how much you agree or disagree with the following statements. I ask that you grade 
your level of agreement by using a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Strongly Disagree’ and 5 
‘Strongly Agree’. Please indicate if you do not know. SHOW CARD 7 AND 
READ OUT EACH IN TURN. 
 Strongly                Strongly 

Disagree                   Agree 
Don’t 
know 

Donations to political campaigns generate 
compromises 

1        2       3       4       5 6 

Donations to political campaigns are a 
form of bribery 

1        2       3       4       5 6 

Political favours are always paid back 1        2       3       4       5 6 
 
Q68. Do you know if firms like yours ever use the following practices? READ 
OUT EACH IN TURN, AND IN CASE OF AN AFFIRMATIVE ANSWER, 
ASK, How often do firms like yours use this practice when dealing with public 
officials? Please use the following scale .... SHOW CARD 3, 1 being ‘Never’ and 5 
being ‘Always’. Please indicate if you do not know. 
 

 Yes No 
Don’t 
know 

 
Never             Always 

Don’t 
know 

Sponsor programs or 
events in public 
institutions 

1 2 3  1     2     3     4     5 6 

Give exclusive 
gifts/invitations  

1 2 3  1     2     3     4     5 6 

Give money or 
donations to political 
campaigns 

1 2 3  1     2     3     4     5 6 

Give in-kind 
donations to political 
campaigns 

1 2 3  1     2     3     4     5 6 

Give unofficial 
payments or bribes  

1 2 3  1     2     3     4     5 6 
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Q69. How much influence do you believe the following parties have when giving 
unofficial payments or bribes to public officials? I ask you to grade the level of 
influence by using a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Very Little Influence’ and 5 being 
‘Very Much Influence’. Please indicate if you do not know. SHOW CARD 8 AND 
READ OUT EACH IN TURN. 
 
 Very Little                   Very Much 

Influence                         Influence 
Don’t 
know 

Citizens in general 1          2         3         4         5 6 
Small and medium companies 1          2         3         4         5 6 
Big economic groups 1          2         3         4         5 6 
Multinational companies 1          2         3         4         5 6 
State contractors 1          2         3         4         5 6 
Business associations 1          2         3         4         5 6 
Labour unions 1          2         3         4         5 6 

 
Q70. Imagine that a firm is competing against your enterprise to obtain a public 
contract. If they had the opportunity to use unofficial payments or bribes to win the 
public contract, on what percentage of the total contract do you think that firm 
would have to pay in a secret manner to assure the contract for them? 
 

WRITE PERCENTAGE     % DO NOT KNOW 9 
 
Q71. How frequently do you think a firm of the private sector gives unofficial 
payments or bribes when doing the following activities? I ask that you grade the 
frequency by using a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Never’ and 5 being ‘Always’. Please 
indicate if you do not know. SHOW CARD 3 AND READ OUT EACH IN 
TURN. 
 

 Never          Always 
Doesn’t 
apply 

Doesn’t 
know 

Getting connected to public services  1    2    3    4    5 6 7 
Dealing with public services agencies 1    2    3    4    5 6 7 
Obtaining and/or speeding up 
business licences and permits 

1    2    3    4    5 6 7 

Dealing with banks and/or financial 
institutions  

1    2    3    4    5 6 7 

Dealing with customs 1    2    3    4    5 6 7 
Dealing with courts 1    2    3    4    5 6 7 
Dealing with taxes and/or tax 
collection 

1    2    3    4    5 6 7 

Influencing the content of laws 
and/or decisions and/or regulations 

1    2    3    4    5 6 7 

Obtaining favourable conciliation in 
disputes with the state 

1    2    3    4    5 6 7 

Modifying ongoing contracts with 
government agencies 

1    2    3    4    5 6 7 

Avoiding governmental controls 1    2    3    4    5 6 7 
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Q72. In your opinion, why do some firms in the private sector give unofficial 
payments or bribes? MAXIMUM THREE ANSWERS. WRITE THE ANSWER 
TEXTUALLY. 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q73. How often does a company like yours pay bribes or make illicit payments to 
public officials or political leaders? I ask that you grade the frequency by using a 
scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Never’ and 5 being ‘Always’. Please indicate if you do not 
know. SHOW CARD 3. 
 

Never                                                                 Always Don’t know 
1                 2                 3                 4                5 6 

 
Q74. Do you know if, when a firm of the private sector gives unofficial payments or 
bribes, a fixed amount is required, or are they free to decide how much they can 
give? 
 
Asked for a fixed amount 1 
Free to establish the amount 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
Q75. Do you think that, if a firm of the private sector gives unofficial payments or 
bribes, their situation becomes better, stays the same, or becomes worse? 
 
Better 1 
The same 2 
Worse 3 
Don’t know/No answer 4 

 
Q76 Do you think that in the next public tender your strongest competitor will give 
unofficial payments or bribes? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know/No answer 3 

 
Q77. When a new law, rule, regulation, or decree is proposed that would have a 
substantial impact on a firm of the private sector, on which of the following actors 
would that company rely to try to affect the outcome? READ OUT EACH IN 
TURN. 
 Yes No 

Don’t 
know 

Business associations  1 2 3 
Lobbying group 1 2 3 
The firm’s ties with public officials 1 2 3 
Other (SPECIFY)________________________ 1 2 3 
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Q78. If a firm in the private sector wants to have a substantial impact on a law, rule, 
regulation, or decree, how much influence can that company attain by giving 
unofficial payments or bribes to the following actors? I ask that you grade the 
influence by using a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘Very Little Influence’ and 5 ‘Very 
Much Influence’. Please indicate if you do not know. SHOW CARD 8 AND 
READ OUT EACH IN TURN.  
 
 Very Little              Very Much 

Influence                   Influence 
Don’t 
know 

President 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Congress 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Mayors 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Governors 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Municipal councils  1        2       3       4       5 6 
Departmental assemblies 1        2       3       4       5 6 
Other public officials 1        2       3       4       5 6 

 
Q79. I WILL NOW READ OUT A SERIES OF QUESTIONS . Please toss the 
coin and then say Yes, if either the coin came up heads or you have ever done this 
behaviour; say No, if the coin came up tails or you have never done this behaviour. 
Please do not let me see the coin. PASS A COIN TO THE INTERVIEWEE AND 
COLLECT THE COIN AFTER THE LAST QUESTION. 
 

 Yes No 
Have you ever paid less in personal taxes than you should have 
under the law? 

1 2 

Have you ever paid less in business taxes than you should have 
under the law? 

1 2 

Have you ever made a misstatement on a job application? 1 2 
Have you ever used the office telephone for personal business? 1 2 
Have you ever inappropriately promoted an employee for 
personal reasons? 

1 2 

Have you ever deliberately not given your suppliers or clients 
what was due to them? 

1 2 

Have you ever lied in your own self-interest? 1 2 
Have you ever inappropriately hired a staff member for personal 
reasons? 

1 2 

Have you ever been purposely late for work? 1 2 
Have you ever unfairly dismissed an employee for personal 
reasons? 

1 2 

 
COLLECT THE COIN, FINISH, AND THANK THE INTERVIEWEE. 

 
MENTION: Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this 
questionnaire. The information on your perceptions provides very important input 
for the evaluation of private sector relationships with government agencies in 
Colombia. 

 



 

 
61 

CARD 1 
Individual owner/s 
A family 
Its board of directors  
Its managers 
A domestic company group 
A foreign company 
Other (SPECIFY)______________________________________ 
Don’t know/No answer 

 
CARD 2 

Not Important                                                 Very Important Don’t know 
1                 2                 3                 4                5 6 

 
CARD 3 

Never                                                                 Always Don’t know 
1                 2                 3                 4                5 6 

 
CARD 4 
Mayor 
Governor 
President 
Member of a municipal council 
Member of a departmental assembly 
Senator 
Representative to lower chamber 

 
CARD 5 

Money 
In-kind contributions (food, transport, logistics, advertising) 
Participation in public events to collect money 
Arrange a political meeting at workplace 
Allocate paid staff to work in the campaign offices 
Loan 

 
CARD 6 

We give donations to all those that require it 
We only give donations to certain candidates and/or parties that have the same 
political line as the board of directors/owners of the company 
We give donations to those candidates that have a personal connection with the 
board of directors/owners of the company 
We give donations to those that have already received support from our 
competitors 
We give donations to those candidates that are leading the polls 
Other (SPECIFY)________________________________________ 
Don’t know/No answer 
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CARD 7 
Strongly Disagree                                                  Strongly Agree Don’t know 

1                 2                 3                 4                5 6 
 
CARD 8 

Very Little Influence                                  Very Much Influence Don’t know 
1                 2                 3                 4                5 6 

 
CARD 9 
The same person that demanded the contribution 
One of the senior members of the electoral campaign 
A middle member of the electoral campaign office 
A person working in the public sector 
Someone within the private sector 
A close relative to the candidate 
Other (SPECIFY)_______________________________________ 
Don’t know/No answer 

 
CARD 10 

Not Very Effective                                                 Very Effective Don’t know 
1                 2                 3                 4                5 6 

 
CARD 11 
Completely Dishonest              Completely Honest Not familiar Don’t know 

1             2             3             4            5 6 7 
 
CARD 12 

Low Quality                                                            High Quality Don’t know 
1                 2                 3                 4                5 6 

 
CARD 13 

Receiving unofficial payments or bribes  1 
Trading in influence in public institutions  2 
Appointing friends or relatives to public positions 3 
Reciprocating with favours or contracts those that have given donations 
to political campaigns  

4 

Buying votes during elections 5 
Don’t know/No answer 6 

 
CARD 14 

Receiving unofficial payments or bribes  1 
Trading in influence in public institutions  2 
Appointing friends or relatives to public positions 3 
Reciprocating with favours or contracts those that have given donations 
to political campaigns  

4 

Don’t know/No answer 5 
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Appendix 4 

Narrative Structure: SNA case study AIS 
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CE1 Strengthening the palm oil sector 

CE1.1 Approving Conpes 3377/2007 
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E1 Compensating donors with new 
    regulations  
    E1.1 Sanctioning Law 939/2004    
             on biofuel tax exemptions  
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    E1.3 Signing Decree 4051/2007   
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     government positions 
 

Related events (RE) 
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Abstract
The aim of this article is to study the suspect nature of private campaign finance, understood as the
donors’ hidden intentions and delayed exchange of reciprocities with incumbents. In particular, I
explore whether electoral contributions from private corporations lead to political corruption. On
the basis of a cross-national analysis, I find that, first, private financing reduces corruption because
the use of this legal mechanism is enough to guarantee that the donors’ interests will be achieved.
Second, donors recognize that they have gained influence over policy outcomes, although in the
spirit of the electoral laws this is not intended to occur. This increases corruption because incum-
bents use their positions of power to bend the rules and to adjust regulations and decisions in favor
of their financial supporters. This paradox suggests law neutralization.
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Introduction

Elections are an essential part of the democratic process. In democracies, citizens participate in

elections not only with their votes but also by contributing from their pockets. Citizens and corpo-

rations in general pay for the cost of elections, be it as taxpayers, party members, or voluntary

donors. However, it has been argued that when private money flows into the political system, it

usually tries to influence political parties’ decisions, and indeed, their policy-making processes

(Della Porta & Vannucci, 1999; Harstad & Svensson, 2011; Johnston, 2005; Nassmacher, 2003;

Rose-Ackerman, 1999; Williams, 2000). Thus, elected public officials bring their power and influ-

ence to bear in order to compensate their financial supporters. Favorable legislation and regulations

are introduced; contracts, job appointments, and different kinds of compensation are awarded in

return for the financial support provided.

The analysis of this problematic relationship between donors and incumbents has not been

ignored in the literature, but it has, perhaps remarkably, remained largely unnoticed by
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criminologists. Although this issue was initially discussed by Nelken and Levi (1996) and has been

briefly mentioned by Friedrichs (2004), Green and Ward (2004), Zimring and Johnson (2005), and

Shichor and Geis (2007), no research on campaign finance has been conducted from a criminologi-

cal perspective. Research on campaign finance has, in particular, been conducted by congressional

scholars, who have focused on the subsidiary benefits that accrue to private donors once the

politicians have entered office, taking a cross-sectional approach at the level of the firms involved

(see Smith (1995) and Stratmann (2004) for literature reviews). A limited number of scholarly inves-

tigations of this type of compensation have been studied at the cross-national level (Pinto-

Duschinsky, 2002; Stratmann, 2003). However, cross-national studies have not provided conclusive

evidence of the relationship between electoral financing and political corruption.1

I address this gap in the literature—and in particular in the criminological literature—by analyz-

ing data from 78 countries that links the electoral financing system to political corruption. This

article is positioned among the cross-national studies on crime that set out to understand the relation-

ships between democratization and crime. This new line of inquiry in cross-national criminology

incorporates political as well as economic factors to understand the emergence of crime after the

latest wave of democratization (Stamatel, 2009). Traditional cross-national criminology usually cen-

ters on understanding homicide rates, larceny, robbery, and other traditional crimes and their causal

relationship with socioeconomic factors. In the new emerging area of criminological studies, the

focus is on offences related to corruption, property rights, and intellectual property rights (Piquero

& Piquero, 2006; Sung, 2004).

The theoretical foundations of this article are taken from Becker’s approach to crime. Becker

(1968) argued that citizens do not always obey the law. Crime can originate in both legal and ille-

gal actions; therefore, to prevent crime, resources should be allocated to apprehend, convict, and

punish offenders. In the case of political corruption, this approach was extended by Rose-

Ackerman (1975, 1999), who incorporated market structures and the institutional capacity of gov-

ernment agencies in order to explain this phenomenon. According to Rose-Ackerman, interests,

incentives, and mechanisms of control are the key elements behind corrupt exchanges. These ele-

ments should not be thought isolated, but rather part of the market structure that encourages

them—a consequence of the weakness in the institutions of power that corrupters use to bend gov-

ernment policies and services to their own advantage. Although Rose-Ackerman did not take the

legalistic approach when relating illegality to corruption, some scholars who have used Becker’s

approach to crime have overlooked the legalistic relationship between illegality and crime. Crim-

inologists have pointed out that this is mistaken. In this regard, McBarnet (2006) has argued that

the successful manipulation of the law enables deviant behaviors, since offenders act with impu-

nity with the protection of the law. McBarnet has called this legal neutralization.

The heart of the problem addressed in this article is the fact that a legal action can lead to illegal

results, as Becker suggested. In particular, I explore whether electoral contributions from private

corporations can bring about political corruption. I am not concerned here with presenting an ideo-

logical debate on market structures. In the case of campaign finance, electoral donors are protected

by the law because it is legal to give financial support to political candidates; however, donors

expect that their generosity will be reciprocated in the future once the candidates are in office.2 They

are also aware that the weakness of the electoral system makes it impossible to track and take legal

action against the reciprocities delivered to their companies. So, it is not only incentives and inter-

ests that facilitate the emergence of electoral financing as a corrupt action: It is also the fact that

donors use the weaknesses of the control mechanisms to obtain favorable outcomes. This approach

complements Rose-Ackerman’s theory of corruption, while in essence following the same line as

Becker’s.

This article is organized as follows. The first section presents the previous research on the subject

of electoral donations. The reader should note that most of the studies have been produced by
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political economists. Based on the state of the field, I present the hypotheses to be explored here. The

second section describes the data used in the analysis. Issues regarding the validity of the informa-

tion and the concepts measured are specially considered. The third section presents the results of the

statistical analysis, followed by sections in which the findings and conclusions are discussed.

Previous Research

The conflicting character of campaign contributions has been a matter of intense discussion. An

early review of the literature (Smith, 1995) reported that in a large number of studies (nineteen in

total) scholars found a significant relationship between donations made by corporate donors and the

voting decisions of members of the U.S. Congress, although in a few cases (seven studies) campaign

contributions were largely unrelated to voting decisions in the Congress. In the case of roll-call

decisions (six studies in total), Smith (1995) observed that contributions have significant impact

on policy outcomes when the visibility of the issue is low, specialized, or nonpartisan; when the pub-

lic are indifferent; when the position of the interest group is unopposed by other interest groups; or

when an election is approaching. In recent studies, the approach is different. Scholars conceive of the

donors’ rationale as being strategic, and have therefore focused on understanding how electoral

donations have been used by contributors (Stratmann, 2004). For example, contributions are made

to achieve strategic ends, such as neutralizing the impact of donations made by business competitors

(Hersch & McDougall, 2000), shaping the legislative agenda (Apollonio & La Raja, 2004), and

influencing the way Congress votes on bills (Stratmann, 1992). Other studies have also reported that

donations are delivered strategically at specific times. Companies whose aim is to achieve visibility

make donations between elections, when there is little electoral activity (Zullo, 2006), or time them

to coincide with key legislative events (Stratmann, 1998), as a means of preventing potentially unre-

liable legislators from reneging. There is a general belief that electoral contributions are intended to

produce influence on decisions and policy outcomes. For example, congressional scholars in the

United States have found that levels of state control have fallen for those operators of nuclear plants

that made large contributions to political campaigns (Gordon, 2001). Specific contracts were

awarded to building-sector firms that made visible donations to incumbents in the period prior to

an election (Zullo, 2006). Favorable regulations and tax policies were introduced that benefited

donors from the high-tech sector (Hart, 2001).

Longitudinal studies have also found that companies do indeed receive benefits as a result of their

electoral donations. In a study of Brazilian companies, Claessens, Feijen, and Leaven (2008) have

reported that those that gave financial contributions to political leaders in the 1998 and 2002

elections substantially increased their bank leverage after each election in comparison with the con-

trol group. This produced higher stock returns for these firms. In studies conducted in the United

States, McCarty (2000) found that in the Congressional elections of 1994, political action commit-

tees (PACs)3 began to donate to the Republicans rather than the Democrats once the Republicans

had taken control of the Congress. In the case of the New York City elections of 1998, Fuchis, Adler,

and Mitchell (2000) found a similar situation. Big companies switched their support to candidates

who were leading in the opinion polls in order to guarantee that their investment would pay off.

However, this lack of loyalty on the part of the contributors was not well received by the parties and

their members. McCarty and Rothenberg (1996) found that contributors who did not provide

continuous support to members of the lower chamber in the US election cycles of 1993–1994 and

1995–1996 were punished by the party politicians.

In view of the fact that campaign finance affects the way politicians behave in office, electoral

donations have been viewed with suspicion, because the use of these resources can seal connections

and guarantee benefits to politicians and private-sector associates. In the literature on political

corruption, scholars have been more radical. Grossman and Helpman (1994), Austen-Smith
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(1998), Kaufmann and Vicente (2011), and Harstad and Svensson (2011) argue that electoral dona-

tions correspond to a form of corruption or bribery, for incumbents use their power to bring about

policy decisions in favor of their supporters. This is a problematic approach because a practice can-

not be simultaneously legal and illegal. I, however, believe that a legal norm can be used in an impro-

per way to achieve undue benefits. By taking this approach, rather than to focus on normative analysis,

I intend to carry the issue of the illegality of electoral donations further into a criminological discussion

centered on the concept of law neutralization. Therefore, it is relevant to explore whether private cor-

porations use the idea of legality offered by the electoral law to neutralize the impact on policy out-

comes, the point being to avoid seeing their contributions as a form of corruption or bribe notion,

examined using the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: The impact of campaign contributions increases political corruption. Is there more

political corruption in countries where legal campaign finance has a major influence on public

policy outcomes?

Hypothesis 2: The private electoral funding system increases political corruption. Is there more

political corruption in countries where elections are funded privately?

The role that electoral regulations have is also considered here. A number of cross-national studies

have claimed that bad regulations create corrupt incentives for private actors who want to maximize

their income (Broadman & Recanati, 1999; Djankov, Fredriksson, & Mani, 2002; Gatti, 1999;

Svensson, 2005). Like Lambsdorff (2008) and Rose-Ackerman (1999), I argue that the effective

electoral regulations are the ones that destroy the certainty of expected reciprocity between donors

and incumbents. Therefore, in the presence of effective regulations there is less corruption. This

statement will be explored using the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Electoral regulations reduce political corruption. Is there less political corruption

in countries where there is public disclosure and ceilings on campaign contributions and

expenses?

Data Used in the Analysis

A cross-national comparison is used to identify whether electoral financing brings about political

corruption. The basic assumption shared by scholars who use cross-comparisons to study political

corruption—and the one adopted here—is that political corruption is a rent-seeking activity in which

various parties interact to maximize their income by mechanisms that operate outside the law

(Rose-Ackerman, 1999). To avoid the methodological problems frequently observed in this kind

of analysis due to the limited coverage of the sample and the lack of control variables (Berk,

2010; Stamatel, 2006), I use a sample of 78 countries (in contrast to the average sample of 40

countries), as well as two control variables that have been widely used in other cross-national studies

on corruption.

To conduct the cross-national comparison, I gathered data on electoral campaign finance and

political corruption. Data were individually collected from the different original sources and then

aggregated in a database to produce a comprehensive material (data is not shown, but it is available

upon request). In some cases, the sources only provided information on certain countries and/or

variables, which had an impact on the size of the sample ultimately obtained. After aggregating the

available information, I was only able to collect full information for 78 countries, which were duly

used as the sample.4 The names of the countries included in the analysis are listed in Appendix A,

while the variables, described below, are outlined in Appendix B and their descriptive statistics

reported in Appendix C.
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Defining and Measuring Corruption

There have been a number of attempts to provide a definition of corruption, but no agreement has

been reached. A comprehensive review of scholarly definitions of corruption is offered in Johnston

and Heidenheimer (2009), according to whom there are different types of definitions of this phenom-

enon. Some characterizations center on the site where the offence occurs, such as public office, the

market, or society in general, while others look to the magnitude of the phenomenon—whether it

adopts petty or grand forms of corruption. Cultural interpretations have emerged to denote corrup-

tion as black, gray, or white practices, while moralistic and legalistic approaches have presented

more exclusionary definitional approaches. In this article, I do not offer a new definition of corrup-

tion, instead I use the characterization introduced by Rose-Ackerman to enhance the synchronism

with the theoretical framework employed here. Rose-Ackerman (1999, p. 91) defines ‘‘Corruption

as the misuse of power for private gain.’’ In the case of the topic studied here, corruption emerges

when incumbents use their power, for example, to deliver favorable legislation and tax benefits to

their financial supporters, to influence the appointment of contracts to electoral donors, or to reduce

controls on donor corporations, as already noted (Apollonio & La Raja, 2004; Gordon, 2001; Hart,

2001; Stratmann, 1992; Zullo, 2006).

Rose-Ackerman’s definition has been widely used by scholars and major international organiza-

tions in the field, although some nuances appear depending on which elements of the definition are

stressed. For example, Transparency International (2011) defines corruption as the ‘‘abuse of

entrusted power for private gain,’’ while emphasizing a legalistic approach that limits corruption

to actions that are ‘‘against the rules,’’ whereas the World Bank (1997, p. 8) defines corruption as

‘‘the abuse of public office for private gain,’’ which opens the possibility of focusing their interna-

tional assistance efforts on improving public institutions’ performance.5 Some criminologists, for

example, claim that Rose-Ackerman’s definition should be restricted to the ‘‘illegal use of power

for personal gain,’’ because the use of power is not illegal in itself, but only when intended harm

is caused (Zimring & Johnson, 2005, p. 6). I agree that the use of power is not illegal; however, cor-

ruption cannot be verified only in the light of legally prescribed acts. The legalistic approach ignores

the fact that laws can be created or manipulated to avoid being labeled corrupt (Gambetta, 2002;

Mackenzie & Green, 2008; McBarnet, 2006; Nelken & Levi, 1996; Passas, 2005).

To collect information on corruption is a difficult task, easily as complex as attempting to define the

phenomenon. In cross-national studies of political corruption such as this, scholars have to rely on the

available data, despite the limitations (Johnston, 2009). There are aggregated indexes produced by

certain international organizations, specific surveys on corruption, and individual measurements of the

phenomenon. Data produced in aggregated indexes—Transparency International’s Corruption Percep-

tion Index and the World Bank’s Graft Index—have been severely criticized, although they have been

extensively used in cross-national analyses (Lambsdorff, 2006). The known problems with these

indexes are the interdependence of the sources, the poorly constructed validity of what the terms repre-

sent, and the missing information about the magnitude of the problem—because the indexes represent an

ordinal rank, and the marginal effect of sample variations on the index over time (Arndt & Oman, 2006;

Knack, 2006; Søreide, 2006; Thompson & Shah, 2005). Survey data on corruption—the Business

Environment and Enterprise Performance Survey and the World Business Environment Survey—have

different purposes and limitations. They center on evaluating hypothetical cases or specific practices of

corruption such as state capture, bribery, and patronage, which does not correspond entirely with

international definitions of the phenomenon. Survey data usually cover a limited number of countries

in certain geographical regions and are not regularly updated.

To avoid the aforementioned difficulties, I used an individual measurement of corruption produced

by the Political Risk Service (PRS). The PRS produces annual data on corruption based on the opinions

of business leaders. It covers 140 countries worldwide. The PRS (2006) measures corruption as bribery,
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patronage, nepotism, job reservations, favor-for-favors, and suspiciously close ties between politics and

business. These practices have been identified by the PRS as generating a far greater risk of corruption

for private corporations. The PRS uses a standardized methodology to collect data in each country,

which guarantees the reliability of the information produced. Informants grade corruption, as previously

defined, with a number between 0 and 6, where 0 indicates widespread corruption and 6 a lack of cor-

ruption. The country qualification is based on the average of the individual responses.

PRS data on corruption offer three advantages over other available sources of data. First, PRS

data refer exclusively to the behavior of private corporations, which is the focus of study here, in

contrast to aggregated indexes and survey data in which information on corruption is provided by

households, public officials, and private corporations. Second, the magnitude of the problem in each

country is reported in the PRS data, whereas aggregated indexes present an ordinal rank of the

countries studied according to how corrupt they are. Third, PRS data is collected using the same

methodology in all of the countries included in the sample, while aggregated indexes use informa-

tion collected using different methods and organizations. Despite the aforementioned advantages,

there is a limitation when using PRS data. This source collects data based on perceptions—the same

being true of aggregated indexes and survey data. The reader must be aware that there are no sources

of data on corruption that provide factual information as such, since corporations, citizens, and pub-

lic officials do not usually report to the police, for example, that they have paid or received bribes.6

This would indicate that factual data on corruption is not available, while perceptual data is. To

enhance synchronism with the independent variables, I use the PRS data on corruption from 2006.

Electoral Funding System and Regulations

Before proceeding, it is worth mentioning that no perfect electoral campaign finance model

exists. My interest here is not to argue that public funding is better than private funding, or vice

versa, but rather to determine whether political corruption is more likely to emerge under certain

conditions. The main source of information on electoral financing employed here is the data pub-

lished by the ACE Electoral Knowledge Network. ACE (which originally stood for Administration

and Cost of Elections) is a collaborative effort for the provision of technical assistance in election

management, mainly funded by the United Nations through its development and electoral assistance

programs, and administered by the International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance.

In the database published by ACE (2006), information on different issues related to the electoral

process is available. In this article, I have used ACE data on the funding of elections.

ACE data distinguish between two types of funding: Public and private. I created two variables

(whose names are given in italics) to indicate whether parties or candidates were entitled to private

financing (Private financing) or public funding (Public financing) during election periods. Each type

of funding is coded as a dummy variable, where 1 identifies the respective type of funding and 0

otherwise. Countries that allow mixed forms of financing (public and private financing, simultane-

ously) have been coded 1 for both of these variables. I also use a set of regulatory measurements

intended to promote accountability on the part of political candidates by demanding the disclosure

of contributions and election expenditure and by guaranteeing equity among competitors by impos-

ing ceilings on donations and electoral expenditures. The electoral regulations (with the names given

to the variables in italics), are the public disclosure of the contributors’ identity (Disclosure of con-

tributors); the public disclosure of expenditure during the campaign period (Disclosure of expendi-

tures); the existence of ceilings on how much money can be raised from an individual donor

(Ceilings on contributions); and the existence of ceilings on election expenses that each campaign

is allowed to use (Ceilings on expenditures). Since the ACE database distinguishes between the

regulation of political parties and of individual candidates, the two were unified to avoid having cells

with fewer than five observations in the contingency analysis that could affect the statistical
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calculations. A dummy coding was applied on the basis of the classification obtained: 1 when the

regulation was observed and 0 when it was not.

To capture the application of private electoral funding in everyday politics, I included a specific

measure of the impact that legal contributions have on policy outcomes (Impact of contributions). The

Global Competitiveness Report (GCR), produced by the World Economic Forum (2006), provides

information on this matter, as it surveys business executives on their perception of the impact that

donations have on the activities of their corporations.7 I obtained information on this issue by using

the following question: ‘‘To what extent do legal contributions to political parties have a direct

influence on specific public policy outcomes?’’ (World Economic Forum, 2006, p. 422). In the GCR,

the data collected is ordinal, with countries being ranked into seven categories, where 1 indicates a

very close link between contributions and policy and 7 very little influence on policy outcomes. The

reliability of this source is ensured by the methodology used to design the sample and the instruments

used to collect the information in the participating countries. However, the GCR does not provide

specific measurements of data reliability, which can raise concerns about the quality of this specific

variable. Taking into account the results of the study on reticence conducted by Clausen, Kraay, and

Murrell (2010), it can be assumed that the level of reticence of the variable Impact of contributions is

low. The basis for this assumption is that information on the impact that legal contributions have on

public policy outcomes was collected as part of an extended survey focused mainly on economic issues

that affect the performance of corporations in different countries. Therefore, it is reasonable to believe

that firms are not disposed to underreport misconduct when asked about concepts related to political

corruption in surveys that are mainly concerned with other kinds of issues.

Control Variables: Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and Democracy

A number of economic, institutional, and cultural variables have been reported to influence the inci-

dence of corruption (see Lambsdorff, 2006 for literature review). This suggests that the set of possible

controls is large as well as diverse; however, Xenakis (2010) has questioned the relevance of using

certain control variables in cross-national studies on corruption, because they introduce biases in the

political domain. With this limitation in mind, I have selected a set of control variables intended to

represent background conditions. I reviewed the 32 cross-national studies on the causes of corruption

reported in Lambsdorff’s literature review and found that GDP and Democracy have been widely used

as control variables by scholars.8 In particular, GDP has been used in all of the 32 studies and Democ-

racy in 21 of them. Bearing in mind that the purpose of this article is not to explain corruption as a

phenomenon, I selected Democracy and GDP as control variables, because, under certain political and

economic conditions, they mean that political corruption can emerge with greater clarity.

With the adoption and consolidation of democracy, elections are called to legitimize those in

power. However, the advent of elections is no direct guarantee that corruption will disappear. Sung

(2004) has demonstrated that corrupt behaviors in new democracies have fluctuations. While at the

beginning the direct consequence of the introduction of democratic rule is a reduction in levels of cor-

ruption, the pattern is not sustainable. In the middle term, corruption tends to increase because political

and economic systems adjust to the new ruling conditions, while in the long term, corruption is reduced

again, once stability has been reached. In the statistical model, I use the measurement of Democracy

provided by Treisman (2000), which captures the break-even point of democratic consolidation. Treis-

man found that countries that have had 46 or more years of democracy show lower levels of political

corruption than countries that have been governed democratically for shorter periods. This means that

the measurement of Democracy used here captures not only the existence of democratic elections but

also the presence of stable governments and consolidated public institutions.

La Porta, Lopez-De-Silanes, Shleifer, and Vishny (1999) have reported that economic prosperity

helps countries to reduce corruption. In particular, they have found that in countries with higher GDP
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per capita the public sector performs better, with less political corruption and bureaucratic delay.

I use GDP as a control variable to evaluate the impact that economic prosperity has on reducing

corruption in democracies.

Results

Table 1 presents the regressions results on which the analysis is based.

Table 1 contains the b coefficients, standard errors, and p-values for the variables included in

the different models examined. Model 1 is a benchmark regression, in which the set of control

variables is introduced. The results obtained confirm Treisman’s findings (2000) regarding the

impact that democratic rule has on political corruption. The model reported that there is less polit-

ical corruption in nations characterized by longer and uninterrupted periods of democracy—at

least 46 years—indicating that when democracy has stabilized for long periods following its adop-

tion, there is less political corruption. Both the signal and the coefficient obtained for the variable

Democracy (�1.209) are similar to the one reported by Treisman (2000, p. 417; �1.02). In the

case of the second control variable, GDP enters with the signal described by La Porta et al.

(1999). This means that in countries with higher levels of economic development, there is less

political corruption. However, the coefficient obtained in Model 1 for GDP, �.397, is lower than

the �.7725 reported by La Porta et al. (1999). This can be explained by the fact that they also

included other variables in their model (ethnolinguistic fraction, religion, legal origin, and

latitude), which are not relevant for the current analysis, as early mentioned.

In Hypotheses 1 and 2, I explore whether corruption increases as a consequence of the adoption of

a specific type of electoral funding system. I first introduce the independent variables in Model 2

and, after backward elimination of the nonsignificant variables, I report Model 3. Results obtained

in Model 3 indicate that Private financing is inversely related with Corruption, while the Impact of

contributions has a direct relation with it. That Impact of contributions has a significant relation with

Corruption was expected on the basis of Hypothesis 1. This means that when legal contributions

have a greater influence on public policy outcomes, there is more Corruption. However, the results

obtained for the variable Private financing were unexpected. The signal obtained for the variable

Private financing is the opposite of the one hypothesized in Hypothesis 2. According to Model 3,

Private financing reduces Corruption. How can Private financing reduce corruption while the

impact of giving this funding increases it? What are the implications of this contradictory outcome?

The results obtained for Hypotheses 1 and 2 illustrate what McBarnet (2006) calls law neutralization.

On one hand, the impact of donations increases corruption since incumbents use their power to compen-

sate their donors. On the other hand, electoral donors consider that their contributions reduce corruption

because their use is determined by law.9 Therefore, what turns out to be illegal here is the reciprocation,

but not the delivery, of donations. These results imply that while electoral donors are protected by law

when paying the money that can given them influence on policy outcomes, incumbents can be said to be

corrupt if reciprocation is detected. Can one accept a justification that sees only one of the parts of a

corrupt exchange as an illegal act while the other wrongdoer enjoys legal protection? Does this justifi-

cation hold when it can be demonstrated that electoral donations have been delivered to target specific

incumbents or candidates with the sole purpose of achieving strategic interests: For example, when

electoral donations are made to candidates who support the same interests as the company, when elec-

toral donations are given to undecided or unreliable candidates, when donations are given after a com-

petitor has already provided financial support to the same incumbent or candidate, when electoral

donations are turned in favor of those candidates leading in the polls, or when electoral donations are

given simultaneously to members of political parties in opposition? Congressional scholars have

reported that corporations have different strategic reasons for the delivery of their financial support,

which confirms the idea that electoral donations are not made to provide ideological support as they
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should, but to achieve the strategic purposes of the donors. Does this mean that something is wrong with

the control mechanism adopted to prevent corruption in these types of case?

Model 3 indicates that the role of electoral regulations in promoting transparency is limited.

In fact, none of the electoral regulations appear to be a significant explanation of Corruption.

This suggests that Hypothesis 3 cannot stand. Although there have been fewer studies that

evaluate the impact of electoral regulations on preventing incumbents from delivering recipro-

cities, the findings obtained in Model 3 are in line with the scarce available evidence. Reports

by international organizations show that the limited deterrent effect of electoral regulations pos-

sibly reflects implementation problems rather than design deficiencies in the electoral laws. In

the 2010 Report of the European Commission on Corruption, it is argued that in a large

proportion of member states electoral regulations have been adopted but not implemented due

to a lack of political will on the part of those responsible for enforcing the regulations, and a

weak or even absent civil society that might otherwise demand the adoption of such measures

(Doublet, 2010). A similar observation was made by International Idea in the particular case of

Latin American and African countries (Nassmacher, 2003).

The fact is that we face a dual problem: Electoral regulations only exist in a limited number of

countries; and there is no guarantee that they will be properly enforced in the countries where they

have been adopted.10 Under these circumstances, it is logical to believe that donors, like incumbents,

are protected by the law because the electoral law allows law neutralization—in the case of donors—

and does not prevent corrupt behaviors from arising—in the case of incumbents.

As a hypothesis-testing exercise, the results presented here are focused on exploring the relation

between electoral variables and corruption. I use two control variables, knowing that the impact of

background conditions cannot be discounted. However, this does not mean that I can be certain that

the model incorporates all possible explanations for corruption. It is clear that corruption can stem

from other causes that are not considered here.

Robustness

In this section, I address the potential problems of multicollinearity, influential points, and the

validity of PRS data. First, multicollinearity. After conducting the multicollinearity tests, the colli-

nearity diagnostics reveal that the variable Democracy has problems with multicollinearity.11 To

evaluate this particular problem, I made a new regression excluding the variable Democracy. Results

are shown in Model 4. In Model 4, I obtained greater coefficients for the variables Impact of

contributions, Private financing, and GDP. Results from the test of collinearity for Model 4 indicate

that after the exclusion of Democracy, the model obtained (Model 4) did not show evidence of multi-

collinearity (data not shown, but available upon request). So, I had to decide whether or not to

remove this variable from the model to avoid multicollinearity. There are three particular considera-

tions to bear in mind here. I found no reason to exclude the variable Democracy from the model

because the presence of multicollinearity does not indicate that the model is not valid: It only shows

that the multicollinear variables have a pattern of performance similar to other predictors. I also

examined the partial correlations between the variables included in Model 4 and found that there

was no correlation between the concepts evaluated and the variable Democracy (partial correlation

coefficients are given in Appendix D). The only highly reported correlations were between the

variable Democracy and the variables Impact of contributions and GDP (�.519 and .662, respec-

tively). However, the results of the multicollinearity test indicated that there was no collinearity

between them (data not shown, but available upon request). Finally, the existence of some collinear-

ity is possibly explained by the fact that the control variable Democracy provides the framework in

which elections take place and the electoral financing mechanisms are used, but this is only one of

the characteristics evaluated with this variable. The control variable Democracy denotes the

84 International Criminal Justice Review 23(1)



existence of democratic elections, but also whether a country has attained government stability and

institutional development. This suggests that the concepts measured by the variable Democracy are

different from those evaluated with the independent variables. Therefore, multicollinearity is not a

problem.

The second issue is the presence of outliers in the data. I first conducted a histogram of the resi-

duals and did not find any negative residuals (graphic not shown). This indicates that there were no

underperforming residuals in the data. However, when plotting the results of the residuals by

predicted values, I observed three probable outliers: Kenya, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. Although the

residuals of these countries were close to the majority of cases, this may suggest overperformance. I

conducted a new regression analysis with a sample that excluded the three potential outliers. Results

are shown in Model 5. I found that after the exclusion of these three cases, there was a slight increase

in the model’s fit. No new variables were entered into the model or were removed from it. Consid-

ering that there is no particular reason for excluding these nations from the sample of countries, it

can be concluded that Model 3 reports a valid model.

A third concern was the validity of using PRS data on corruption. To assure that the use of this

source of data is not an issue, I conducted a new statistical analysis using other proxies, selecting the

Graft Index and the Corruption Perception Index (CPI; see Appendix B for descriptions) as alterna-

tive measures of corruption since they have been widely used by scholars (Lambsdorff, 2006). I first

evaluated the correlation between the different measurements of corruption. Data shown in Appen-

dix E indicate that these three proxies strongly correlate. This shows that these variables represent

similar measurements of the concept of corruption under evaluation; it also suggests that the corrup-

tion problem faced by corporations—reported in the PRS data—has similar patterns to the general

corruption problem perceived by households, public officials, and corporations—reported in the

Graft index and the CPI. Given that these variables can be interchanged, I then tested the initial

model using the alternative measurements of corruption; results are shown in Appendix F. The

results obtained in Model 2 (Appendix F) and Model 4 (Appendix F) are consistent with Model 3

(Table 1). This indicates that there is no reason to believe that the data provided by the PRS is not

a valid measure of corruption.

Discussion

The results obtained provide evidence that corruption can emerge from actions that are legal, as

has been argued by Becker (1968). Donors are reciprocated for their contributions, although this is

illegal; however, they claim that corruption has not increased because the delivery of these resources

is a legal action. The statistical models also reveal that electoral regulations do not play a significant

role in preventing corruption. This suggests that private corporations use the electoral law to avoid

being labeled as criminals, knowing that the deterrent effect of the electoral regulations is limited.

These findings are not a contradiction, but signal that the use of this mechanism has its own mor-

ality. In fact, reciprocating electoral financial support runs contrary to the principles of the electoral

law;12 nonetheless, it is part of everyday politics. The problem, as some criminologists have argued,

is that the electoral law legalizes the entrance of interested money into politics, while at the same

time this law is incapable of preventing reciprocation from incumbents (Friedrichs, 2004; Green

& Ward, 2004; Nelken & Levi, 1996; Shichor & Geis, 2007). In this regard, Haller and Shore

(2005, p. 12) have claimed that ‘‘people know how the system of favours works and how to work

it.’’ This suggests that the electoral law does not change the traditional approach of making electoral

donations, while guaranteeing that incumbents can keep running their political careers and donors

are protected by the law. It is reasonable to believe that incumbents do not want to upset their elec-

toral donors by limiting the presence of private money in political elections because this could put

their political careers at risk. As for electoral donors, it is to be expected that the money paid to
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incumbents should provide financial returns for their companies. Thus, the electoral law is a source

of conflict because of the contradictions that it displays. Admittedly, this is a complex issue.

It would be naı̈ve to believe that private corporations only bring influence to bear on incumbents

by giving them electoral donations. Both donors and incumbents can use the electoral regulations to

evade the law in many other ways. Friedrichs (2004) has reported that companies fragment their total

financial support according to the ceiling on individual contributions, and give them as many times

as high executives and their family members can be involved. By doing so, the donors’ ceiling on

individual contributions is apparently respected, but it is flouted in aggregate. The disclosure of

donors’ identities is another regulation that can be easily circumvented. By and large, corporations

funnel resources through PAC or corporate associations that are not obliged to report the origin of

their funds (Friedrichs, 2004; Shichor & Geis, 2007). Something similar has been observed in the

case of ceilings on electoral expenses. This particular regulation can be sidestepped by giving in-

kind support that can be easily underreported or completely omitted from the official records of the

incumbents or candidates (Friedrichs, 2004; Green & Ward, 2004). These behaviors cannot be writ-

ten off as an isolated incident or uncommon practice—rather, it signals sophisticated legal work. In

line with Becker (1968), McBarnet (2006) has argued that the crime can be traced back to a manip-

ulative use of the law. This praxis emerges when perpetrators search for anything that can be con-

strued as an absolute rule, but use it in an unintended way, while at the same time claiming to be

acting according to the rule. McBarnet argues that law-abiding corporations use the weakness of the

legal system to their own advantage, knowing that prosecution and sentencing are unusual.

In all these instances, it is clear that private corporations can make intentional use of the law,

either operating within its borders or outside them, when aiming to maximize the impact of their

actions. These companies not only know that their legal donations will not have any legal repercus-

sions for them, but they also realize that electoral regulations can be easily contravened. Corporate

donors get involved in this kind of action not because of a lack of resources but because they want to

obtain greater returns for their companies. Seen as an investment for the corporations, electoral

donations should be a source of profit for those who make them—a particular type of behavior

identified as the maximizer (Murphy & Robinson, 2008).

Reckoned to be the commonest practice in the business world, maximization is a mode of beha-

vior that refers to the acceptation and simultaneous use of legitimate and illegitimate means of

opportunity to pursue the American Dream: Profit and wealth. Introduced by Murphy and Robinson

(2008), the maximizer corresponds to a new form of adaptation of Merton’s theories of anomie and

strain. Murphy and Robinson (2008, p. 512) argue that ‘‘in the business world, maximization is the

preferred strategy used to increase profits and wealth.’’ Maximization and law neutralization go

hand-to-hand. The law can be respected but used in an unintended way to increase the corporation’s

profits. Here, we are dealing with perpetrators who have high expectations of reciprocity. Law-

abiding corporations want to obtain maximum revenue from their actions.

In the presence of maximizing behaviors, the issue is whether illegality can be detected and punished.

As Friedrichs (2004) has argued, no corporations have been ever convicted for giving this type of elec-

toral support. Murphy and Robinson (2008) note that neither perpetrators (corporate executives) nor

society are willing to accept that these highly respectable people, who are straining every nerve to fulfill

the American Dream, are white-collar criminals. This is a challenge that demands creative responses. If

corporate donors use the electoral law to obtain benefits while acting simultaneously outside the law to

breach electoral regulations, then it is logical to expect the practice of making electoral donations exists

not to strengthen democracy but to increase the profits of the corporations that they represent. Recalling

the argument that crime can emerge as a consequence of democratization, and taking into account that

the funding of elections has provided some evidence in this regard, then why not change the discussion of

the control of electoral donations to a debate on the convenience of allowing the entrance of these kinds

of resources into politics; this is obviously a difficult task.
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Conclusions

On the basis of the cross-national analyses, this article points to two paradoxes. First, although

private campaign contributions reduce corruption, donations have a significant impact on policy out-

comes. Electoral donations are not necessarily realized immediately in policy; instead, their effect is

evident more generally in a longer term shaping of the competitive conditions of the market or in the

institutional leadership’s attempts to reshape political relationships. Second, however, regulatory

measures intended to prevent corruption do not impose constraints on the offenders’ anticipated

reciprocity. Their impact is limited.

Appendix A

List of Countries Included in the Analysis

Appendix B

The Variables Used in the Analysis

Income level Countries

High income Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxemburg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal,
Singapore, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom, United States, and the region of Hong Kong

Medium
income

Argentina, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Czech Republic,
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, Indonesia, Jamaica,
Jordan, Latvia, Malaysia, Mexico, Morocco, Namibia, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, South Korea, Sri Lanka, Tanzania, Thailand,
Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukraine, Uruguay, and Venezuela

Low income Algeria, Angola, Bangladesh, Cameroon, India, Kenya, Malawi, Nigeria, Pakistan, Zambia, and
Zimbabwe

Variable Name Scale Definition Source
Number of countries

covered

Corruption 0–6a Higher values indicate less
political corruption

PRS (2006) 140

Private financing 0–1 Are political parties entitled
to private funding? 1¼ yes/
0 ¼ no

ACE (2006) 193

Public financing 0–1 Do political parties receive
direct/indirect public
funding? 1 ¼ yes/0 ¼ no.

ACE (2006) 193

Disclosure of contributions 0–1 Is there public disclosure of
party/candidate
contributions? 1 ¼ yes/0
¼ no

ACE (2006) 120b

Disclosure of expenditures 0–1 Is there public disclosure of
party/candidate campaign
expenditures? 1 ¼ yes/0
¼ no

ACE (2006) 120b

(continued)
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Appendix C

Descriptive Statistics and the Frequency Observed

(continued)

Variable Name Scale Definition Source
Number of countries

covered

Ceilings on contributions 0–1 Are there ceilings on how
much money a party/
candidate can raise?
1 ¼ yes/0 ¼ no

ACE (2006) 120b

Ceilings on expenditures 0–1 Are there ceilings on party/
candidate election
expenses? 1 ¼ yes/0 ¼ no

ACE (2006) 120b

Impact of contributions 1–7a Higher values indicate less
influence on policy
outcomes

World Economic
Forum (2006)

131

GDP Continuous (ln) real GDP per capita
averaged from 1970 to
1995

La Porta et al. (1999) 161

Democracy 1–0 Has the country been a
democracy for the whole
of the past 46 years?
1 ¼ yes/0 ¼ no

Treisman (2000) 99

Graft index �2.5–2.5a Higher values indicate less
political corruption

Kaufmann, Kraay,
and Mastruzzi
(2009)

208

CPI 0–7a Higher values indicate less
political corruption

Lambsdorff (2007) 163

Note. aIn the model, the scale was inverted, multiplying by �1 to facilitate readability.
bData on electoral regulations was only available for 120 countries of the 193 studied by ACE in 2006.

Variable name N Minimum Maximum M SD
Frequency observed

(number of countries)

Corruption 78 0 6.00 2.9359 1.31267
Private financing 78 0 1 0.8974 0.30535 Yes ¼ 70

No ¼ 8
Public financing 78 0 1 0.9231 0.26819 Yes ¼ 72

No ¼ 6
Disclosure of contributions 78 0 1 0.3590 0.48280 Yes ¼ 28

No ¼ 50
Disclosure of expenditures 78 0 1 0.3077 0.46453 Yes ¼ 24

No ¼ 54
Ceilings on contributions 78 0 1 0.1538 0.36314 Yes ¼ 12

No ¼ 66
Ceilings on expenditures 78 0 1 0.2564 0.43948 Yes ¼ 20

No ¼ 58
Impact of contributions 78 2.60 6.20 4.1269 0.91505
GDP 78 5.06 10.15 7.7032 1.30550
Democracy 78 0 1 0.2692 0.44643 Yes ¼ 21

No ¼ 57
Graft index 78 �1.25 2.60 0.3346 1.13856
CPI 78 2.00 9.40 4.9000 2.41929
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Appendix D

Partial Correlation Coefficients

Appendix E

Partial Correlation Coefficients

Appendix F

OLS Regression Results With Alternative Dependent Variables

Variables
Private

financing
Public

financing
Disclosure of
contributors

Disclosure of
expenditures

Ceilings on
contributions

Ceilings on
contributions

Impact of
contributions GDP

Private financing
Public financing �.098
Disclosure of contributors .253 .216
Disclosure of

expenditures
.225 .192 .775

Ceilings on contributions .144 .123 .348 .332
Ceilings on expenditures .199 .170 .723 .626 .482
Impact of contributions .236 �.061 �.128 �.041 .165 .121
GDP .136 .108 .352 .355 .140 .177 �.531
Democracy .110 .175 .329 .159 �.018 .107 �.519 .662

Variables Corruption by PRS Graft index

Graft index .877
CPI .860 .993

Variables
Dependent variable: corruption

Graft index CPI

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

GDP �.410 (.055) [.000] �.411 (.049) [.000] �.915 (.115) [.000] �.815 (.298) [.008]
Democracy �.504 (.154) [.002] �.469 (.142) [.001] �.848 (.324) [.011] �.915 (.104) [.000]
Private financing �.506 (.171) [.004] �.489 (.162) [.004] �1.117 (.359) [.003] �1.071 (.342) [.003]
Public financing .121 (.180) [.506] .124 (.379) [.745]
Impact of contributions .576 (.070) [.000] .522 (.066) [.000] 1.253 (.148) [.000] 1.191 (.138) [.000]
Disclosure of contributors .174 (.190) [.362] .340 (.399) [.398]
Disclosure of

expenditures
.053 (.169) [.753] .170 (.355) [.633]

Ceilings on contributions �.053 (.149) [.723] �.055 (.312) [.861]
Ceilings on expenditures �.222 (.169) [.193] �.580 (.355) [.106]
Constant 5.664 (.472) [.000] 5.670 (.397) [.000] 8.417 (.992) [.000] 8.245 (.838) [.000]
Adjusted R2 .875 .878 .878 .888
Observations 78 78 78 78
F 61.014 [.000] 140.144 [.000] 62.446 [.000] 142.723 [.000]

Note. The table shows b coefficients, standard errors in parentheses, and significance in brackets.
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Notes

1. Pinto-Duschinsky (2002) only presents a descriptive overview of the sources of financial funding and the

electoral legislation in 104 countries. Stratmann (2003)—who does study the correlation between electoral

financing and political corruption cross-nationally—only uses data from 14 developed countries. Strat-

mann omits control variables from the analysis, which raises concerns about the validity of his results.

2. According to Lambsdorff and Cornelius (2000), it is the expectation of long-term reciprocation that

motivates corrupt exchanges.

3. PACs are private groups created to represent special interests. PACs can receive and raise money from their

relevant group’s constituents and then make donations to political campaigns.

4. The sample consisted of 25 high-income countries, 42 medium-income countries and 11 low-income coun-

tries (see Appendix A). Although a sample of this characteristics can raise concerns of representativity, I

decided not to desaggregate the analysis based on the development level of the countries included in the

sample. Instead, I used the aggregated sample to approach the problem from a general perspective.

5. The similarity between Rose-Ackerman’s definition and Transparency International’s and the World

Bank’s is not a coincidence. Rose-Ackerman is a special advisor to the Board of Directors of Transparency

International and founder member of TI-USA. She was responsible for defining the World Bank’s antic-

orruption strategy in 1997. Rose-Ackerman is considered the most influential scholar in this field.

6. The composite index of organized crime and corruption compiled by Buscaglia and van Dijk (2003) aggre-

gates victimization data on petty corruption and perceptual data on large-scale corruption. Therefore, this

index suffers partially from the same problems as identified in other aggregated indicators.

7. The data collected by the World Economic Forum only refer to the behavior of private corporations, which

correspond to the focus of this article. This implies that the opinions of business associations and individual

donors are not considered here.

8. Other conditions such as latitude, continent, legal origin, dominant religion, and ethnolinguistic fractions

have been used in a more limited number of studies (14 in total). These variables were not included in the

present analysis because I would argue that they introduce biases on political domain, as suggested by

Xenakis (2010).

9. Harstad and Svensson (2011) have demonstrated that corruption is reduced because illegal mechanisms—

bribes, for example—are substituted for legal ones—such as electoral donations—but not because of

greater transparency in the system at large.

10. Disclosure of contributions exist only in 28 countries of the 78 included in the sample, Disclosure of

expenditures in 24 countries, Ceilings on expenditures in 20 countries, and Ceilings on contributions in

10 countries (data shown in Appendix C).

11. The eigenvalue is close to zero (.096), but the condition index is lower than 15 (6.676), which indicates that

perhaps multicollinearity is not a serious problem.
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12. The core principle of the electoral law is that donations should not be reciprocated. Additionally, it is

expected that the adoption of regulations on disclosure and ceilings on contributors and expenses will

prevent the delivery of benefits to donors.
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Abstract: In this article I study why companies give electoral donations to support political leaders. I collected and used 
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INTRODUCTION 

To use the letter of the law to defeat its spirit, and to 

do so with impunity, has become a notorious form of 

white-collar crime among business leaders (McBarnet 

2006: 1091–1092). In this article, I explore a case in 

point: legal electoral donations by private corporations.  

Campaign contributions are instruments of political 

participation by endowment. In most countries where 

elections are privately funded, the electoral authorities 

regulate this practice in order to ban donations from 

companies that have pre-existing relationships with 

recipients (Nassmacher 2003). Legislators believe that 

this suffices to remove the obligation of reciprocity from 

incumbents. In practice, however, electoral donors are 

compensated when political leaders are in office (Della 

Porta and Vannucci 1999; Harstad and Svensson 

2011; Rose-Ackerman 1999). When this occurs, an 

electoral donation in effect becomes a ‘legal bribe’ 

(Friedrichs 2004: 134); although such donations are 

legal, they can provide the donor with undue influence 

on political decisions and outcomes. 

As Becker (1968) has stipulated, crimes can be 

originated in legal and illegal actions. The development 

of this theory in the case of political corruption (Rose-

Ackerman 1977; 1999) provides the basis for exploring 

electoral funding as a mechanism that brings influence 

to bear on incumbent governments. A number of 

studies have examined the impact of private campaign 

financing on policy outcomes and the strategic 

approaches used by companies to deliver these  
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resources to politicians
1
. The caution showed by early 

scholars to avoid using criminal labels was, however, 

challenged by Harstad and Svensson (2011), who 

undertook a theoretical path that provides more 

specification. Harstad and Svensson claimed that the 

influence exercised over policy outcomes is the result 

of using electoral donations and lobbying
2
 as kinds of 

bribery in developing nations, or as substitutes for 

bribery in developed nations. A few studies have 

explored this relationship empirically in the case of 

lobbying, but no investigation has been conducted in 

the case of electoral donations. 

Here I collect and analyze a unique data set on 

political corruption and electoral campaign financing at 

the corporate level in Colombia, aiming at 

understanding why firms use this mechanism. The 

analysis of data collected reveals that private 

corporations see electoral donations as ‘legal bribes’, a 

view that coincides with the characterization made of 

their relationship with incumbents. This suggests ‘law 

neutralization’ (McBarnet 2006): illegal behaviors can 

be hidden and legalized by the law. 

THEORETICAL APPROACH 

Scholars have sought to make sense of the role of 

money in politics. Different theories have been used to 

                                            

1
See Stratmann (2005) and Smith (1995) for a review of the literature on 

campaign financing. 
2
For convenience, Harstad and Svensson (2011: 46) used the term lobbying to 

name campaign contributions. With the term lobbying they also denote other 
means of influence-buying; however, Harstad and Svensson did not provide 
more specification. It should be noted that lobbying and campaign contributions 
are not one and the same. Although both constitute methods of influence-
buying, campaign contributions imply the delivery of money, while lobbying 
does not. This does not mean that political lobbyists do not deliver campaign 
contributions; they often do. Lobbying is the action of persuading or trying to 
influence politicians or the government to change the law. Campaign financing 
is the delivery of money and in-kind support to candidates who are competing 
for public office, with the purpose of changing the law. 
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understand how donor corporations make use of legal 

mechanisms such as electoral donations and lobbying. 

Scholarship contributions are diverse, as the literature 

presents different approaches. In the pioneering 

contribution of Grossman and Helpman (1994), it was 

argued that electoral donations can influence the 

decisions of policymakers, because companies give 

electoral contributions to redirect government policies 

and services for their own benefit
3
. Other studies that 

use this approach have reported that electoral 

donations are used to shape the legislative agenda 

(Apollonio and La Raja 2004) and influence the way 

bills are voted on in Congress (Stratmann 1992; Hart 

2001). In other cases it has been demonstrated that 

electoral donations are used to improve the 

competitiveness of donors by neutralizing the impact 

that donations from the competition may have (Hersch 

and McDougall 2005), reducing governmental control 

over the companies’ activities (Gordon 2001), and 

guaranteeing contracts with governmental agencies 

(Zullo 2006). The strategic rationality of donors has 

also been analyzed from the point of view of timing and 

approaching. Zullo (2006) has found that companies 

give contributions between elections to guarantee the 

visibility of their donations, while Stratmann (1998) has 

reported that to avoid unreliable legislators, some 

companies time their donations to coincide with key 

legislative events. 

Other scholars have studied the interaction between 

money, information, and access to legislators. Austen-

Smith (1996) has argued that legislators have the 

monopoly on time and legislative decisions, so to 

maximize their legislative decision-making process, 

legislators must balance the granting of access to 

acquire information with the receiving of campaign 

contributions. Legislators are aware that too much 

access to contributors will have negative 

consequences for the quality of the legislator’s 

decisions, while too much access to informative 

lobbyists will undermine the financial status quo of the 

legislator. In other studies the approach has been 

limited to the issue of signaling. Ball (1995) has argued 

that contributions induce distortions because of the 

signaling inducement of this kind of resource. Lohmann 

(1995) has claimed that campaign contributions are 

used to signal independent preferences at relatively 

small cost in relation to the policy payoffs. Hall and 

                                            

3
The drawback to Grossman and Helpman’s (1994) theory is that they fail to 

specify the types of resources given to politicians. There is no clarification of 
whether money comes in the form of electoral donations, lobbying or bribes. 
Nonetheless, they acknowledge that policymakers can be influenced by such 
payments. 

Deardorff (2006) have approached signaling as a 

mechanism used to make lobbyists and legislators 

natural allies on coincident issues. The main argument 

is that contributions delivered by lobbyists are not used 

to change legislators’ minds, but as a subsidy of the 

legislative function. They have highlighted the two 

ethical paradoxes of their model. First, equality cannot 

be guaranteed, because only groups that have 

sufficient resources achieve access. Second, the ethics 

of the legislator cannot be guaranteed, because it is 

difficult to discern why one should pay extra money to 

legislators for the work they supposed to do. 

Previous theoretical work on the impact that money 

has on politics tends to gloss over the conceptual 

distinction between campaign financing and illegal 

forms such as bribery. A recent contribution by Harstad 

and Svensson (2011) has presented a straightforward 

relationship between these concepts. Harstad and 

Svensson’s basic assumption is that campaign 

financing in developed nations is a substitute for 

bribery, because when companies seek permanent 

changes to government regulations they make electoral 

contributions. When giving bribes, however, companies 

face constant uncertainty. Bribery becomes extortive 

and expensive, because once a company has paid a 

bribe and wants to avoid the bureaucrats reneging, it is 

forced to pay all over again. This is increasingly costly, 

because companies do not continue to deal with the 

same officials. Given that companies would prefer to 

have permanent changes to official regulations with 

less cost, campaign contributions can help them to 

achieve this purpose
4
. However, Harstad and 

Svensson have assumed that when a country’s level of 

development is low, bribes that are too large serve to 

discourage campaign financing, because companies 

are caught in a poverty trap by a never-ending cycle of 

bribery. In this scenario, private investors are unable to 

achieve influence through campaign financing, 

because the government announces stable regulations 

and less red tape in order to stimulate investment and 

promote development. As a consequence, bribery is 

the only available alternative if one is intent on bending 

the rules. This leaves the ongoing, legitimate, private 

funding of elections in developing nations as a kind of 

bribe. 

Bribes and Legal Bribes 

Bribery is the most common practice associated 

with political corruption. In Harstad and Svensson 

                                            

4
Lobbying, for example, is another alternative. 
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(2011: 46) bribery is defined as ‘an attempt to bend or 

get around existing rules or policies’. In this article I 

adopt the same definition. According to Harstad and 

Svensson, bribery is an illegal and unregulated practice 

that has a specific and short-term effect on the 

performance of the firm. What makes bribery and 

campaign financing similar is that both aim to achieve 

undue influence. For Harstad and Svensson, electoral 

donations are legal and regulated practices that seek a 

long-lasting effect by means of ‘changing existing rules 

or policies’ (2011: 46). The paradox of electoral 

donations is that this legal and regulated practice 

brings about undue influence on incumbents. 

Friedrichs introduced the concept ‘legal bribe’ to 

denote that the financing of elections and legislative 

lobbying induces the delivery of undue benefits, and 

therefore it promotes corruption. Friedrichs (2004: 136) 

argues that electoral donations are ‘legal bribes’ 

because they are ‘a mechanism used to promote 

issues not candidates’. Here I use the term ‘legal 

bribe’—as introduced by Friedrichs—to denote the 

undue influence achieved by electoral donors. Note 

that, although the term ‘legal bribe’ was not used by 

Harstad and Svensson, Friedrichs definition of ‘legal 

bribe’ concurs with Harstad and Svensson’s definition 

of campaign financing. 

According to Lambsdorff (2008) bribes are given 

when there are: (1) pre-existing labor or social links 

between companies and political leaders, because this 

guarantees there will be no opportunistic behavior; (2) 

the possibility of spelling out expectations of reciprocity 

at the moment of delivery, because this increases 

predictability for recipients; and (3) a weak regulatory 

framework that is not capable of detecting or 

sanctioning irregular behavior, because of a lack of 

institutional capacity and/or legal mechanisms to make 

the law enforceable.  

PREVIOUS RESEARCH AND RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 

The theoretical argument introduced by Harstad and 

Svensson (2011) has been tested in a limited number 

of empirical studies on lobbying, but there are no 

investigations that use data on electoral donations. The 

contributions of Bennedsen et al. (2011) and Campos 

and Giovannoni (2007) focused on studying the 

delivery of money in the form of lobbying, based on 

empirical secondary material collected in economic 

studies conducted by international organizations. In 

particular, Bennedsen et al. (2011) used the 1998 

World Business Environment Survey (WEBS) 

conducted by the World Bank in 80 countries, while 

Campos and Giovannoni (2007) used the 2002 

Business Environment and Enterprise Performance 

Survey (BEEPS) conducted in 25 countries by the 

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 

and the World Bank. Bennedsen et al. (2011) found 

that stronger companies—larger, older, exporting, 

government owned, and with fewer competitors—pay 

fewer bribes, because these firms have more political 

influence achieved through lobbying. Among weak 

firms the prevalence of bribery is higher, and it is used 

to increase their competitiveness and mitigate 

government intervention. They also observed that 

when companies have credibility in the legislative 

system, firms invest in lobbying rather than bribery, 

which indicates rule-changing rather than rule-

breaking, as suggested by Harstad and Svensson 

(2011). Similar results were obtained by Campos and 

Giovannoni (2007). They particularly showed that large 

and foreign-owned firms joint lobbying groups aimed at 

achieving influence, because this has an economically 

meaningful effect. They reported that firms located in 

the capital city are more likely to enter a lobbying group 

for the same reason. Political stability increases the 

preferences of the firms to enter lobbying groups. 

Finally, they reported that becoming a member of a 

lobby group is associated with the level of 

development, as suggested by Harstad and Svensson 

(2011). In this sense they concluded that lobbying and 

corruption are substitutes for each other. 

These remarkable and thoughtful findings have 

some limitations, mainly related to the data sources. 

First, the data captured in WEBS and BEEPS do not 

provide information that speaks directly to the concepts 

studied. In particular, Bennedsen et al. (2011) used a 

broad measurement of political influence across 

different types of political and bureaucratic actors as a 

proxy for lobbying
5
, while Campos and Giovannoni 

(2007) used trade union membership to measure 

lobbying. Both Bennedsen et al. and Campos and 

Giovannoni extended their conclusions on lobbying to 

campaign financing. However, in the case of 

Bennedsen et al. (2011), the authors are not allow for 

the fact that influence over regulations can be achieved 

by other legal and illegal means, and so as a measure 

of lobbying activity it can lead to over-estimations of the 

practice; meanwhile, Campos and Giovannoni (2007) 

did not take into account that lobbying can be a more 

                                            

5
The original wording of the question used by Bennedsen et al. (2011: 4) is 

What is the extent of the influence of firms on X [where X is government 
executive, legislature, ministry, and regulatory agency]? 
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extended practice when it is hired directly by the 

companies, a fact that can lead to under-estimations of 

this variable. Second, these studies did not present 

information on the noise introduced to the data 

because of the contentious nature of the topics studied. 

Third, in the case of the data used by Campos and 

Giovannoni (2007), there were not sufficient theoretical 

explanations to provide a convincing argument that 

trade union membership—used as a proxy of 

lobbying—is the same as bribery. Fourth, although the 

data used by Bennedsen et al. (2011) included a 

sample of developed and developing countries, they 

did not report any particular differences respecting the 

behavior of firms, as was suggested by Harstad and 

Svensson (2011).  

To avoid these limitations, and to have more 

precision about the types of resources delivered by 

private corporations, I collect and use a unique data set 

on electoral donations in Colombia, with a view to 

answer: Why do companies make electoral donations? 

Here I do not analyze lobbying—in contrast to 

Bennedsen et al. (2011) and Campos and Giovannoni 

(2007)—but focus on studying electoral donations. 

WHY COLOMBIA?  

Scholars have argued that longer periods of 

exposure to democracy reduce corruption (Treisman 

2000; Sung 2004). However, although Colombia is the 

oldest democracy in Latin America (Deas 1993)
6
, 

corruption is one of the greatest concerns of that 

country. Therefore, it can be expected that corruption 

has also affected the practice of funding elections 

there. Indeed, according to the World Economic Forum 

(2006) the impact that electoral donations have on 

policy outcomes in Colombia is one of the greatest in 

the world. Colombia ranks 115 of the 125 countries 

studied by this organization (country mean 3.2, CI 2.8–

3.6, on a scale of 1 to 7 where 7 was little influence). 

This paradox makes Colombia an interesting case to 

study
7
. 

The Electoral Funding System in Colombia 

Elections in Colombia were privately financed until 

1990, when the new political constitution—adopted 

                                            

6
In Colombia elections have been held regularly since its independence from 

Spain in 1819, except for a short period of military rule between 1954 and 
1957. 
7
In another 29 countries, similar election funding systems and levels of 

influence on policy outcomes and corruption were observed. Those countries 
are Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, 
Georgia, Hungary, Italy, Kazakhstan, Latvia, FYR Macedonia, Moldova, 
Romania, Slovakia, Argentina, Brazil, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, 
Guatemala, Jamaica, Mexico, Panama, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, Indonesia, 
Sri Lanka, Thailand, Mali, and Zambia. 

after the peace agreement with the guerrilla group M-

19—established that the State had the obligation to 

fund electoral campaigns. The purpose of this rule was 

to guarantee equality among old and new contenders. 

Law 134/1994—which developed this constitutional 

mandate—stipulates that elections can be funded using 

a mixed system: public funds, private funds, and 

bank/personal loans.  

In Colombia, public funds are given through direct 

subsidies and indirect mechanisms. Subsidies are 

distributed using a hybrid formula that combines 

equitable distribution and electoral strength, and they 

are disbursed before and after the election. The first 

disbursement, 10 per cent of the maximum expenditure 

allowed, is granted at the starting point of the electoral 

campaign period to guarantee egalitarian competition. 

After the election, the second reimbursement is 

distributed, proportional to vote obtained; this payment 

applies only to those candidates that reach a threshold 

of five percent of voter support. To receive the second 

reimbursement, candidates must submit their 

campaign’s financial statements.
 

In any case, the 

amounts reimbursed exceed the total amount used in 

the campaign. The reimbursement of public funds is 

done through the political parties. Indirect public 

funding is granted in the form of reduced postal rates 

and timeslots on public radio and television 

broadcasting.  

Regarding private funding, electoral donations can 

be given in cash and in kind to candidates and/or 

political parties. For each election, the National 

Electoral Council is responsible for establishing the 

ceilings on individual contributions, and the total 

expenditures allowed for campaigning. Foreign 

donations, and contributions from state offices, state 

contractors, and the candidate/candidate’s family 

members, are prohibited. Corporate donations must be 

approved by the board of directors of the firm. 

Donations can be made for a limited period, starting 

three months before the election day. Candidates are 

responsible for registering the contributions they 

receive, and for the funding and administration of their 

own campaigns. In a few instances parties grant 

contributions to certain candidates.  

METHOD 

Research Design and Data Collected 

The data used in this article are taken from the 2009 

survey on election financing in Colombia, which I 
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directed on behalf of the Department of Criminology, 

Stockholm University. The fieldwork was conducted by 

Gallup Colombia between April and July 2009. The 

main purpose of the survey was to collect data at the 

company level about electoral campaign financing and 

political corruption. The information was collected by 

means of personal interviews carried out at the 

informants’ offices. Each interview lasted an average 

43 minutes. The main questionnaire contained 79 

questions (224 entries)
8
. I designed the questionnaire 

in English to facilitate internal discussions with 

colleagues during the preparation stage, and then I 

translated it into Spanish for the application of the 

fieldwork in Colombia.  

The survey included data on non-donor and donor 

companies for the 2006–2007 elections of the 

president, congress, and local authorities in Colombia. 

The sampling frame for non-donors was taken from the 

National Chamber of Commerce (N = 147,617), while 

in the case of donors it was provided by the National 

Electoral Council (N = 1,849)
9
. To avoid duplications in 

the sampling frame, companies in the donor group 

were removed from the general lists of companies. The 

sample size was 300 companies, of which 50 per cent 

were donors and 50 per cent non-donors. The surveys 

were conducted in the country’s capital, Bogotá, and 

the cities of Medellín, Barranquilla, Cali, and 

Bucaramanga. These cities account for 92 per cent of 

national economic activity (Departamento Nacional de 

Planeación 2009). Bearing in mind the characteristics 

of the study, it was decided that the companies 

surveyed should meet a certain profile: an informant 

was to be located at the headquarters of the company 

concerned; the informant should be the legal 

representative of the organization (general manager, 

CEO, or owner); and the state should not be a 

shareholder in the company. These provisions were 

prompted by the fact that board members are 

responsible for decisions to donate to electoral 

campaigns in Colombia, while companies with any 

state ownership were excluded from the sample, 

because they are prohibited by law from making 

donations to political campaigns. 

In order to select respondents, a stratified 

systematic sampling method was employed for each 

                                            

8
The questionnaire was evaluated in five workshops that were held in the 

months of February and March 2009. In addition, a pilot test was conducted of 
six companies located in Bogotá, Medellín, and Cali (two pilot surveys per city).  
9
It is possible that some companies made donations, but they were not 

registered in the reports submitted by the candidates to the electoral authority. 
However, it is not known in what percentage this may have taken place. 

city and list of donors and non-donors. Both lists were 

first classified by the size of the company (determined 

by the number of employees) and then sorted into 

alphabetic order. To guarantee that the sample 

accurately reflected the organizations’ relative sizes, it 

was decided that when a chosen company failed to 

answer the phone, did not meet the required profile, or 

refused to participate in the survey, then the next 

company on the list would be contacted, to ensure that 

the substitute company would be of a similar size to the 

company it replaced
10

. There were 18 companies that 

could not be reached because they did not answer the 

phone, 21 companies that did not meet the desired 

profile, and 51 companies that refused to participate 

because of the subject of the survey. Detailed 

information about these companies is presented in 

Appendix A. It is worth noting that more non-donors 

than donors were replaced during the fieldwork (59 and 

31 companies, respectively). Under such 

circumstances, selection bias is an obvious concern. 

To assess the situation, I compared unreplaced 

companies with replaced companies. In Appendix B, I 

present a set of regressions using the observable 

Company size as dependent variable in relation to the 

reasons for replacement. Companies that were not 

replaced are reported in row one, followed in 

consecutive rows by the companies that were replaced. 

The regressor is a dummy variable taking the value of 

one, if the company was not replaced (for regression in 

the first row), or if the company was replaced because 

of any of the five reasons given above (for regressions 

in rows two to six). The ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regressions showed that there was no evidence to 

suggest that the sample of replaced companies is 

different in terms of size from the sample of unreplaced 

companies. This indicates that the replaced sample 

has the same size characteristics as the unreplaced 

sample. Therefore, there was no observable evidence 

of selection bias. 

Given the sensitivity of the topic, different strategies 

were adopted to reduce possible reticence among the 

respondents. Researchers have estimated that in 

surveys that address sensitive issues there is a 

tendency of underreporting of between 10 per cent and 

45 per cent of responses, which can lead to serious 

interpretation errors (Lensvelt-Mulders et al. 2005: 

337). As a means of reducing levels of reticence in 

                                            

10
In the literature, company size has been reported as a control characteristic 

(Bennedsen et al. 2011; Campos and Giovannoni 2007). This does not mean 
that all companies have the same profile, however.  
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surveys on corruption, Svensson (2003: 212–213) has 

proposed the following measures: placing questions 

related to corruption at the end of the questionnaire, so 

that they are only answered once credibility and trust 

have been established; including control questions in 

different sections of the questionnaire to enhance data 

reliability; and contracting out the fieldwork to a 

prestigious local company. These measures were all 

employed in the present study. In addition, I also used 

the methodology suggested by Azfar and Murrell 

(2009), to identify reticence. These researchers have 

proposed a two-stage, randomized response method to 

identify reticent respondents in surveys on sensitive 

issues. The method is based on a set of ten questions 

towards the end of the questionnaire (seven of which 

are more critical than the other three) that require the 

respondent to toss a coin and then say yes, if the coin 

comes up heads or if he or she has ever engaged in 

the behavior in question. If the respondent says no 

seven consecutive times, this person can be classified 

as reticent, and hence his or her answers should be 

excluded from the study (for details, see Azfar and 

Murrell 2009: 393). This method assumes that the 

probability of getting seven consecutive heads is 

minuscule (1/128 or 0.8 per cent), and it can therefore 

be assumed that the informant has lied. Azfar and 

Murrell suggested that informants not classified as 

reticent should be called ‘supposedly reliable’, since it 

may not be possible to assert that all those who are 

unforthcoming have been detected by this method. 

After the fieldwork was completed, the answers to the 

question included to identify reticence were studied. 

The analysis revealed that 28 per cent of respondents 

were reticent
11

. This means that 84 respondents had 

probably lied, of which half were donors. To enhance 

the reliability of the data, these respondents’ 

questionnaires were removed from the analysis. 

Finally, the sample on which the results of this article 

are based corresponds to 218 surveys that can be 

labeled ‘supposedly reliable’, of which 50 per cent 

came from donors and 50 per cent from non-donors.  

Variables and Model Specification 

Central to the analysis are the data on campaign 

finance, called Status in the statistical model. 

                                            

11
A reticent rate of 28 per cent is considered normal for surveys on corruption. 

Clausen et al. (2011: 446) have observed that in surveys that focus only on 
corruption, reticence is higher (about 33 per cent) than in general surveys 
where questions about corruption are the minority (about 13 per cent). In 
general surveys, respondents answer more candidly, because they do not feel 
they are being judged, while in surveys on corruption, respondents feel 
questioned, which increases the probability that they will attempt to hide 
irregular behavior.  

Companies were asked whether they had made 

donations to political campaigns in the last election 

period in Colombia (2006–2007). Their answers were 

coded into two categories. In the first category were 

non-donors, those companies that had not contributed 

to political campaigns. In the second category were 

donors, those companies that had made contributions 

to political campaigns. 

To explain the behavior of these companies, I 

included in the analysis a set of variables supported on 

two conceptual approaches to bribery. First, based on 

Harstad and Svensson (2011) I explored the profile that 

campaign contributions have for the surveyed 

companies. In particular, I evaluated whether campaign 

contributions are considered as Bribe substitute or 

Legal bribes, or as Additional cost—the questions 

employed to obtain information on these variables are 

presented in Appendix C. Second, I wanted to 

determine if the factors identified by Lambsdorff (2008) 

as determinant for bribery also can explain the delivery 

of electoral donations. I obtained information on 

Previous relationships between donors and 

incumbents, Expected reciprocity from incumbents and 

Regulatory quality, as described in Appendix C.  

Finally, I included a set of control variables to 

increase confidence in the results, given that 

regression analyses are vulnerable to omitted variables 

bias. I used Company size and Age of the company 

(year of creation), which have been identified as control 

variables in previous studies. According to Campos 

and Giovannoni (2007) and Bennedsen et al. (2011), 

company size and age are determinants when a 

company has to decide whether or not to get involved, 

either in campaign financing and lobbying or in 

bribery
12

.  

Recodification 

The analysis of the data revealed a potential 

problem of quasi-separation, which is usually described 

as numerical coincidence. According to Hosmer and 

Lemeshow (2002: 135), quasi-complete separation is 

caused by the structures in the data. The univariable 

analysis of the variable Regulatory quality showed that 

the category five answer, which corresponds to ‘very 

high quality’, received only three observations (data not 

shown, but available on request). The bivariable 

analysis of the dependent variable Status and the 

                                            

12
Campos and Giovannoni (2007: 13) also referred to studies by Hellman and 

Kauffman (2003) and Solanko (2003). 
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independent variables showed cells with fewer than 

five observations for the variable Regulatory quality, 

and also for the variable Expected reciprocity (data not 

shown, but available on request). The potential 

problem of quasi-separation was confirmed, when 

performing a logistic regression. To address this issue, 

Hosmer and Lemeshow (2002: 138) suggested 

removing the variable in question or recoding the 

answer categories of the variables with problems. Here 

I adopted the second alternative, because the 

theoretical framework indicates the possible existence 

of relationships between these concepts; therefore, the 

removal of the variables was not a viable alternative. 

While I am aware that the transformation of the ordinal 

variables entails a costly loss of information—and that 

this can be a motive of critique—it was necessary to 

address the quasi-complete separation of the data. 

To avoid adopting an arbitrary recodification scale, I 

examined the variations of the classification accuracy 

of two models containing dummy variables obtained by 

two different aggregation procedures. In the first 

alternative, the value 0 was assigned for answers in 

categories one and two, and the value 1 was given for 

answers in categories three, four, and five. In the 

second alternative the value 0 was assigned for 

answers in categories one, two, and three, and the 

value 1 was given for answers in categories four and 

five. The results (given in Appendix D) suggest that the 

second alternative gave a better performance, since 

the classification accuracy of the model obtained was 

higher than in the first alternative (67.2% and 63.6%, 

respectively). This implies that the recodification 

procedure of the likert scales that should be used in the 

statistical analysis assigns 1 to answers four and five, 

and 0 otherwise (where 1 denotes agreement with the 

concept evaluated, see Appendix C). Appendix E gives 

the descriptive statistics, and Appendix F the pair-wise 

correlation coefficients. 

The variable company size was recoded as dummy 

variable using the classification of the International 

Chamber of Commerce, as follows: Small-sized 

companies have fewer than 49 employees, Medium-

sized companies have between 50 and 249 

employees, and Large-sized companies have more 

than 250 employees. This permits international 

comparisons with Campos and Giovannoni (2007) and 

Bennedsen et al. (2011). 

RESULTS 

Table 1 shows a series of logistic regressions 

corresponding to the payment of electoral donations. 

Model 1 reports the baseline regression, which 

includes the control measurements, in line with 

Campos and Giovannoni (2007) and Bennedsen et al. 

(2011). Results indicate that Medium-sized companies 

and Old companies are more likely to be electoral 

donors. These outcomes provide a specific profile for 

electoral donors comparable to the characteristics 

identified by other scholars for lobbyists and bribers
13

.  

In Model 2 I study the role of electoral donations. I 

evaluate the variables Bribe substitute, Legal bribe, 

and Additional cost. Results indicate that Bribe 

substitute and Additional cost have higher p-values, in 

contrast to Legal bribe. This suggests that Legal bribe 

can—at least partially for the moment—be used to 

explain the delivery of electoral donations among the 

firms surveyed
14

. Although some collinearity is 

expected between the variables Bribe substitute and 

Legal bribe with the regressor Additional cost
15

, the 

pair-wise correlation coefficients show in Appendix F 

revealed no collinearity between them. In fact, the 

correlation between Bribe substitute and Legal bribe is 

0.024; between Bribe substitute and Additional cost it is 

0.010; and between Legal bribe and Additional cost it is 

0.153. These results show that in the case of electoral 

donations such payments are not considered an 

additional cost for the companies concerned, but 

nonetheless electoral donations made by a small 

number of companies do indeed constitute an 

additional cost, although they fail to recognize it. 

Although the survey data do not provide evidence to 

explain why this happens, it can probably be assumed 

that when companies make voluntary contributions to 

political campaigns, they can officially register and 

report their payments to the electoral authorities. Thus, 

the possibility of legal registration neutralizes the 

connotations of the election contribution being an 

additional payment. 

Regarding the reasons for making electoral 

donations, in Model 3 I examine whether the motives 

for bribery apply here—Expected reciprocity, Previous 

relationship and Regulatory quality. The results show 

that the variables studied in Model 3 contribute to 

explaining the behavior of the companies surveyed—

                                            

13
Large and older companies are usually involved in lobbying (Bennedsen et al. 

2011), while smaller and recently created companies more often pay bribes 
(Campos and Giovannoni 2007). 
14Observe that this not means causality. 
15

According to Lambsdorff (2008) bribes result in additional costs for 
companies, because they do not correspond to standard or conventional 
payments. 
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the p-values are under 0.10. Detailed information about 

Model 3 is reported in Table 2.  

Data shown in Table 2 indicate that a corporation 

which agrees that electoral donations are a Legal bribe 

is almost three times more likely to be a donor 

corporation than a non-donor corporation. The 

confidence interval suggests that the difference could 

be as little as 1.6 times more likely or as much as 6.3 

times more likely. One could argue that electoral 

donations denoted as ‘legal bribes’ are not an isolated 

practice, but are part of a larger context where it is 

possible that illegal mechanisms are also used to 

achieve influence with incumbents. This implies, for 

example, that companies give campaign contributions 

as well as bribes to political leaders and/or public 

officials. In the literature, the use of simultaneous legal 

and illegal mechanisms by private companies has not 

been recognized explicitly. Harstad and Svensson 

(2011) suggested that in developing countries electoral 

donations are bribes of sorts, but while this can be read 

as saying that the exchange of legal and illegal 

mechanisms occurs simultaneously, it was not spelled 

Table 1: Summary of Logistic Regression Models 

Independent variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
 b

 

Age of the company *0.021 *0.023 **0.030 **0.029 **0.035 

Small-sized company 
a 

0.178     

Medium-sized company 
a 

**1.175 ***1.209 **1.122 **1.125 **1.141 

Bribe substitute (SB)  0.061    

Legal bribe (LB)  ***1.244 ***1.160 0.358 ***1.182 

Additional cost (AC)  0.240    

Expected reciprocity (ER)   *0.804 0.886 **1.018 

Previous relationships (PR)   *0.626 -0.107 **0.775 

Regulatory quality (RQ)   *-0.580 -0.816 *-0.581 

LBXER    0.186  

LBXPR    -1.075  

LBXRQ    -0.357  

Constant *-42.593 *-47.045 *-60.651 **-56.837 **-71.016 

Model likelihood 282.105 233.883 229.102 226.634 222.289 

Nagelkerke R
2 

0.117 0.234 0.279 0.292 0.303 

Overall % correct 62.4% 65.3% 69.8% 69.3% 70.6% 

N 218 196 199 199 197 

*p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p< 0.01. 
a
Large-sized company was redundant. 

b
This model excludes the two outliers. 

Table 2: Logistic Regression on the Nature of Electoral Donations in Colombia 

95% C.I. for Exp (B) 
Independent variables B S.E. Wald DF Sig. Exp (B) 

Lower Upper 

Age of the company 0.030  0.010 8.435 1 0.004 1.030 1.010 1.051 

Medium-sized company 1.122  0.362 9.597 1 0.002 3.070 1.510 6.241 

Legal bribe  1.160 0.349 11.060 1 0.001 3.192 1.611 6.324 

Expected reciprocity 0.804 0.463 3.018 1 0.082 2.234 0.902 5.532 

Previous relationships 0.626 0.370 2.866 1 0.090 1.871 0.906 3.863 

Regulatory quality -0.580 0.328 3.126 1 0.077 0.560 0.295 1.065 

Constant -60.651 20.548 8.712 1 0.003 0.000   
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out. Moreover, this approach has been used by 

scholars as a single (illegal) phenomenon (Bennedsen 

et al. 2011; Campos and Giovannoni 2007). 

Robustness 

In this section I address potential problems of 

multicollinearity and interaction between the 

independent variables as well as the existence of 

influential points. 

I first deal with the multicollinearity issue. I 

examined the data using an OLS regression, having as 

dependent variable Age of the company, and as 

independent variables those obtained in Model 3, 

including Status. The decision to use Age of the 

company as dependent variable was taken, having 

considered that this was the only continuous variable 

used in the model. The remaining variables, including 

Status, are binary. Results in Table 3 show that, first, 

the tolerance level of the independent variables is 

superior to 0.1, which means that the standard errors of 

the regression coefficients are not inflated. Therefore, 

multicollinearity is not an issue. Second, the variance 

inflation factors are inferior to the threshold of 2, which 

indicates that there is no multicollinearity problem 

between the independent variables.  

Now, I move on to evaluate the potential interaction 

of the variables studied. In Table 1, Model 4, I 

introduced three interaction terms between the 

variables used to explain electoral donations as bribery 

(Expected reciprocity, Previous relationships and 

Regulatory quality) and the variable Legal bribe 

(LBXER, LBXPR, LBXRQ). In this case the results 

obtained show no evidence of interaction between 

these variables, indicating that the interactions are not 

sufficient to alter the point and estimate intervals of the 

main effects. These results indicate that Model 3 is, for 

the moment, robust. 

Finally, I assessed the impact that outliers have on 

Model 3 by analyzing the plots of the residuals. I used 

two plots: (1) the predicted probability in relation to the 

change in deviance and (2) the predicted probability in 

relation to the Cook’s influence to identify cases that 

are poorly fit by the model—the graphics are not shown 

but are available upon request. In the case of the 

predicted probability and change in deviance both axes 

perform the expected ascending and descending 

tendencies, respectively, indicating that there are non-

defaulters with large probabilities of poor fit in the 

model. However, the plot of the predicted probability 

and the Cook’s distances indicates the possible 

presence of two outliers: surveys 139 and 174. I 

examined the data reported in these surveys and found 

that survey 139 corresponds to one company created 

in 1982, which currently has 3 employees, and survey 

174 corresponds to one company created in 1939, 

which reported 400 employees. These data were 

verified and appear to be correct; however, I decide to 

test the effects of these surveys on the model. In Model 

5 gives the model with the two outliers omitted. The 

beta coefficients and p-values of the variables included 

in Model 5 do not change significantly; they remain 

similar to those reported in Model 3. The fit of the 

regression was slightly increased. As it is not possible 

to establish the reason for the outliers’ behavior, 

beyond the year of creation and the size of the 

company, the exclusion of these cases can be 

questioned because of the lack of evidence of unusual 

behavior or reporting errors. Therefore, I decided to 

retain the outliers in the analysis. In sum, considering 

that the influential points do not alter the results 

reported in the model obtained, Model 3 should be 

considered the final model. 

DISCUSSION 

Becker (1968) argued that law-abiding behavior 

cannot be taken for granted; however, this does not 

Table 3: Collinearity Statistics 

Variables Tolerance
 

Variance inflation factor 

Status 0.827 1.209 

Medium-sized company 0.909 1.100 

Legal bribe  0.876 1.141 

Expected reciprocity 0.952 1.050 

Previous relationships 0.967 1.034 

Regulatory quality 0.905 1.105 

Note: Coefficients from ordinary least squares regression. Dependent variable Age of the company. 
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exclude the possibility that law-abiding citizens might 

also break the law. So, do the ‘law-abiding’ donors 

abide by the law? The answer is ‘perhaps’. Companies 

have specific goals, and they use electoral donations 

as a means to an end. Furthermore, they know they will 

not be punished, because the legal system cannot 

easily detect or track this kind of compensation. 

McBarnet termed this kind of justification of deviant 

behavior ‘legal neutralization’, because deviant players 

act legally, but they violate the law. For McBarnet 

(2006), the successful manipulation of the law 

effectively blocks any chance of proving behavior to be 

illegal, and all that is left is to recognize the cleverness 

and the mastery of legal detail. As Haller and Shore 

(2005: 12) put it, donors know how the system works—

and how to work it. According to Sykes and Matza 

([1956] 1996: 209), in the presence of law-abiding 

behavior, crime can emerge because of neutralization: 

deviant behaviors represent an apologetic failure of the 

institutional system, which appears in the first instance 

as a qualified guide for action, although in reality, it is 

not. This implies that the deviant actor is not 

necessarily opposed to the legal system, but uses the 

weakness of the system to his or her own ends.  

Denoting electoral donations as a criminal offense—

because of the undue delivery of influence—is a 

complex issue that refers to the artificial dichotomies of 

behavior introduced by the law to dilute legal 

responsibility. According to Nelken and Levi:  

Law may often be part of the problem of 

corruption.… Law may encourage 

corruption by setting artificially low limits to 

political expenses.… [E]ven a generous 

limit will be insufficient to combat the 

anomic pressure of political competitions 

where the gains from access to power and 

the possibility of rewriting the law normally 

far outweigh the legal penalties or the loss 

of legitimacy.... Legal campaigns upset 

predictability, and law can express an 

over-ambitious ideal of the relationship 

between citizens and the State. (1996: 9)  

The information collected here shows that 

companies in Colombia use electoral donations as a 

kind of bribe to achieve their aims, as suggested by 

Harstad and Svensson in the case of developing 

countries. If elections in Colombia cannot be 

completely funded with public resources, then there is 

need of a strong electoral system that guarantees that 

donors will not receive delayed compensations for their 

electoral contributions. The challenge is how to 

strengthen the institutional capacity of the government 

and the society to neutralize those electoral donors 

who seek to divert political decisions. However, I 

believe that this is not enough. Political candidates 

should be accountable not only for their behavior in 

office but also for the money received while 

campaigning. Without a sincere commitment by the 

electoral authorities and the political 

candidates/incumbents to promote transparency, the 

private funding of elections in Colombia will remain as 

a ‘legal bribe’. Admittedly, this is a complex problem. 

This article has focused on studying the 

relationships between electoral donors and the 

characterization of electoral financing mechanisms, but 

has left some issues intentionally unattended, because 

they did not correspond to the core analysis of the 

article. Does the size of the electoral donations matter 

in achieving influence? Have electoral donations more 

effectiveness in terms of impact on policy outcomes 

than bribery? The list of questions can surely be 

extended. These issues will be the focus of additional 

analysis in the future. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Nearly a decade ago Maguire (2002: 368) 

observed, ‘The last twenty or so years have seen a 

‘data explosion’ in the crime field.’ This statement is not 

entirely true in the case of political corruption. Data on 

corruption are usually collected as a side product in 

surveys on economic and political issues. International 

organizations and risk-rating agencies in particular 

have conducted this type of fieldwork on the company 

and country levels. One contribution this article makes 

is to collate a unique data set on political corruption on 

the company level. The data collection strategy 

includes a number of considerations regarding the 

profile of the informants and the scales employed to 

collect the information, and a series of quality control 

measurements to enhance data reliability. 

In this article I study why companies made electoral 

donations to support political leaders during the 2006–

2007 electoral campaigns in Colombia. I use as 

analytical framework the contributions on bribe theory 

by Harstad and Svensson (2011) and Lambsdorff 

(2008). The logic behind the selection of this approach 

is simple: if electoral donations are seen as ‘legal 

bribes’, then bribe theory should be capable of 

explaining why companies are prepared to pay.  
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The results show that for the surveyed companies 

electoral donations are seen as ‘legal bribes’. The 

donor companies, mostly middle-sized and old 

companies, pay because they consider electoral 

regulations to be weak, they have pre-existing 

relationships with political leaders, and they expect 

reciprocity from incumbents. These results amount to a 

typical case of what McBarnet calls ‘law neutralization’. 

Offenders benefit from a legitimate action that 

guarantees protection from prosecution for their crimes. 

This revealing evidence has immense significance for 

policy design. It points to the importance of 

strengthening institutional controls to make candidates 

accountable for the money they receive to fund election 

campaigns. 
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APPENDIX 

Appendix A: Companies Replaced During Fieldwork, by Size and Reason 

Reason Non-donor Donor Total 

Phone unanswered  

Small-sized companies 

Medium-sized companies 

Large-sized companies 

 

7 

5 

2 

 

2 

2 

0 

18 

Did not meet the desired profile  

– No eligible person 

Small-sized companies 

Medium-sized companies 

Large-sized companies 

– Headquarters in another city 

Small-sized companies 

Medium-sized companies 

Large-sized companies 

– State ownership 

Small-sized companies 

Medium-sized companies 

Large-sized companies 

 

 

0 

2 

2 

 

0 

3 

1 

 

2 

2 

2 

 

 

1 

0 

1 

 

2 

0 

1 

 

1 

1 

0 

21 

Survey topic 

Small-sized companies 

Medium-sized companies 

Large-sized companies 

 

14 

16 

1 

 

13 

5 

2 

51 

Total 59 31 90 
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Appendix B: Breakdown of Companies Replaced During Fieldwork, with Unreplaced Companies for Comparison 

Explanatory variables 
Company size 

[N = 218] 

Unreplaced companies 

-100.467 

(104.166) 

[0.336] 

Companies replaced because: 

– Phone unanswered 

 

 

 

– No eligible person 

 

 

 

– Headquarters in another city 

 

 

 

– State ownership 

 

 

 

– Survey topic 

 

-27.419 

(189.242) 

[0.885] 

 

-139.268 

(447.042) 

[0.756] 

 

-62.118 

(295.431) 

[0.834] 

 

-32.327 

(277.027) 

[0.907] 

 

-121.779 

(121.947) 

[0.319] 

Note: Explanatory variables in the left-hand column reported as dummy variables take the value 1 if the company was replaced; otherwise, 0. Each cell gives the beta 
coefficient from ordinary least squares regressions, standard errors in parentheses, and p-values in square brackets. Dependent variable Company size before 
dummy recodification. 

 

Appendix C: List of Variables 

Variables Description Scale used in the model 

Status Have the company made donations to political campaigns in the 
last election period (2006–2007) 

1=Donor, 

0=Non donor 

Age of the company In what year did this company begin to operate  

Company size How many full time employees does this company employ? Small-sized 1=1-49; 0=Otherwise 

Medium-sized 1=50-249; 0=Otherwise 

Large-sized 1 250; 0=Otherwise 

Bribe substitute If a company like yours decides not to make donations to political 
campaigns, do you believe that this company would instead give 
unofficial payments or bribes to public officials?  

1=Yes,  

0=Otherwise 

Legal bribe  How much do you agree or disagree with the following 
statements? ‘Donations to political campaigns are a form of 
bribery.’  

0=Strongly disagree, disagree and undecided 

1=Agree and strongly agree 

Additional cost   ‘Donations to political campaigns generate additional costs for 
companies.’  

Same as above 

Expected reciprocity  ‘Donations to political campaigns are used by private companies 
to obtain particular benefits.’  

Same as above 

Previous relationships Has the head of the company previously worked in the public 
sector or been part of an ad hoc government group, or has the 
company head contributed financially to the election campaign of 
relatives or candidates with the same political ideology?  

1=Yes,  

0=Otherwise 

Regulatory quality What is your perception of the quality of the following process in 
public institutions in Colombia? ‘Financing of electoral 
campaigns.’ Please evaluate quality in terms of openness, clarity, 
and accountability in the process.  

0=Very low, low and acceptable quality 

1= High and very high quality 
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Appendix D: Logistic Regression Using Alternative Dichotomous Variables  

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 
Variables 

0 1 0 1 

 

Legal bribe 

N 

B 

S.E. 

68 127 

1.114 

0.332 

103 

 

92 

1.493 

0.349 

Additional cost 

29 166 

0.050 

0.439 

74 121 

0.534 

0.323 

Expected reciprocity 

30 165 

0.390 

0.440 

65 130 

-0.334 

0.362 

Regulatory quality 

107 88 

-0.625 

0.312 

181 14 

0.166 

0.598 

Nagelkerke R
2
 0.143 0.172 

Overall % correct
 

63.6% 67.2% 

Note: Alternative 1 recodes as 0 answers in categories 1 and 2, and as 1 answers in categories 3, 4, and 5, where 1 means agreement with the concept. Alternative 2 
recodes as 0 answers in categories 1, 2, and 3, and as 1 answers in categories 4 and 5, where 1 means agreement with the concept. Each cell gives number of 
observations, beta coefficients from logistic regressions and standard errors. Dependent variable Status. The lower category was used as reference. 

 

Appendix E: Descriptive Statistics and Frequencies Observed 

Descriptive Statistics Frequencies observed 
Variables 

Mean SD N Yes No 

Bribe substitute 0.0396 0.1955 202 8 194 

Legal Bribe 0.6355 0.4824 214 136 78 

Additional cost  0.8404 0.3671 213 179 34 

Expected reciprocity 0.8349 0.3721 212 177 35 

Previous relationships 0.7385 0.4404 218 161 57 

Regulatory quality 0.4510 0.4988 204 92 112 

 

Appendix F: Pair-Wise Correlation Coefficients 

Variables 
Age of 

company 
Medium 

company 

Bribe 
substit. 

Legal bribe 
Add. 

cost 

Expect. 
recip. 

Previous 
relation. 

Medium-sized company -0.124       

Bribe substitute 0.104 -0.033      

Legal bribe  -0.055 0.079 0.024     

Additional cost  -0.018 -0.114 0.010 0.153    

Expected reciprocity 0.026 -0.135 0.088 0.117 0.227   

Previous relationships 0.054 0.113 0.062 0.035 0.118 -0.036  

Regulatory quality 0.100 -0.040 0.020 -0.253 -0.122 -0.131 0.055 
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