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This article examines electoral intimidation of voters at their workplace in
contemporary new democracies. What is the relative importance of workplace
intimidation in the broader portfolio of clientelistic strategies used by politicians
at times of elections? What explains the subnational variation in the incidence
of this electoral strategy? We answer these questions using empirical evidence
from two East European countries – Romania and Bulgaria. We assess the
prevalence of non-programmatic electoral mobilization in these countries by
using list experiments, a survey methodology that elicits unbiased and truthful
responses to sensitive political questions. We find that in both countries,
workplace intimidation is an important component in the repertoire of non-
programmatic mobilization used at election times. Workplace intimidation is
especially pervasive in localities dominated by a small number of large employ-
ers. The importance of economic intimidation in the portfolio of clientelistic
strategies declines as the economic heterogeneity of the locality increases.
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ECONOMIC INTIMIDATION OF WORKERS BY THEIR EMPLOYERS WAS

a widespread political phenomenon in all European countries in the
decades following the adoption of mass suffrage (Anderson 2000;
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Mares 2015). In Germany, the country where this phenomenon was
most pervasive around the turn of the century, employers intervened
at all stages of the electoral campaign – from the announcement of
a candidacy to the casting of ballots. Employers waged aggressive
campaigns among their employees in support of particular candi-
dates and confiscated electoral materials from opposition candidates.
On voting day, employers regimented their workers in columns,
marched them to the voting place and monitored them as they cast
their ballots. Employers also engaged in systematic post-electoral
harassment of voters who had supported opposition candidates,
reduced the wages of such employees and even dismissed workers
who refused to comply with their demands (Anderson 2000; Baland
and Robinson 2008; Klein 2003). In Britain, large firms in industrial
constituencies made ‘party allegiance one of their hiring terms’
(Hanham 1959: 68), thus ensuring the dominance of Liberal candi-
dates in these districts. Similarly, in France, electoral intimidation by
employers persisted throughout the Third Republic (Charnay 1964;
Garrigou 1992). Employers would pressure workers to vote for a
particular candidate, arguing that their factory would close down if
that candidate were not elected (JORF 1898: 1807). As late as 1914,
employers were documented to have threatened workers with layoffs
if the candidates that enjoyed the support of the enterprise were not
elected (JORF 1914: 31).

Economic intimidation at times of elections – defined as strategies
by which employers or firm managers seek to coerce their employees
to vote for a particular party or its candidate – is not a phenomenon
characteristic of only the first wave of democratization. This political
practice persists today in many countries that have recently experi-
enced democratic transitions. Consider a few examples to illustrate
these practices. During the 2004 Ukrainian election, agricultural
employers in Novy Sanzhary were reported to have asked employees
in their enterprise to sign statements indicating their intention to
vote for a particular candidate (Druzhinina 2004). During the 2012
referendum on the motion of the Romanian parliament to impeach
Romania’s President Traian Băsescu, employers in several Romanian
localities were reported to have seized the identity cards of their
employees in an effort to prevent those individuals from voting
(Adevarul.ro 2012; Stiriletvr.ro 2012; Ziare.com 2012). Even in a
developed and established democracy, such as the US, for instance,
employers were recently reported to have taken advantage of a
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Supreme Court ruling that overturned laws banning employers from
directly expressing their political opinions to their employees and
engaged in systematic pressuring of voters (Huffington Post 2012).

The wide geographic and temporal scope of these examples raises
a number of theoretical and empirical questions. What is the
importance of economic intimidation within the larger repertoire of
non-programmatic mobilization strategies used by politicians at
times of elections? Under what conditions is economic intimidation
politically and economically attractive to employers and politicians?
How pervasive is this phenomenon in contemporary elections?

Despite growing academic interest in the study of non-
programmatic electoral mobilization, existing scholarship has not
yet examined these questions systematically. Most studies of electoral
clientelism have focused on the determinants and consequences of
vote buying – the offer of monetary or in-kind benefits in exchange
for political support. This emphasis has constrained the research
agenda of the relevant literature. A number of more coercive
electoral strategies, which involve intimidation, harassment and
post-electoral punishment and which were central to the literature
on historical electoral irregularities (Mares 2015), have received
significantly less attention in the literature on contemporary electoral
clientelism. By overlooking these coercive clientelistic strategies,
our theoretical and empirical characterization of contemporary
non-programmatic mobilization remains incomplete and our empiri-
cal estimates of the magnitude of electoral clientelism remain biased.

This article seeks to address this oversight in the literature by
focusing on one type of such coercive electoral mobilization: the use
of private economic intimidation. We formulate a set of hypotheses
about the variation in the incidence of electoral coercion by
employers across localities in contemporary elections. We test our
propositions by examining the incidence of this phenomenon across
localities in two recent elections in two Eastern European countries,
Romania and Bulgaria. Previous studies have suggested that both
countries have experienced significant electoral clientelism (Holmes
2003; Innes 2002; Kitschelt et al. 2012; Kopecky 2006; Kostadinova
2009; Vachudova 2009). In addition, our study disaggregates the
menu of clientelistic strategies that are present in these countries
and examines the importance of economic intimidation in the mix
of non-programmatic strategies deployed by candidates. Our study
demonstrates that electoral coercion organized by employers is an
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important component of electoral clientelism in these two countries.
Empirically, we assess its magnitude by using a list experiment,
an empirical strategy that allows us to elicit truthful responses to
sensitive political phenomena.

We observe significant subnational variation in the incidence of
private economic intimidation at times of elections in both Romania
and Bulgaria. We also show that economic intimidation co-exists with
vote buying, the provision of administrative favours and electoral
intimidation by employees of the state, which also vary across local-
ities. Consistent with our theoretical expectations, we find that in
both countries, economic intimidation plays a prominent role in the
menu of clientelistic mobilization in localities dominated by a small
number of large employers. However, employer intimidation
diminishes in importance in localities with lower levels of economic
concentration, where the diversification of economic employment
constrains the ability of employers to use their control over the
labour force for electoral purposes.

We contribute to the growing literature on electoral clientelism
in two main ways. First, we disaggregate the concept of electoral
clientelism. In contrast to previous studies that mostly study one
non-programmatic strategy at a time (and usually focus on vote
buying), we study a broader range of electoral influences that include
vote buying, the provision of administrative favours by the state, and
electoral coercion that can be perpetrated either by employers or
by other political agents. Second, we investigate the relative impor-
tance of private economic intimidation in this overall toolkit
of electoral clientelistic strategies. We develop and test a theory about
the subnational variation in the use of private economic intimidation
at times of elections. In the process, we contribute to the under-
standing of electoral clientelism in the new Eastern European
democracies.

THE POSITION OF ECONOMIC INTIMIDATION IN THE PORTFOLIO
OF CLIENTELISTIC STRATEGIES

The study of electoral clientelism has become a central and rapidly
growing area of research in comparative politics in recent years. This
work has documented that politicians rely on a variety of non-
programmatic strategies to influence the choices of voters. A first
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distinction that can be made among the different types of electoral
clientelism is one between ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ inducements of
voters. Positive inducements represent efforts to sway the electoral
choices of voters through transfers that bring about an increase in
the overall utility of voters. By contrast, negative inducements are
strategies that threaten post-electoral punishments and bring about a
reduction in the overall utility of voters. While clientelistic strategies
premised on positive inducements leave voters’ status quo unchan-
ged, coercive electoral strategies threaten to worsen the status quo of
voters who do not consent with the demand of the candidate or
politician (Mares and Young 2016; Wertheimer 1987). Another
(orthogonal) dimension along which clientelistic strategies vary
concerns the identity of the agents who seek to influence the
electoral choices of voters. We consider three such types of
actors: employees of the state, partisan non-state brokers and
private actors (see Table 1).

Let us first consider strategies premised on positive inducements
of voters. Politicians and their parties can turn to the public sector
and recruit employees of the state as electoral mobilization agents
and thus leverage the vast political resources of the state (Bratton and
van de Walle 1997; Grzymala-Busse 2007; Luna 2014; Mainwaring
1999; Mares 2015; O’Dwyer 2004; van Biezen and Kopecky 2007).
State employees can provide administrative favours to voters,
including assistance with various administrative matters, such as
access to records and permits (certificates of land-ownership,
licences for small and medium-sized enterprises, and the like). In
addition, depending on the social and economic programmes that
are distributed at the local level, the administrators of housing,

Table 1
Classification of Non-Programmatic Strategies

Candidates and partisan
non-state brokers State employees Private actors

Positive Favours, vote buying,
treating

Administrative favours Monetary transfers
and selective
benefits

Negative Threats of violence
and social exclusion

Threats of
administrative
obstruction and
punishment

Threats of layoffs
and of
exclusion from
benefits
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unemployment, education, disability and other assistance policies
can facilitate access to these services conditional upon political
support for a particular candidate, even if in many countries these
services are universal.

In addition to employees of the state, at times of elections,
politicians can further activate members of the local partisan network
outside of the public sector. Throughout this article, we will use
the term ‘partisan brokers’ to refer to this type of electoral agent.
The benefits these party activists can offer as positive inducements to
voters are financed either by the resources of the party or by the
private resources of individual candidates. These benefits can include
the provision of ‘treats’ or small goods such as food, drinks or small
amounts of money. While some of the other electoral strategies that
we will consider in this article have remained understudied in the
recent literature, clientelistic exchanges premised on vote buying
have been at the centre of a vast recent literature (Stokes 2005;
Stokes et al. 2013; Vicente and Wantchekon 2009).

In addition to employees of the state and partisan brokers,
politicians can also deploy a variety of other brokers. One such non-
partisan broker are employers. Employers can provide wage and non-
wage benefits, such as holiday time, bonuses, clothing, housing or
food to their employees in exchange for their support for particular
candidates. In addition, firms can promise promotion to employees
and future employment to other individuals who can mobilize a large
number of other voters due to their crucial position in partisan
or ethnic networks.

With some exceptions (Allina-Pisano 2010; Baldwin 2013;
Corstange 2011; Darden 2008; Ichino 2008; Mares and Petrova 2013),
the recent literature on contemporary electoral clientelism has
focused primarily on the use of such positive inducements. The
menu of possible non-programmatic electoral strategies is, however,
much broader. It includes a variety of coercive electoral mobilization
activities. Such negative inducements come most often in the form of
threats of post-electoral punishments of voters who make a political
choice considered undesirable by the electoral agent.

Employees of the state, such as police officers, tax collectors and
other employees of the local administration can also engage in
electoral intimidation. One of our respondents referred to such
practices as ‘the politics of constant blackmailing and harassment
of voters’ (Interview 15, Focsani, Romania, March 2013). Such state
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employees can be dispatched at times of elections to remind voters of
their previous or current imperfect compliance with various state
policies. Such acts of non-compliance may range from violations of
local ordinances to the failure of small and medium-sized enterprises
to obtain all necessary licences. Employees of the state can threaten
voters with future prosecution or other relevant punishment if the
voters support an opposition candidate.

Partisan brokers usually possess fewer resources that would allow
them to engage in electoral blackmail and post-electoral punish-
ments. These brokers can, however, use threats of physical retribu-
tion to intimidate voters. In Bulgaria, respondents reported that one
of the local candidates sent locally known strongmen to patrol out-
side the houses of locals who can mobilize a large number of voters in
order to discourage such mobilization on behalf of the opposing
candidates (Interview 18, Svoge, Bulgaria, May 2013).

Finally, private actors can also impose a variety of post-electoral
punishments on their fellow voters. Employers, for instance, can
threaten targeted layoffs and reductions in wages or non-wage
benefits for workers, including exclusion from employer-provided
housing and other social benefits.

VARIATION ACROSS LOCALITIES IN THE INCIDENCE OF ECONOMIC
INTIMIDATION

Economic intimidation and coercion is one of the possible strategies of
non-programmatic mobilization. Due to their control over employ-
ment conditions and wages, employers have the means to exert strong
and effective political pressure on their employees. The menu of
coercive electoral strategies that can be deployed by employers
includes threats of the loss of employment, salaries, bonuses, pensions
or healthcare benefits provided by the company. For employers, the
expected benefit from this political activity is the election of a
‘desirable’ political candidate who may reciprocate after the election
by enacting favourable policies or by granting privileged contracts for
the respective company. Economic intimidation is, however, not
costless to firms. Excessive economic pressure may lead to the loss of
potentially valuable employees, who may be hired by competing firms.
When choosing a level of economic intimidation, employers weigh
their potential political gains against their possible economic losses.
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The above discussion suggests that employers’ calculations about
the use of economic coercion as a non-programmatic strategy are
likely to be affected by economic conditions in the locality. Such
economic conditions affect the costs of this non-programmatic
strategy incurred by firms. Building on existing studies (Mares and
Zhu 2015), we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1: The level of economic concentration of a locality influences
the costs of electoral intimidation by employers and is likely to explain the
variation in the incidence of economic intimidation at elections.

As standard in the literature on industrial organization, a locality
with high levels of economic concentration is one in which a small
number of firms control employment and output. As the number of
firms in the locality increases, the level of economic concentration
of the locality declines.

Three factors lower the costs of electoral intimidation by
employers in localities with higher levels of economic concentration.
The first is the economic scale of the firm. Due to their scale, large
employers encounter lower costs in carrying out political activities,
such as control of electoral turnout or the distribution of political
material on behalf of a particular candidate. Second, in such local-
ities, workers have fewer employment opportunities outside the firm,
as there are few competing firms that can rehire them. If one single
company monopolizes the employment opportunities for specific
occupations, employees have fewer employment opportunities in the
locality, which, in turn, lowers the costs of economic coercion faced
by the company. Finally, the concentration of employment in the
hands of a small number of actors also reduces the possible coordi-
nation problems faced by employers in punishing workers with
‘subversive’ political views by denying them employment
opportunities.

As employers in concentrated localities face relatively lower costs
of electoral intimidation compared with employers in less econom-
ically concentrated localities, we expect that the former firms will be
more likely to engage in economic intimidation at times of elections.
Given its relative availability but also its effectiveness, such economic
intimidation is likely to be more widely used by candidates in local-
ities with high levels of electoral concentration as compared with
localities with high levels of economic heterogeneity. The reverse
holds for localities with high levels of economic heterogeneity where
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employers face higher costs of electoral intimidation and are thus less
likely to resort to this strategy. As a result, we expect to find lower
levels of economic intimidation in localities with higher levels
of economic heterogeneity.1

All else being equal, we expect:

Hypothesis 2: The incidence of economic intimidation should be higher in
localities with concentrated economic activity and lower in localities
characterized by economic heterogeneity.

The empirical analysis presented in the following part of the
article seeks to test these propositions. Our goals are twofold. First,
we seek to document the existence of economic intimidation in
contemporary elections. Second, we seek to test the hypothesis link-
ing the level of economic concentration and the incidence of
economic intimidation. Finally, our study seeks to provide empirical
estimates of the magnitude of economic intimidation when
compared with other non-programmatic strategies. We leave the
examination of the variation in the mixes of such non-programmatic
strategies for other studies, noting, however, that such variation
is likely to be affected by other political variables in addition to
economic heterogeneity.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Our study examines the incidence of economic intimidation in the
broader mix of clientelistic strategies in two Eastern European new
democracies – Bulgaria and Romania. The literature on clientelism
in Eastern Europe has primarily focused on party patronage
(Dimitrov et al. 2006; Ganev 2001; Grzymala-Busse 2007; Meyer-
Sahling 2004; O’Dwyer 2006),2 thus overlooking the wider range of
electoral clientelism strategies and perpetuating the biases of the
broader literature in comparative politics. The themes explored in
this existing work, however, are in line with our general argument
that the concentration of (economic) resources breeds more non-
programmatic mobilization (and economic intimidation specifically).
For example, the literature on party patronage has tended to agree
that robust political/party competition lowers the prevalence of this
electoral clientelism strategy (Grzymala-Busse 2007; O’Dwyer 2006).3

Other studies point out that early ‘winners’ of the process of
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economic transitions systematically undermined the capacity of state
institutions in order to appropriate assets held by other social groups
(Ganev 2007). Lastly, studies devoted to the more coercive non-
programmatic strategies of voter mobilization by state employees at
times of elections have pointed to the potential collective action
problems facing citizens living in localities with multiple companies
(Darden 2001; Hale 2003). Others have pointed to the relative ease
of surveillance of group voting behaviour in localities where industry
and large-scale agriculture is concentrated (Allina-Pisano 2010).4

While these studies have generated a number of interesting
hypotheses, such hypotheses have not yet been systematically tested.

According to ratings made by both academics and various agencies
monitoring corruption, Bulgaria and Romania are two of the
new democracies in the region with the most endemic clientelistic
mobilization.5 These studies note, however, that such non-
programmatic mobilization is not qualitatively different in its
nature and patterns from the mobilization found in other Eastern
European new democracies (Kitschelt et al. 1999). In other words,
within the group of Eastern European democracies, Bulgaria and
Romania represent typical cases with extreme value on the depen-
dent variable, that is, they are ‘paradigmatic of the phenomenon of
interest’ (Gerring 2007: 101). It is beyond the scope of this article to
document the prevalence of economic intimidation in other Eastern
European new democracies. However, given the place of Bulgaria
and Romania in this universe of cases, we expect to find similar
patterns but lower levels of economic intimidation in other countries
of the region. Including both Romania and Bulgaria in our study
allows us to lessen the dependence of its findings on the distinctive
empirical realities of one country and of the specific localities
sampled within each country.

As will be discussed below, in both Romania and Bulgaria, we
selected localities that provide a good representation of the diverse
economic, ethnic and political conditions in these countries (our
control variables). The localities included in our study vary also in
their level of economic concentration and thus allow us to test the
proposition that the incidence of economic intimidation is higher
in localities with higher levels of economic concentration.

Measuring illegal or sensitive behaviour is extremely difficult using
traditional survey methods. While respondents may have experienced
such illicit electoral strategies, they may be reluctant to admit these
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experiences. Such reluctance may be the result of fear of retaliation
from the agent that has engaged in such behaviour. Voters may
also consider clientelistic strategies as ‘improper’ or ‘illicit’, which
increases social desirability bias.

One research strategy which seeks to provide remedies for this
measurement problem is the list experiment (Corstange 2008; Glynn
2013; Imai 2011). While this type of experiment was initially used to
study socially undesirable attitudes (such as racism or anti-Semitism), its
use in the study of electoral clientelism has gained increasing impor-
tance in recent years. Using list experiments, scholars have documented
the prevalence of electoral irregularities in countries such as Argentina,
Brazil, Lebanon and Mexico, among others (Corstange 2011; Gonzalez-
Ocantos et al. 2012; Oliveros 2013; Weitz-Shapiro and Winters 2013).

In list experiments, respondents are randomly divided in two
groups, presented with a list of items and asked how many (rather
than which items) apply to them. While respondents in the control
group are given lists that include non-sensitive items only, respon-
dents in the treatment group are presented with lists that include the
same list of non-sensitive items presented to the control group as well
as a sensitive item. The difference in the mean number of items
reported by respondents as applying to them in the treatment and in
the control group allows for the estimation of the prevalence of the
sensitive behaviour in the population.

Existing applications of the ‘list experiment’ to the study of elec-
toral corruption have generally attempted to estimate the incidence
of one form of electoral irregularity, most notably vote buying. Our
study builds on and extends these approaches, by trying to estimate
the simultaneous incidence of multiple forms of electoral clientelistic
mobilization strategies.

List-Experiment Design

In both Romania and Bulgaria, we used a common method to design
and conduct our list experiment. We began by conducting interviews
with election observers and representatives of non-governmental
organizations and focus groups with voters. These strategies allowed
us to identify the salient types of non-programmatic mobilization
present in each country at times of elections as well as the ways in
which local citizens refer to such mobilization. As a result, we were
confident that our wording of all treatment items adequately
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captures the phenomena of interest in this article and, at the same
time, does not make respondents uncomfortable about participating
in the survey.

To select the treatment and control items to be included in our list,
we pre-tested potential item candidates in small surveys (in Bulgaria,
the sample size of our pre-test was 220 respondents and in Romania
200). The goal of the pre-test was to design the list in such a way
as to avoid ‘ceiling’ and ‘floor’ effects, thus increasing the confidence of
respondents reporting truthfully the sensitive behaviour. Our design
also attempted to reduce the variance in the means-estimate for the
treatment and control groups by including three non-sensitive items:
a low-prevalence item and two negatively correlated high-prevalence
items (Glynn 2013; Kuklinski et al. 1997). We selected low-sensitivity
items that were chosen by less than 15 per cent of the respondents
and high-prevalence items that were chosen by more than 50 per cent
of the respondents but that were strongly negatively correlated
(r>−0.7).

Consider the following example of a list that was included in the
survey administered in Romania. The online appendix6 lists all the
other items that were used in our surveys.

People vote for many different reasons. I will enumerate some of them. How
many of these reasons in total are true in your case? I am not asking you to
record which one(s) of these reasons explain why you voted but how many
apply to you:

∙ (Low prevalence) The candidate has a good reputation in China.
∙ (High prevalence 1) I voted for political change.
∙ (High prevalence 2) I voted against political change because too much
political change is undesirable.

In both countries, our lists included treatments that attempted to
measure the incidence of clientelistic mobilization of voters. Our pre-
tests also suggested that voters perceive electoral coercion as being
perpetrated by political parties, whether it was state employees, par-
tisan brokers or social leaders acting on behalf of the political parties
that actually exerted the pressure; however, electoral coercion by
employers, or what some of our respondents called a ‘corporate vote’
was understood as a separate mobilization strategy. As a result, our
questionnaires included the following treatment items:

∙ A state official offered me administrative favours/facilitation to vote for
a particular candidate.
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∙ Someone at work, for example my boss or supervisor, pressured me to
vote for a particular candidate.

∙ A party representative, state official or community leader pressured me
to vote for a particular candidate.

∙ A party representative or community leader offered me money, gifts, or
food to vote for a particular candidate.

To maximize the analytical leverage of our sample sizes, we
assigned each respondent to the control group in half of the lists and
to the treatment group in the other half of the lists. More specifically,
each respondent received two control and two treatment lists.
Respondents were randomly assigned to each cluster of treatment
and control lists. Since each respondent was asked to evaluate mul-
tiple lists, both the questions and the items on each question were
rotated to avoid ‘list-order effects’ (Glynn 2013). To ensure both the
randomization of the questions order and the randomization of the
sensitive items placement in our lists, we administered six different
versions of the questionnaire.

We asked all respondents to report some personal background
information: their age, gender, education, ethnicity, income level
and party preference/affiliation (if any). Each survey fitted on a
single A4 page and took no more than five minutes to fill in, thus
ensuring respondents’ attention to the questionnaire.

Implementation of the List Experiment

Table 2 describes the localities included in our study. All localities are
small municipalities, with populations of between 5,000 and 25,000
inhabitants. The localities selected for the study are comparable
across the two countries, Bulgaria and Romania. They also provide a
good representation of the diverse economic, ethnic and political
conditions in the two countries, including level of economic devel-
opment (dominant industry) and economic performance (unem-
ployment), majority and minority ethnic makeup and political
incumbents and their tenure in power.

To test our hypothesis that the incidence of economic intimida-
tion is higher in more economically concentrated localities, our study
includes three localities that are dominated by single firms. These are
Petrila in Romania and Sopot and Bobov Dol in Bulgaria. Petrila
is a small town in the south-west of Romania, Hunedoara County.
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Table 2
Economic, Social and Ethnic Characteristics of the Experiment Localities

Country Locality, Region Population Ethnic composition
Economic
concentration Economic development Unemployment

Incumbent (uninterrupted
tenure terms)

Bulgaria Bobov Dol, Kjustendil 8488 95% Bulgarian
3% Roma

High Heavy industry 8.8% Lider
(1)

Sopot, Plovdiv 7973 96% Bulgarian
2% Roma

High Heavy industry 9.3% Independent
(3)

Aytos, Bourgas 25014 53% Bulgarian
34% Turkish
12% Roma

Low Agricultural 19.8% DPS
(1)

Svoge, Sofia 7888 99% Bulgarian Low Light industry 8.3% GERB
(1)

Beloslav, Varna 7087 92% Bulgarian
2% Turkish
1% Roma

Low Heavy industry 8.9% Independent/
BSP
(1)

Romania Adjud, Vrancea 16045 85% Romanian
6% Roma

Low Light industry 3.5% PSD
(3)

Odobesti, Vrancea 9364 93% Romanian
1% Roma

Low Agricultural 2.0% PSD
(3)

Petrila, Hunedoara 22692 88% Romanian
5% Hungarian
1% Roma

High Heavy industry 3.6% PDL
(4)a

Titu, Dambovita 9658 93% Romanian
3% Roma

Low Agricultural 2.1% PSD
(1)

Targu Secuiesc,
Covasna

18491 88% Hungarian
7% Romanian
2% Roma

Low Light industry 2.2% UDMR
(1)

Sources:
Bulgaria: Local Development Strategy, Bobov Dol (2012); Local Development Strategy, Bobov Dol (2012); Local Development Strategy, Sopot (2012);
Local Development Strategy, Beloslav (2012); Local Development Strategy, Aytos (2012); and Local Development Strategy, Svoge (2012).
Romania: Economic Census (2011), National Agency for the Occupation of Workforce, Romanian Commerce Registry. The unemployment data represent
the average rate for registered unemployed people for 2012 and were computed from the monthly data compiled by the National Agency for the
Occupation of Workforce.
Note: aThe incumbent mayor of Petrila represented the Democratic Liberal Party (PDL) during the 2008 and 2012 elections.
In 2013, the mayor shifted his political affiliation, migrating to PSD.
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The economic activity of the municipality has been based on coal
mining since the nineteenth century. The largest employer in the
locality is a state-owned coal mining company, at present employing
about 1,000 people at Lonea coal mine. According to the data pro-
vided by the National Agency for the Occupation of Workforce and
the Romanian Commerce Registry, we find in Petrila only four other
small companies, each of which employs fewer than 30 people. Thus,
Petrila is a good example of an economically concentrated locality. In
Bulgaria, the two localities with a concentrated economic structure
are Sopot and Bobov Dol. Sopot is home to Bulgaria’s largest weap-
ons manufacturing company, VMZ Co., and Bobov Dol is home to
Bulgaria’s largest underground mining company, Bobov Dol Mines.
Both companies are the dominant local employers. Each of these
companies employs at least one person in each household in their
municipality. In both Bobov Dol and Sopot, there are about a dozen
other small firms and additional micro-firms in all industrial sectors.

The other municipalities in our sample have more varied
economic structure. At the other extreme of the economic
concentration spectrum, Beloslav in Bulgaria is very economically
diverse, with eight medium-sized heavy industry firms (in energy,
transport and metallurgy) as well as a number of additional small
and micro light-industry and agricultural firms. In Romania,
Odobesti’s local economy includes several firms in the food proces-
sing industry (which employ about 250 people each), one company
in furniture production and three timber production companies that
employ about 75 people each. The other localities in our sample have
several large and numerous small and medium firms each.

In Bulgaria, we conducted our study immediately after the May
2013 parliamentary elections. The implementation of the survey
began the day after the election and was completed within two weeks.
The survey was implemented by a local polling company with
extensive experience in election and exit polling. The company used
the 2011 census to identify a representative sample of voters to
be interviewed in person in each locality. Each respondent who
consented to participate was asked to fill in the questionnaire on
their own and to place the response in a non-transparent box of the
kind used for exit polls, reassuring respondents of the anonymity and
confidentiality of their survey participation. Refusal to participate in
the survey was 41 per cent on average, which is comparable with the
average response rates for most surveys in Bulgaria. On average,
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300 voters participated in our experiment (see online Appendix C on
the number of respondents per locality).

In Romania, the list experiment was administered by graduate
students of the Political Science Department at SNSPA-Bucharest.
To obtain a representative sample of voters in each locality, our
enumerators contacted every single household in each locality, but
randomly selected the participant in the household by asking to speak
to the individual whose birthday was closest to the day of the interview.
The survey was administered in July 2013 in Odobesti and October
2013 in Petrila, several months after the December 2012 parliamentary
election. The average response rate was 55 per cent for all the localities.
In Odobesti, 686 respondents participated in our survey; while in
Petrila, 981 voters took part in the survey. Given the timing of the
survey, our estimates of the prevalence of clientelistic mobilization are
measured less precisely in Romania than in Bulgaria. However, the
main research question motivating this article concerns within-country
variation in the incidence of electoral irregularities. This variation
across localities is likely to be independent of the timing of the survey.

The implementation of our list experiment was successful. In
Table 3, we present summary statistics about the distribution of
respondents with different characteristics to the control and treatment
version of our list experiment survey questionnaire. We do not find any
statistically significant difference in the observable characteristics of
respondents assigned to the control and treatment groups, respectively.

To assess the validity of our list experiments, we use the test for
design effects developed by Blair and Imai (2012). Specifically, we test
whether the inclusion of the sensitive item changes the responses to the
control items in the list. This test assesses whether responses after the
addition of the treatment item are larger than responses to the control
lists, but by at most one. If so, then design effects may drive the dif-
ference between treatment and control responses. As Tables 4.1 and
4.2 demonstrate, we do not find any design effects for the economic
intimidation treatment in our survey. Neither do we find any design
effects for any of the other treatment items included in our survey.

RESULTS

What is the relative importance of economic intimidation in Bulgaria
and Romania, both in absolute terms and relative to other clientelistic
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Table 3
Tests of Balance Results

Variable
Mean: control group for
workplace intimidation

Mean: treatment group for
workplace intimidation

Means
difference p-value

Bulgaria Gender (male) 0.44 0.43 0.4% 0.86
Income (low) 0.54 0.52 2% 0.36
Age 0.56 0.56 0% 0.91
Ethnicity (minority/Turkish) 0.10 0.10 0% 0.98
Opposition (BSP) supporter 0.20 0.19 1% 0.75
Incumbent (GERB) supporter 0.49 0.53 4% 0.11
Minority party (DPS) supporter 0.05 0.02 3% 0.00

Romania Gender (male) 0.43 0.43 1% 0.75
Income (low) 0.32 0.32 1% 0.89
Age 0.34 0.36 2% 0.18
Ethnicity (minority/Hungarian) 0.19 0.20 1% 0.79
Incumbent (USL) supporter 0.45 0.45 1% 0.79
Opposition (PDL) supporter 0.13 0.13 1% 0.87
Minority party (UDMR) supporter 0.14 0.15 1% 0.43
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electoral strategies? Table 5 reports the average incidence of the non-
programmatic electoral mobilization strategies used in the localities
included in our study. Here, we present results on the mean number
of list items by respondents in the treatment and control group,
respectively. By subtracting the mean number of items of the control
group from the mean number of items in the treatment groups,
we obtain the list experiment estimate of the magnitude of different
electoral irregularities. Consider the following example of the mag-
nitude of vote buying in Bulgaria. The mean response of our treat-
ment group is 1.07 and the mean response of our control group is
0.97. From the difference of these means of 0.10, we infer that the
incidence of voter approached to sell their vote in the Bulgarian
localities is 10 per cent.

Table 4.1
Test for List-Experiment Design Effects: Bulgaria

Proportion Est. s.e.

pi(y= 0, t= 1) 0.0053 0.0199
pi(y= 1, t= 1) 0.0721 0.0180
pi(y= 2, t= 1) 0.0164 0.0077
pi(y= 3, t= 1) 0.0072 0.0027
pi(y= 0, t= 0) 0.2587 0.0140
pi(y= 1, t= 0) 0.5008 0.0195
pi(y= 2, t= 0) 0.1253 0.0133
pi(y= 3, t= 0) 0.0142 0.0053
pi(y= 3, t= 0) 0.0142 0.0053

Note: Bonferroni-corrected p-value= 1.992.

Table 4.2
Test for List-Experiment Design Effects: Romania

Proportion Est. s.e.

pi(y= 0, t= 1) –0.0155 0.0137
pi(y= 1, t= 1) 0.0441 0.0113
pi(y= 2, t= 1) 0.0157 0.0050
pi(y= 3, t= 1) 0.0050 0.0017
pi(y= 0, t= 0) 0.2215 0.0098
pi(y= 1, t= 0) 0.6401 0.0128
pi(y= 2, t= 0) 0.0788 0.0085
pi(y= 3, t= 0) 0.0103 0.0034

Note: Bonferroni-corrected p-value= 0.250.
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Table 5
Incidence of the Clientelistic Mobilization Strategies in Romania and Bulgaria

Country
Number of
respondents

Electoral clientelism
strategy

Mean response, control
group (95% CI)

Mean response, treatment
group (95% CI)

Estimate of strategy
prevalencea

Bulgaria 1387 Vote buying 1.01
(0.95; 1.06)

1.10
(1.04; 1.17)

9%***

1387 Political pressure 0.80
(0.75; 0.85)

0.95
(0.89; 1.02)

15%***

1390 Administrative favours 0.95
(0.89; 1.00)

1.02
(1.04; 1.15)

14%***

1388 Economic intimidation 0.87
(0.82; 0.92)

0.98
(0.92; 1.05)

11%***

Romania 3576 Vote buying 0.83
(0.80; 0.86)

0.89
(0.85; 0.93)

6%**

3576 Political pressure 0.73
(0.70; 0.76)

0.83
(0.79; 0.86)

10%***

3575 Administrative favours 0.73
(0.70; 0.76)

0.79
(0.76, 0.83)

6%**

3573 Economic intimidation 0.91
(0.89; 0.94)

0.95
(0.93; 1.00)

5%**

Notes: a We report the results of a two-sampled t-test with unequal variances.
*** p< 0.01, ** p< 0.05, * p< 0.1.
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Our results also document that a diverse set of clientelistic stra-
tegies of electoral mobilization were deployed in both Romania and
Bulgaria. We find that in both countries the strategies that leverage
the vast resources of the state – political pressure and favours – are
the most used type of clientelistic mobilization at times of elections.
For example, in the economically concentrated localities of Bobov
Dol and Sopot, the economic intimidation was reported by
20 per cent, respectively 16 per cent of our respondents. In Petrila,
Romania, the economically concentrated locality in our study,
7 per cent of the respondents in our sample reported the use of
economic intimidation. In the economically fragmented localities
included in our study, the levels of economic intimidation were lower
in magnitude and the measurement of these effects did not achieve
statistical significance.

We also find that economic intimidation is present in the menu of
clientelistic mobilization deployed by politicians in both countries.
We further find that fewer voters report having been targeted by this
type of electoral strategy when compared with other clientelistic
strategies.

Did the use of economic intimidation vary systematically with local
economic structure? We expect that the incidence of workplace
intimidation is higher in localities with concentrated economic
structure compared with localities with more decentralized economic
activity (and varies additionally across voters with different individual
characteristics). We estimate the following model:

Yi = β0 + β1 TREATMENTi + β2ECON CONC + β3TREATMENT

´ ECON CONC + β4Zi + β5TREATMENT ´ Zi + ϵi

The dependent variable Yi represents the list response to the
question about workplace intimidation, subscripted i for different
individuals. TREATMENTi is a variable that takes the value 1 for those
individuals that have received the version of the questionnaire that
includes the treatment item for workplace intimidation. ECON CONC
is a variable that takes the value 1 for localities where employment is
dominated by one single firm and 0 otherwise. In Bulgaria, ECON
CONC takes the value 1 for Bobov Dol and Sopot, while in Romania,
this variable takes the value 1 for Petrila. Zi is a battery of individual-
level characteristics and ϵi is the error term. The individual-level
controls include measures of gender, income, age minority status as
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well as measures of the partisanship of the respondent. The income
variable takes the value 1 if the respondent earns about or below the
minimum wage. The minority status variable takes the value 1 if the

Table 6.1
Explaining Economic Intimidation in Bulgaria

Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3

TREATMENT 0.0722*** 0.0940 0.0324
(0.0138) (0.0853) (0.228)

ECON CONC −0.0210 −0.101 −0.0745
(0.162) (0.174) (0.124)

ECON CON×TREATMENT 0.111*** 0.132*** 0.162***
(0.0195) (0.0281) (0.0291)

MALE 0.0449 0.0517
(0.0640) (0.0641)

MALE×TREATMENT −0.0897 −0.129
(0.107) (0.0932)

POOR −0.0585 −0.0303
(0.0654) (0.0543)

POOR×TREATMENT 0.178 0.168
(0.0951) (0.0878)

WORKING AGE 0.0467 0.0503
(0.0503) (0.0500)

WORKING AGE×TREATMENT −0.127*** −0.131*
(0.0241) (0.0482)

TURKISH −0.375** −0.398***
(0.0951) (0.0856)

TURKISH×TREATMENT −0.113 −0.0998
(0.0914) (0.102)

BSP 0.626***
(0.133)

BSP ×TREATMENT 0.0434
(0.198)

GERB 0.259*
(0.0984)

GERB×TREATMENT 0.0945
(0.215)

DPS 0.309
(0.156)

DPS ×TREATMENT 0.726*
(0.314)

Constant 0.884*** 0.938*** 0.641***
(0.0223) (0.0602) (0.0635)

Observations 1,388 1,388 1,388
R-squared 0.007 0.044 0.129

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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respondent is a member of the Turkish minority in Bulgaria or the
Hungarian minority in Romania. The employment status variable
takes the value 1 if the respondent is employed full-time and the age

Table 6.2
Explaining Economic Intimidation in Romania

Model Model Model
Variables 1 2 3

TREATMENT 0.0420* 0.110** 0.0708**
(0.0197) (0.0347) (0.0234)

ECON CONC 0.146** 0.161** 0.161**
(0.0485) (0.0542) (0.0563)

ECON CON×TREATMENT 0.0289 0.0161* 0.0223**
(0.0197) (0.00634) (0.00602)

MALE −0.00750 −0.00953
(0.0333) (0.0341)

MALE×TREATMENT −0.0287 −0.0290
(0.0450) (0.0432)

WORKING AGE 0.0500 0.0511
(0.0305) (0.0321)

WORKING AGE×TREATMENT −0.0338 −0.0281
(0.0511) (0.0518)

POOR 0.0101 0.0152
(0.0311) (0.0283)

POOR×TREATMENT −0.0887*** −0.0837***
(0.0173) (0.0165)

HUNGARIAN 0.0698 0.0769
(0.0535) (0.0530)

HUNGARIAN×TREATMENT −0.0590 −0.0687
(0.0322) (0.0738)

USL 0.0645*
(0.0294)

USL ×TREATMENT 0.0558
(0.0307)

PDL 0.0797*
(0.0356)

PDL×TREATMENT 0.00954
(0.0754)

UDMR 0.0497
(0.0386)

UDMR×TREATMENT 0.0536
(0.0582)

Constant 0.879*** 0.844*** 0.794***
(0.0485) (0.0777) (0.0838)

Observations 3,573 3,573 3,573
R-squared 0.014 0.017 0.021

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.1.
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variable takes the value 1 if the respondent is of working age. We
estimate our models using ordinary least squares. All our specifica-
tions cluster the standard errors at the locality level to take into
account correlations within each locality (due to locality-level char-
acteristics that could downwardly bias our standard errors).

Table 6.1 presents our estimates of the relationship between the
economic concentration of a locality and the incidence of workplace
intimidation in Bulgaria, while Table 6.2 presents the same estimates
for Romania. The results for both countries lend support to our
hypothesis that the incidence of economic intimidation is higher in
economically concentrated localities.

Consider first the results of our analysis in Bulgaria, reported in
Table 6.1. Model 1 examines differences in the incidence of intimi-
dation across localities, without including individual-level variables.
The interaction between economic concentration and the treatment
dummy for economic intimidation for Bulgaria has the predicted
positive sign and is significant at conventional levels. Model 2
introduces individual covariates to the specification presented in
Model 1. In contrast to some previous studies that find that low-
income voters are disproportionately targeted by non-programmatic
mobilization, we do not find evidence that lower-income respondents
in Bulgaria are subject to economic intimidation at higher rates.
Model 3 includes additional controls for the partisanship of the
respondent. We include variables measuring support for the main
centre-left party, the Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP), the main centre-
right party, Citizens for the Economic Development of Bulgaria
(GERB), and the third main political party, the liberal Movement for
Rights and Freedoms (DPS), representing the Turkish minority in
Bulgaria. None of these variables reaches significance at conventional
levels, which suggests that supporters of neither of the main political
parties in Bulgaria are disproportionately intimidated by their
employers (holding other individual characteristics constant).

Table 6.2 presents our examination of the variation in the inci-
dence of economic intimidation in Romania. Model 1 presents the
baseline comparison in the incidence of economic intimidation
across localities that vary in their level of economic concentration.
In this specification, the difference between economically con-
centrated and fragmented localities does not reach significance at
conventional levels. In Model 2, we introduce controls for the gen-
der, income, and the minority and employment status of respondents
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and the incidence of workplace intimidation. Once we introduce
controls for these individual characteristics of respondents, the
difference in the incidence of economic intimidation between con-
centrated and fragmented localities reaches statistical significance at
conventional levels. Consistent with some of the previous work on
electoral clientelism, in Romania we find that low-income respon-
dents are more likely to have experienced workplace pressure. Model
3 adds covariates measuring the partisan affiliation of the respon-
dent. These covariates measure partisanship of voters of the Social
Liberal Union (USL) (a 2012–14 governmental coalition consisting
of four parties),7 the Democratic Liberal Party (PDL, a centre-right
party, which at the time was the main opposition party) and the
Democratic Union of Romanian Hungarians (UDRM, the largest
minority party). None of the partisan variables is significantly asso-
ciated with the incidence of economic intimidation in Romania,
suggesting as in the Bulgarian case that the supporters of these
parties are not disproportionately intimidated by their employers.

We conducted additional interviews in both countries at the time
we fielded our survey to understand the specific mechanism by which
such non-programmatic strategies occur. In Bulgaria, we interviewed
close to 30 knowledgeable observers at the national level, including
journalists, civic activists and academics as well as nearly 60 knowl-
edgeable observers and voters in the three localities sampled,
including state employees, civic activists, ethnic chiefs, employers and
a random sample of voters who chose to participate in the exit poll
conducted by the agency that later implemented our experiment. In
Romania, we conducted close to 20 interviews in the two studied
localities with a similar sample of knowledgeable observers and voters.

Our respondents in Bobov Dol openly spoke of significant and
effective pressure by the owner of Bobov Dol Mines on behalf of his
preferred party (struggling to cross the threshold for representation
in parliament). A number of current and former miners testified that
they had been ‘warned’ that if they wanted the mines to stay open,
they should vote for the party supported by the mine owner. Others
discussed threats of price hikes of mine-sponsored food and more
‘work Saturdays’. Our respondents informed us of half-hour meetings
with representatives of the party supported by the mine owner that
were held every morning in the mine. During these meetings, party
officials instructed the miners to recruit and mobilize their families
to vote for the owner’s party. Miners feared that since the party
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committed them to securing a certain number of votes, the mine
owner would punish them if the promised number of family mem-
bers did not turn out or the promised number of votes did not come
in at their voting station (where representatives of the party serve as
election observers). Miners who did not fill their ‘turnout quota’ or
who were suspected of sympathizing with ‘undesirable parties’
were threatened with being assigned lower-quality equipment and
‘undesirable tasks and shifts’. While most interviewed miners did not
believe that voter secrecy was violated – though some chose to find
ways to ‘prove’ to their employer that they voted in the desirable
way – they were convinced that most miners’ political affiliations had
become known through various on-the-job interactions and the
broader social interactions in their small town (Interviews R1, R2, R4,
R7, Bobov Dol, Bulgaria, March 2015).

Similarly, in Sopot, economic intimidation featured prominently
in our interviews on the non-programmatic strategies that candidates
used to mobilize support for the 2013 election. Several voters
reported that in 2013 VMZ was slated to be restructured and then
sold and that massive layoffs were a major concern for its employees.
Local party officials, together with a representative of the company
management, were reported to have pressured at least one group of
employees during an informal meeting at the company cafeteria. The
economic threat used in this locality was that if they did not support
the party, they would not be spared in the likely upcoming restruc-
turing of the company (whether it was sold or not). Another voter
provided a similar report about his supervisor pressuring his team of
subordinates by threatening dismissals. A third respondent also
added that his supervisor further insisted on driving the workers’
families to the polling station. Moreover, two of these four inter-
viewees commented that they felt they had no choice but to vote as
their supervisor had ‘ordered’ and thought that he recognized this
when giving them the order. One of them further commented that
he felt this way despite his relatively good socioeconomic standing.
The other reasoned that his expected compliance did not seem in
doubt, and the supervisor felt no need to demand ‘proof’.

In Beloslav, our respondents provided few personal and second-
hand reports of private economic intimidation before the 2013
election. One voter did, however, mention that a family member was
sent on a business trip that began on the election day and that was no
coincidence – this employee was a known sympathizer of a rival party
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to the one preferred by the CEO (who had repeatedly ‘lectured’ his
employees that this party would mean more business for the com-
pany). The employee objected but the CEO told him that he should
take the trip if he wanted to keep his job.

Our qualitative data thus suggest a pattern similar to the one docu-
mented through our list experiment: there is some incidence of private
economic intimidation at times of elections throughout Bulgaria but it
is higher and more systematic in economically concentrated localities.
The comparison of these three localities further allows us to shed some
light not only on the ways in which voter intimidation is organized at the
workplace but also on the prevalence of this non-programmatic mobi-
lization strategy given the political history of a locality. Bobov Dol and
Sopot are very similar in most theoretically relevant ways (including
their levels of economic concentration), except for the fact that the
former has seen turnover in power at every election in the past 15 years
while Sopot has been politically dominated by one party. Yet, our survey
reveals very similar incidence and patterns of economic intimidation at
times of elections. Also, Beloslav and Sopot are very similar in most
theoretically relevant ways, including in their history of turnover
in power at the local level, yet they differ not only in their levels of
economic concentration but also in the incidence and patterns of
economic intimidation at times of elections, in a manner consistent with
our theoretical propositions. Taken together, this paired comparison of
two sets of cases – the first most similar and the latter most different
(Gerring 2007: 101) – suggests that the political history of a locality is
unlikely to be biasing or confounding the relationship of interest in this
study: namely the impact of the economic concentration of a locality on
the prevalence of economic intimidation at times of elections.

Our follow-up interviews in Petrila, Romania, helped us to identify
both the most important agents engaged in electoral intimidation
and the strategies used by these actors to influence the political
choice of voters. Our respondents documented the existence of
very strong political ties between the local mayor, local councillors
(who were past employees of the local mine) and managers within
the company. The incumbent mayor, our respondents noted, had the
power to intervene in the appointment of managers in the mine and
‘change the management after every election when incumbents lose
their power’ (Interview 16, Petrila, Romania, October 2013; Interview 2,
Petrila, Romania, March 2015). At the time of the vote, higher-level
managers delegated to engineers and foremen (‘brigadiers’) the
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responsibility of bringing employees to vote and to monitor their
turnout (Interview 16, Petrila, Romania, October 2013). The
mechanism of workplace mobilization was described to us as follows:

At the voting section, the foremen must control their team of employees.
Each of the actors – politicians, mine managers and union leaders – know
how many votes have to be cast to secure victory for a certain political can-
didate. Thus, at the end of the voting day, foremen located in each voting
station must make sure that the candidates have a minimum number of votes
to win. Foremen make sure that men go to vote together with their family. If
the foreman is not effective in getting his men out to vote, he risks being
dismissed. (Interview 4, Petrila, Romania, March 2015)

These agents – foremen, engineers and sometimes local union
leaders – used different threats in attempting to persuade voters to
support particular candidates. One widely used threat implied layoffs
if the ‘wrong’ candidate was elected. One respondent noted, ‘the
vote pressure mechanism inside the mine sounds like this: employee,
watch out who you vote for, because the others are coming and you
could lose your job and payment. You’d better vote instead with this
candidate or party’ (Interview 16, Petrila, Romania, October 2013).
Other respondents reported threats of changes in payment or working
conditions. Some of the miners reported that unions threatened to
move them to different workplaces (where conditions were tougher)
or to change the criteria of the evaluation of their work (Interview 17,
Petrila, Romania, October 2013). Miners were also threatened with
delays in access to public housing (social housing) or delays in
receiving disability or unemployment benefits.

In contrast to Petrila, our qualitative research in Odobesti found very
little evidence of economic intimidation. Only one of our respondents
mentioned that the most important local enterprise supports the
incumbent mayor and that it can mobilize some of its employees to
turn out to vote (Interview 10, Odobesti, Romania, 3 December 2015).
In this locality the dominant clientelistic strategy involved the provision
of policy favours by state employees. As one of our respondents
remarked, ‘after they give us the social assistance payments, the people
of the mayor come during elections and remind us that they have given
us these favours’ (Interview 18, Odobesti, Romania, 3 December 2015).

In sum, our survey-based and qualitative findings support our
hypothesis that an increase in economic concentration lowers the
costs of electoral intimidation by private actors and makes such
non-programmatic mobilization more widespread.
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CONCLUSION

Our article advances both theoretically and empirically the analysis of
clientelistic practices in contemporary elections. We have argued for
the importance of studying a broad menu of non-programmatic
mobilization, which includes the distribution of resources from the
state, offers of monetary and goods, and electoral intimidation. Such
a research agenda, we believe, will represent a significant advance in
the current literature of electoral clientelism which provide a very
narrow estimate of the magnitude of ‘undue electoral influence’, due
to their omission of a range of non-programmatic strategies.

This article has documented one such strategy of political influ-
ence that has received insufficient attention in existing studies of
clientelism – namely economic intimidation or the efforts of
employers or firm managers to coerce their employees to vote
for a particular party or its candidate. We have documented the
occurrence of these practices in two new democracies in Eastern
Europe – Bulgaria and Romania – demonstrating that employer
intimidation plays a significant role in the menu of clientelistic stra-
tegies in these countries. We expected that the incidence of electoral
intimidation would be higher in localities whose economies are
dominated by a small number of large firms as compared with
localities with higher levels of economic heterogeneity. We also
expected that in localities with higher economic heterogeneity, the
overall mix of clientelistic strategies would differ (as compared with
the economically concentrated localities), due to the higher relative
costs of economic intimidation. We found empirical support for
both hypotheses in both Eastern European countries. These patterns
of clientelistic mobilization at times of elections have an eerie
resemblance to the findings of a historical literature on economic
intimidation (Anderson 2000; Mares 2015). We conjecture that
such findings are not unique to the two countries included in our
study, but that one encounters such practices in other contemporary
elections.
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NOTES

1 While these economic conditions in a locality affect the availability of the strategy of
economic intimidation in the mix of non-programmatic strategies, additional political
factors may affect the decision of a firm to deploy these strategies. In choosing the
intensity of this electoral strategy, firms compare the desirability of the main competing
candidates in a race. If the prospect that a candidate who is very undesirable to the firm
will win the race is high, a firm may discount some of the potential economic costs of
intimidation and engage in this strategy. We are very grateful to an anonymous
reviewer for suggesting these additional refinements to our argument.

2 In contrast, media investigations into electoral clientelism in the region have mostly
examined vote buying.

3 In these accounts, competition has an impact as the fear of exposure and/or
punishment at the ballot box or in parliament as well as the fear of opponents getting
into power and using the existing discretion of the state to constrain party patronage.
For a challenge of this broad consensus, see Meyer-Sahling and Veena (2012), who
argue that the presence of robust competition, including coherent governments and
critical oppositions, increases state politicization. Sharafutdinova (2007) finds that
the link is between political competition and increased perceptions of corruption.

4 Allina-Pisano’s (2010) focus, however, is on the use of the state administrative
resource in the production of competitive authoritarianism.

5 See expert assessments, such as www.transparency.org/cpi2012; http://epub.
prsgroup.com/index.php/products/iris-dataset; and www.freedomhouse.org/sites/
default/files/2012%20%20NIT%20Tables.pdf. The World Values Surveys (WVS),
the International Crime Victimization Surveys (ICVS) and the ‘Voice of the People’
surveys by Gallup International yield similar results about households’ experiences
with, or attitudes towards, corruption.

6 To view the online appendix, please go to https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2016.39.
7 The four parties that formed the Social Liberal Union were the leftist Social
Democratic Party (PSD), the National Union for the Progress of Romania (UNPR),
the National-Liberal Party (PNL) and the Conservative Party (PC).
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