
Apex Corruption Erodes Democratic Values *

Eduardo Rivera Enrique Seira Saumitra Jha

2025-05-19

Abstract

We complement a field experiment with cross-country evidence to show that exposure to apex cor-
ruption— corrupt acts implicating top-level politicians—causes large decreases in democratic values and
associated behaviors. Behaviors such as individual voter turnout, contributions to support elections, and
honesty and trust in incentivized games all fall. The effects on voting are greatest for incumbents per-
ceived to be honest when apex corruption is exposed close to elections. We show, both experimentally and
across scandals in 17 national settings, that apex corruption also reduces explicit support for democracy
in favor of authoritarianism. We test two restorative solutions.
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"Corruption is the poison of democracy”

Mario Vargas Llosa

1 Introduction
Democratic institutions, once believed to be stable, now face increasing challenges in many countries

around the world (V-DEM, 2023). Political parties avowedly skeptical of democratic institutions have been
admitted to ruling coalitions in a quarter of countries (Funke et al., 2023). The willingness of citizens
to stand up for democratic institutions is often seen as a key driver of democratic resilience (Besley
and Persson, 2019; Claassen, 2020), but both globally and in Latin America, citizens’ dissatisfaction with
democracy has increased by 10–15 percentage points since the mid-1990s (Foa et al., 2020). Diagnosing
the underlying causes of this crisis of support for democracy is crucial for uncovering solutions to reverse
it.

While democratic values are eroding, citizens perceive that corruption is widespread, particularly as
high-profile cases implicate top-level politicians. In Latin America, the share of people who say corruption
is their country’s most important problem has more than doubled, from 4% in 2010 to 10% in 2018. Latin
America is not alone. The United States, too, has seen dramatic falls in democratic satisfaction, while the
share of citizens that claim that corruption is widespread in government has risen to rival that of Latin
America (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Democratic Satisfaction and Perceptions of Widespread Governmental Corruption
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Share of respondents "satisfied" or "very satisfied" with democracy (from Lapop, left) and answering "yes" to "Is corruption widespread throughout the
government in this country, or not?" (from the Gallup World Poll, right); 0.4 stands for 40% of citizens. Reference lines represent Mexican presidential
elections.

Could these macro patterns be causal? Could exposure to apex corruption— corrupt acts implicating
apex (top-level) politicians—be undermining democratic values? In this paper, we complement a field
experiment in Mexico with evidence from apex corruption scandals in 17 countries and show that the
answer is yes.

On one hand, the spotlighting and exposure of corruption at any level is often regarded as contributing
to a healthier democracy. Indeed, as we describe below, a thriving literature, focused almost exclusively on
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local political and bureaucratic corruption, has emphasized the important role that can be played by random
audits, political watchdogs, opposition groups and a free media in fostering increased transparency and
political accountability.

Yet, revealing apex corruption could also have underappreciated downsides that may be particularly
destructive of the complementary organizations, internalized norms, and beliefs that comprise liberal democratic
institutions.1 This is because, despite being often more physically remote from the average citizen, apex
politicians differ from local politicians in three key ways that can make them more impactful at a societal
level. First, they have a heightened ability to shape state organizations and influence policymaking directly.
Thus apex malfeasance may be more likely to discredit state organizations, including those that are meant
to prevent corruption and support electoral fairness. Second, apex politicians are more likely to act as
focal role models with the potential to influence social norms (Bursztyn et al., 2020). Third, citizens may
also change their beliefs, inferring from the success of apex politicians that the system and society tolerate
such corrupt practices. The prominence of apex politicians also naturally implies that there is heightened
knowledge of their corrupt acts. Thus, scandals involving apex politicians are more likely to have an impact
on the beliefs of individuals about the pervasiveness of corruption more generally. In environments where
corruption involves strategic complementarities: i.e. that one’s incentives to cheat increases with one’s
belief that others do the same (see e.g. Mauro (1995); Klašnja et al. (2018)), the stronger resultant effects
on beliefs can lead not only to decreases in support for democratic systems of government in general, they
may further manifest themselves in greater incentives to cheat, reduced trust in other citizens, and may
even undermine internalized norms. All these features can make revelations of apex corruption have large
and often underappreciated negative impacts on democratic institutions.

In this paper, we provide direct causal evidence that apex corruption undermines the norms, beliefs,
and organizations that underpin liberal democratic institutions. We employ two complementary strategies
to do so. First, we implement a randomized controlled trial in Mexico prior to the 2021 federal congres-
sional elections that allows us to directly measure the effects of apex corruption. We complement this
with cross-country evidence exploiting the exact timing of the breaking of apex corruption scandals in 17
countries between 2008 to 2018, to establish whether the effects on values generalize.

In our first strategy, we implement a large-scale randomized control trial with over 3,300 citizens that
we recruited door-to-door from both 69 rural municipalities and the capital city of Oaxaca in Mexico.
This setting provides a valuable environment to test the effects of apex corruption and the mechanisms
through which it operates. Oaxaca is internally highly diverse, encompassing both traditional and modern
institutions of governance, and by itself, includes 570 of Mexico’s 2476 municipalities. Further, like
numerous other settings, Oaxaca, and Mexico more broadly, had recently exhibited a well-spring of
support for the populist incumbent president, Andres Manuel López Obrador (AMLO). In common with
many other recent populists, AMLO had won election in 2018 as an anti-corruption crusader, campaigning
on an economic nationalist platform against elite corruption following a wave of scandals implicating
then-president, Enrique Pẽna Nieto (EPN) and other apex politicians.

Specifically, our basic experiment compares a control group against a set of two apex corruption treat-
ments. Citizens were randomly assigned 3-minute videos which provided real footage of apex politicians

1 Here we build on Greif (2006)’s definition of institutions as a system of (i) organizations, (ii) beliefs, and (iii) norms that together induce a
regularity of behavior. In our case, the regularities of behaviors we study reflect active support for the democratic process, including
voting. We develop outcome measures corresponding to each of these three components of democratic institutions below.
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exchanging stacks of cash either a week or a month before the 2021 elections. One of those videos —which
we call the incumbent corruption video— features one brother of the incumbent president, and the other
—the opposition video— shows leading members of the two main opposition parties. Given strong differ-
ences in citizens’ prior beliefs about the prevalence of malfeasance at the top of the new anti-corruption
incumbent party compared to leaders of the opposition, we pre-specified that we expected that evidence
of apex incumbent corruption would have greater effects on undermining democratic values.2

Indeed, we show that apex corruption, particularly when implicating the incumbent, undermines a
range of pro-democratic behaviors. Most importantly, by a special legal arrangement with the Mexican
electoral authority, we gained unusual access to administrative data on the core mechanism by which
citizens hold their leaders accountable in democracies: the individual decision to turnout to vote. We
show that evidence of apex corruption decreases actual voting in Federal Congressional elections by 4𝑝𝑝
to 6.2𝑝𝑝 on average (or 6.7%–11.6%). In fact, the effect on actual voting was a remarkable 22.4𝑝𝑝 (or 39%)
for those exposed to incumbent apex corruption a week before the elections.

Further, we establish that apex corruption results in falls across a range of other pro-democratic behaviors
measured immediately after treatment as well. The incumbent apex corruption treatment decreases a
citizen’s willingness to donate time to support the organizations of democracy—by volunteering to be
an electoral observer—by 43% (relative to the 4.9% who volunteered on average). It similarly reduces
willingness to donate money—10 pesos to buy bottled water for poll-booth workers—by 16% (relative to
22.8% who donated).

Beyond these real-world behaviors, we employ incentivized lab-in-the-field games among a randomized
subset of participants to show that apex incumbent corruption also undermines the other components of
liberal democratic institutions, including beliefs in the trustworthiness of politicians and neighbors, and
internalized norms of honest dealings as well. Apex incumbent corruption decreases the average amounts
entrusted to anonymous politicians and neighbors in trust games by 11.2% and 5.4% respectively. Further,
despite high levels of prevailing honesty overall, treated individuals exhibit increased willingness to steal
in a resource allocation game with no possibility of punishment. They steal 4.4% more coins when the
rest would be donated to their municipal mayor for public projects, and (weakly) 2.6% more from an
anonymous neighbor as well.

The randomized control trial allows us to implement additional treatments to shed further light on the
mechanism and potential solutions. Pervasive corruption often correlates with poor policy decisions and
economic underperformance, which could also undermine support for democracy. To distinguish these
channels, we randomly assigned a three-minute video detailing Mexico’s poor economic and policy perfor-
mance, but without providing any explicit evidence of apex corruption. We find that, in striking contrast
to the apex corruption treatments, economic underperformance increases the probability an individual will
vote (by 8–10pp, or 13%–17%).

Like the apex incumbent corruption treatment, the economic underperformance treatment also lowers
incumbent voter support substantially if received a week before the election (20.1pp). However, unlike
the apex corruption treatments, this fall is compensated for disproportionately by an increased propensity
to turnout and vote for other parties. In further contrast to apex incumbent corruption, the economic
under-performance treatment has no effect on willingness to donate time or money to support democratic

2 Please see our pre-analysis plan (PAP) available on the AEA registry: AEARCTR-0007770. See also Arias et al. (2022).
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institutions, though it does raise the propensities to steal opportunistically and to distrust.

We interpret these effects as consistent with apex corruption being distinct in important ways from
(potentially well-intentioned) policy ineptitude and economic underperformance. While both undermine
societal trust and may make theft from public projects more tempting, information on economic inef-
fectiveness spurs voters’ willingness to turnout and hold politicians accountable by registering protest
votes. In contrast, the revelation of actual apex corrupt activity has more severe and pervasive effects on
decreasing support for democratic institutions and undermining pro-democratic behaviors.

Our intention in the field experiment was to diagnose the causal effects of informing individuals
about apex corruption and begin to uncover how we can mitigate its potential ill-effects and strengthen
democratic institutions. Therefore we also test two potentially promising and readily scalable remedies
for rebuilding societal trust: common identity and common financial exposures.

As our first potential solution, we commissioned a 3-minute nation-building video from a professional
media designer to prime common national identity and how far Mexicans have gone to build democratic
institutions. Indeed, in the United States, a video priming common national identity was one of the most
effective of 25 different treatments at reducing individuals’ willingness to express support for undemocratic
practices (Voelkel et al., 2024), see also Levendusky (2018); Rohner and Zhuravskaya (2023); Esposito et al.
(2023). The nation-building treatment was appreciated for its high quality, but contrary to our expectations,
did not broadly improve pro-democratic behaviors. It had no average effect on voter turnout, and instead,
it led to behaviors that are consistent with greater alignment with the populist and nationalist messaging of
the incumbent president—lowering votes for the main opposition parties (to the benefit of the incumbent,
p-value 0.13), and decreasing time and money donations to the electoral authority that the incumbent
president vocally criticized. As a second solution—common financial exposure—we gave a subset of
individuals the opportunity to invest in the national economy by giving them 200 pesos of financial assets
tracking a broad Mexican stock index, and allowing them to trade up to 25 pesos each week.3 Shared
financial exposure yielded encouraging (though suggestive) evidence of positive effects on democratic
values and trust that offset some of the negative impacts of apex corruption.

We then turn to further probing the mechanisms and generalizability of our findings. One natural
question that arises is whether the changes in voting and other pro-democratic behaviors that we observe
in our RCT reflects changes in democratic values and other attitudes that individuals perceive. A second
natural question is whether the effects of apex corruption persist over time and whether they cumulate in
response to new evidence of corrupt activity. A third question is whether the causal patterns we observe
in Mexico generalize to other environments where individuals also just happened to be naturally exposed
to scandals involving apex politicians. We shed new light on each of these in turn.

To unpack the first mechanism, we conduct our own novel surveys using pre-specified indices of
perceptions of corruption, support for democracy, and trust in democratic institutions and other citizens
more generally.4 We demonstrate that the changes in political behaviors due to apex corruption are in-
deed reflected in changes in values of which citizens are aware. Unlike a number of studies, which found
that providing leaflets with audit reports on local officials had very limited or no effect on corruption

3 Jha and Shayo (2019) show that a stronger intervention among participants in an internet panel in Israel changed the political
attitudes of individuals, and in other settings it increased generalized trust and led individuals to resist populist narratives (Jha and
Shayo, 2025; Jha et al., 2025).

4 The indices we use to measure these effects were prespecified in our pre-analysis plan - see AEARCTR-0007770.
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perceptions (e.g. Dunning et al., 2019), randomized exposure to video evidence of apex corruption raises
corruption perceptions by 0.23 standard deviations (𝜎), while simultaneously lowering our pre-specified
index of expressed support for democracy by 0.16𝜎. These effects are further accompanied by an under-
mining of trust in democratic institutions by 0.19𝜎. In particular, the apex corruption treatments cause
satisfaction with democracy to decrease by 15.8%, a 5% decrease in the probability individuals believe
democracy to be the best form of government, and 4.7% decrease that it is essential to live in a democracy.
Similarly, trust in the President decreases by 10%, in Congress by 23% and in political parties by 19.7%.
Further, as with the behavioral measures, the corrosive effect of apex corruption is not confined to the
political domain. It spills over to undermine stated trust in other citizens and in the media as well. Again
consistent with our pre-registered hypotheses, the effects tend to be more marked among those who were
ex ante more supportive of the anti-corruption incumbent party, whose leadership was widely perceived
as exemplifying apex honesty (see Figure OA-9).5

We next test whether the effects persist and even accumulate. Using a follow-up survey four months
post-treatment, we find that there are persistent effects of apex corruption on undermining support for
democracy: though corruption perceptions among the treatment and control groups converge over time,
the undermining of democratic values not only persists, it also accumulates in the presence of further
evidence of apex corruption. We exploit a second apex corruption scandal that broke during our study
period involving a second brother of the incumbent president. We find that when respondents are
exposed to new evidence of not just one but two brothers of the incumbent president taking bribes, the
undermining of support for democracy becomes even more pronounced among individuals previously
exposed to treatment in the first wave.6

We finally confirm the external validity of our RCT results by examining large-scale survey responses
in 17 Latin American countries from 2008 to 2018 that happened to be conducted a few days before and
a few days after an apex corruption scandal, using measures analogous to those in our RCT. We find
that relative to otherwise similar respondents surveyed just before a corruption scandal, those surveyed
just afterward reveal both a 0.07𝜎 lower support for democracy and 0.07𝜎 lower trust in democratic
institutions, while their preference for authoritarianism rises by 11%. These results are not driven by
general pessimism or changes in views on economic underperformance: while those surveyed after an
apex corruption scandal are 30% more likely to perceive corruption to be the main problem faced by
the country, their satisfaction with the economy and non-democratic related institutions do not change.
Instead, as in our RCT, apex corruption scandals appear to specifically undermine support for democratic
values and democratic institutions.

This study contributes to our understanding in several ways. First, it complements other prominent
explanations for democratic backsliding, which include financial crises and economic stagnation (e.g.
Przeworski, 2019), austerity policies and government ineffectiveness (e.g. Howell and Moe, 2020; Fetzer,
2019), and the rise of social media and polarization. While a large literature in economics studies corrup-
tion (e.g. Banerjee et al., 2013; Fisman and Golden, 2017), including its extent (Svensson, 2003; Reinikka

5 The effects on perceptions of corruption are higher for those exposed to evidence of incumbent corruption (0.25𝜎) rather than that
by the opposition (0.20𝜎, p-value of a greater effect: 0.19). While both apex corruption treatments undermine expressed support
for democracy by similar amounts, the apex incumbent treatment proves more corrosive in undermining stated trust in institutions
(0.28𝜎 vs 0.10𝜎, p-value of a greater effect: 0.001) and in people more generally (0.18𝜎 vs 0.05𝜎, p-value of a greater effect: 0.007).

6 See our preregistration of the followup experiment in AEARCTR-0008170.
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and Svensson, 2004), sources (Fisman and Miguel, 2007; Bertrand et al., 2007), organization (Shleifer and
Vishny, 1993; Olken and Barron, 2009; Sánchez de la Sierra et al., 2024), detection, and policies to fight it
(Olken, 2007), to the best of our knowledge, ours is the only study that causally estimates the effects of
apex corruption scandals on democratic behaviors and values. As discussed above, conceptually, increased
transparency about apex corruption could increase support for democracy, as it may demonstrate that even
the acts of even the most powerful politicians are being scrutinized and thus they can be held to account.
We show, however, that the opposite is true.

By focusing on the relationship between apex corruption and democratic values, our paper adds
a new dimension to an important literature that examines the effects of information disclosures about
local governmental performance on local political accountability. Seminal work includes those by Ferraz
and Finan (2008) and Chong et al. (2015). Consistent with the accountability channel, Ferraz and Finan
(2008) show that following randomized audits of local government expenditures, those municipalities that
showed significant irregularities and were covered by the media were less likely to re-elect municipal
mayors in Brazil. In contrast, in Mexico, Chong et al. (2015) randomize the distribution of flyers that
report the size of the municipality budget and the fraction that “did not comply with the [legal] norms”
according to official government audits. They find the flyer had no effect on perceptions of corruption
but estimate a subsequent modest decrease of 1.3𝑝𝑝 in municipal election turnout. Newer work by Arias
et al. (2022) finds that the effect of such audit information depends importantly on the extent to which
these audits are a surprise to voters given their existing priors, with high malfeasance/misallocation
surprises particularly increasing turnout in local elections. More generally, however, the Metaketa studies
(Dunning et al., 2019) perform a coordinated multi-country RCT providing information to voters, and find
“no evidence overall that typical, nonpartisan voter information campaigns shape voter behavior.” They attribute
this to the information not having a discernible effect on perceptions of politicians’ integrity, as audit-type
information treatments are often hard to understand, and not treated as particularly meaningful in light
of individuals’ pre-existing beliefs about corruption levels.

We complement these works and advance the literature in a number of ways. Fundamentally, our
paper distinguishes itself from the literature both in terms of the treatment of interest—apex corruption
rather than local corruption or accounting irregularities—and in terms of outcomes studied— directly
measuring effects on democratic values, support for institutions, and a range of political behaviors.

But beyond this, we advance this work with a number of substantive and methodological contributions.
Among these, we are able to exploit administrative data on individual voter turnout that allows us
to circumvent both potential social desirability and ecological inference concerns. We employ a more
visceral vehicle of treatment—easy to understand videos showing direct footage of corrupt activity rather
than pamphlets of audit reports—that actually change both corruption perceptions as well as behaviors.
Further, we are able to causally distinguish the effects of apex corruption from (potentially well-intentioned)
policy mis-management and underperformance. Beyond this too, we are able to use the RCT approach
to experimentally study both the decay of the effect over time and the cumulative effects of multiple
scandals. Moreover, we can assess the generality of these effects using a natural experiment evidence from
17 countries. Finally, we evaluate the effects of two promising remedies emerging from the recent (but
mostly parallel) nation-building and democratic backsliding literature.

In these ways, our work also relates to two important recent papers that do connect cross-country
causes for democratic backsliding and the rise of populism with economic underperformance and average
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societal corruption levels. Guriev et al. (2020) exploit the rollout of 3G technology to show that places that
gained access to mobile internet saw falls in support for incumbents, with populists the main beneficiaries.
The average level of corruption in society was an important mediating factor, with 3G actually raising
incumbent support only in the cleanest societies (i.e. Denmark and Switzerland). Relatedly, Acemoglu
et al. (2025b) use a difference-in-difference approach to show that individuals living for longer periods of
time in ‘successful’ democracies—including states that have performed well economically and effectively
controlled corruption—are more supportive of democracy. However, they find that the flipside: the
relationship between those living longer in ‘unsuccessful’ democracies (including more corrupt ones) and
democratic support is less clear.

Our paper also closely relates to an important emerging literature on the contagion of local corruption.
Ajzenman (2022) studies the publication of results of municipal expenditure audits and their effects on
cheating in exams by secondary school students. Using a differences-in-differences strategy, his study
compares municipalities-years incurring unauthorized uses of funds versus those that did not, and finds
that following revelations of corruption by local officials, secondary students’ cheating on cognitive tests
increases. As a validation, the paper implements a differences-in-differences strategy exploiting the timing
of the audit release and finds that survey respondents report lower civic values such as honesty, rule abid-
ance, trustworthiness, among others. In a similar vein, Gulino and Masera (2023) compares supermarket
theft before and after local corruption scandals in municipalities with and without scandals in two Italian
provinces. They find that the probability of stealing increases by 16% after a local corruption scandal
breaks. We contribute to this literature by showing that these effects are not limited to local malfeasance:
in fact, exposure of corruption among national politicians at the highest levels can also influence citizens’
propensities to steal, and importantly extend beyond everyday forms of ‘retail’ dishonesty to durably
undermine democratic values and institutions more generally.

In doing so, we provide evidence consistent with theoretical contributions pointing out how leaders
and prominent figures can affect culture and institutions, (e.g. Hermalin, 1998; Akerlof and Holden, 2016),
as well as expectations and social norms (Bursztyn et al., 2020; Acemoglu and Jackson, 2015), and country-
level outcomes. Our paper adds to a growing body of empirical work demonstrating that individual
leaders and central figures in hierarchical networks can not only shape organizational performance (e.g.
Bertrand and Schoar, 2003; Jackson and Yariv, 2011; Bandiera et al., 2020) and efficacy of public policy
campaigns (Banerjee et al., 2019; Alatas et al., 2021), but can even have macro-level political and economic
consequences (e.g. Jones and Olken, 2005; Jha and Wilkinson, 2012; Dippel and Heblich, 2021; Bai et al.,
2022; Cagé et al., 2023; Jha and Wilkinson, 2023). Finally, having established the effects of apex corruption,
we also innovate by taking steps to assess countervailing treatments, including the effects of making shared
national identity salient and shared financial exposure. We find some reason for hope.

2 Context
Examples of apex corruption are unfortunately all-too-common, and can involve very substantial sums.

For example, in 2019, a single company (Odebrecht) was disclosed to have paid almost $ 1 billion in bribes
in order to obtain contracts. Alleged recipients include apex politicians such as Brazilian President Michel
Temer, the vice-president of Ecuador, Jorge Glas, among others. In Peru a special set of prison cells was
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constructed to house four ex-presidents implicated in the scandal.7 Perhaps not surprisingly then, citizens’
perceptions of the pervasiveness of corruption have also risen to high levels: 68% of citizens in Latin
America in 2018 believed that half or more of their politicians are corrupt (LAPOP 2018). References to
corruption have doubled in English and tripled in Spanish language news outlets since 2000 (Figure OA-1).8

In Mexico and Latin America, more generally, satisfaction with democracy has fallen while perceptions
that corruption is the main problem of society have more than doubled (Figure OA-2). Latin America is
far from alone. The Panama Papers implicated 140 prominent politicians in 50 countries, spanning both
rich and developing nations.9 Even in a country often perceived to be in a low-corruption equilibrium like
the United States, the leading presidential candidates in each of the 2016, 2020 and 2024 election cycles
(or close family members) have faced allegations and investigations for corruption. Deepening concerns
about such apex corruption have been accompanied with a populist wave in Latin America and elsewhere,
with political figures gaining traction with promises “to drain the swamp”, i.e. seeking national renewal at
the expense of existing democratic institutions seen as corrupt and compromised.

A useful example of this more global pattern is Andres Manuel López Obrador (AMLO), Mexico’s
incumbent president at the time of our study. AMLO ran his 2018 presidential campaign on a nation-
alist populist platform, with a strong anti-corruption message. So much so that leading national and
international media observers dubbed AMLO an “anti-corruption crusader”.10 Deeply critical of existing
institutions of government (“Al diablo con sus instituciones [to hell with you and your institutions]!” (Aver-
buch, 2018)), AMLO pledged to use savings from eliminating corruption to finance social policies and
fight poverty, and founded a new party: Morena— the Movement for National Regeneration.11

This approach appears to have resonated with many voters, who voted for him in a landslide. AMLO’s
decisive victory was arguably a strong rejection by voters of continued apex corruption in which many
would likely implicate AMLO’s predecessor as president, Enrique Peña Nieto. Nieto was alleged to have
directed millions in bribes while in office (New York Times, August 3, 2022.). Instead AMLO has cultivated
an image of apex honesty by using commercial aircraft, driving a cheap car, and constantly repeating his
motto “no somos iguales” [we are not the same] and his campaign slogan “honestidad valiente” [courageous
honesty].

Both voting behavior and official national surveys suggest that people’s beliefs both in the probity of
the person of the president and the prospect of lower institutional corruption did indeed change. AMLO
won election by more than 30 percentage points, and between 2017 (the year before he took office) and
2019 (one year after he took office), there was a 21 percentage point drop in the fraction of people who

7 See: “Odebrecht case: politicians world-wide suspected in bribery scandal”, BBC News, 17 April 2019.
8 Alternative measures of retail corruption, including bribe paying by firms and reports by experts have also increased (Figures OA-3

and OA-4), suggesting the media reports may not be entirely divorced from on-the-ground practice. Yet, though such heightened
perceptions correlate with actual corrupt behaviors, they are often far from perfect (Olken, 2009). Our empirical strategy however
does not hinge on the accuracy of corruption perceptions. As we noted above, the experiment shows citizens evidence of actual apex
corruption and tests its effects.

9 See “The Power Players: Politicians in the Panama Papers, International Consortium of Investigative Journalists, 2016.
10 “Mexico’s new president is a nationalist, but he’s not anti-American” (Washington Post, July 2 2018); “López Obrador, an an anti-corruption

crusader, has dominated polls this election season, riding a wave of anger about government corruption...” (Texas Tribune, July 1 2018). “The
left-wing anti-establishment candidate, Andrés Manuel López Obrador, will make tackling corruption his top priority after winning Mexico’s
presidential election on Sunday” (BBC). “Mexico’s new leader is riding a wave of anti-corruption furor that’s changing Latin America”, and that
”The new president insists that his anti-corruption campaign —including a 50-point plan to fight corruption and reduce privileges for officials
— will be transformative.” (Washington Post, Nov 29, 2018).

11 "If you ask me to express in one sentence what the new government’s plan is all about: end corruption and impunity." (Christie and Botello,
2020).
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believe the Mexican presidency to be corrupt (ENCIG, 2017,2019; Figure OA-5).12 Indeed, in our baseline
survey, only 4% considered the incumbent party to be more corrupt than the opposition. This may have
further given AMLO latitude to sow distrust and threaten legislative action against the well-regarded
independent electoral agency (INE), among other institutions.13

AMLO’s movement both provides an intriguing case in which a single leader appears to have had
significant influence in shaping corruption perceptions and support for democratic institutions in society,
and also a valuable empirical environment to test for differential effects when high expectations related
to apex honesty are not met. We thus pre-specified that evidence of apex corruption involving the anti-
corruption Morena party would have stronger effects than evidence of corruption involving opposition
parties, as the latter were already widely considered to be compromised.

3 The Field Experiment
We implemented a field experiment involving 3,331 adult Mexican citizens in Oaxaca, located in the

south of Mexico. Oaxaca is not only one of Mexico’s largest states, with 570 municipalities out of Mexico’s
2471, but also highly diverse, encompassing both traditional indigenous and contemporary institutions of
governance. In 2021, Oaxaca also ranked 6th out of 32 States in Mexico in corruption perceptions according
to Mexicanos Contra la Corrupcion y la Impunidad, a prominent NGO. Not surprisingly then, AMLO’s anti-
corruption message also resonated strongly among Oaxaqueños: 65% voted for Morena, 11% for PAN,
17% for PRI in 2018, the year AMLO was elected. Within Oaxaca, 41% of the sample was allocated to the
capital, Oaxaca City, while the rest was allocated across 69 rural municipalities (map in Figure OA-6).14

3.1 Video Treatments

The main objectives of the experiment were to estimate the causal effects of informing adult Mexican
citizens of apex corruption, by providing evidence of actual corrupt activity by both (1) the incumbent
and (2) the opposition; to (3) separate the apex corruption channel from that of policy ineffectiveness and
economic underperformance; and (4) to then begin to test treatments that could strengthen democratic
institutions.

Because we wanted the information to be credible and impactful and to communicate it in a simple,
homogeneous and scalable way, the treatments involved video footage of politicians exchanging and
counting large and illegal stacks of cash which we randomly assigned to participants on electronic tablets
(see links below). Video recording of apex corruption is not uncommon in Latin America, sometimes even
by the perpetrators themselves, (e.g. McMillan and Zoido, 2004), and as a result apex corruption scandals
often break and are disseminated through such footage. We anticipated that such videos would also be
more persuasive than flyers based on audits, which tend to be more technical and have shown mixed and
smaller effects (Dunning et al., 2019). Indeed, 90% of survey participants believed the veracity of the video
evidence.

12 A well-regarded survey in Mexico showed after the 2018 election 52% of citizens thought corruption would decrease with AMLO vs
22% that thought it would increase (Reforma).

13 See e.g. Anne Applebaum, “How Do You Stop Lawmakers From Destroying the Law?”, the Atlantic, March 1, 2023.
14 Municipalities were stratified to ensure we have several with usos y custombres- traditional indigenous governance institutions and

on weather suitability for growing cochineal, an exogenous drive for indigenous identity and culture (see Diaz-Cayeros et al. (2022)),
which we study in a companion project.
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We designed four videos based on the four objectives above.15 The videos were implemented as part of
a survey. Each day, a team of enumerators would go to election precincts we selected at random, and they
would knock on doors explaining that we came from academic institutions and were conducting a survey
lasting approximately 30 minutes. Respondents received 50 pesos for participating and could receive more
from behavioral games at the end of the survey. The survey was conducted on a high-resolution Samsung
tablet. In the middle of the survey, respondents were randomly allocated to videos and were told they
would see a video. All participants then watched the videos, which were each 3 minutes in duration.
The survey continued after watching the video, enabling us to measure the immediate outcomes that we
describe below.

Apex Corruption: We designed two apex corruption videos. The first part of the video contains official
statistics on the fraction of procurement contracts that are assigned directly without a bidding process
(explaining that this practice facilitates corruption), and official data on the amount of bribes citizens
report paying as part of bureaucratic extortion to obtain permits and pay for government services.16
Nearly three-fourths of contracts, even large ones, are assigned directly with no bidding, and close to half
of Mexicans report having paid a bribe when pursuing bureaucratic procedures. The second part of the
videos had two different versions. The Incumbent Corruption Video (CI) provides footage of the brother
of the incumbent president (AMLO) taking bribes. The Opposition Corruption Video (CO) similarly
shows footage of prominent politicians from the main opposition party (PAN) taking large quantities of
money, as well as testimony from a politician from the other major opposition party (PRI) about large
bribes taken by PRI cabinet members.

Economic underperformance: This video also lasts close to 3 minutes. There is no mention of corruption.
Instead it describes the performance of the three last Mexican governments (PAN, PRI, Morena) in three
dimensions: poverty, economic growth, and government relief during COVID-19. Using official data from
Mexico’s CONEVAL, CEPAL, and the World Bank, it shows that 1 in every 4 Mexicans are in poverty and
that this has stayed almost constant since 2000, while Chile, Panama, and Uruguay have performed much
better. In terms of economic growth, Guatemala, Paraguay, Peru, the Dominican Republic, and Uruguay
had grown more than twice as much as Mexico from 2010 to 2019. Finally, it shows that Mexico had the
3rd worst place in terms of COVID-related deaths to that point and that the government invested less than
0.7% of GDP on COVID relief, which is several times smaller than the world at large.

Nation-Building: We hired a renowned media designer to present an emotive national narrative in a
video reminding Mexicans of their shared identity and rich culture. The video encompasses the formation
of the country from the Aztecs and Mayans to contemporaneous Mexican culture, humor, food, music,
the flag and family values, as well as revered poets and heroes, Mexican fortitude and union in the face of
natural disasters, and the long and effortful path to obtaining democracy. The video was motivated by an
emerging literature (see Rohner and Zhuravskaya (2023)) showing that national narratives (Levendusky,
2018) delivered in movie format can affect national identity (Esposito et al., 2023). Indeed, videos priming

15 Links: Incumbent corruption video: https://youtu.be/BSdueriPSA4; Opposition video: https://youtu.be/HyLrEmvzqPQ; Eco-
nomic video: https://youtu.be/6Y8EM9uGmwE; Nation-building video: https://youtu.be/-fE_UgbDl34.

16 The data is from INEGI’s Encuesta Nacional de Calidad e Impacto Gubernamental 2017 and 2019, and includes obtaining permits (e.g. to
open a firm, to build, to obtain a driver’s license), paying for services (e.g. electricity, water, pay taxes), requesting a government
loan, using the courts, among others. We had piloted this information before and found that coming from official statistics, citizens
found it credible and perceived it as non-partisan.
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shared national identity have been among the most effective in countering anti-democratic attitudes in
recent mega-studies in the United States (Voelkel et al., 2024). We similarly conjectured that the nation-
building narrative could increase trust, foster pro-social behaviors and support for democratic institutions.

3.2 Randomization

We randomize 3,331 respondents into main 5 experimental arms, corresponding to the 4 videos above
plus a control group with no video. Figure OA-7 provides a timeline of the experiment and Table OA-1
the samples across arms. Randomization was done at the individual survey-folio level and loaded into
the tablets the day before the fieldwork started. It was blind to the enumerator and the respondent, with
a notification message appearing on the tablet just at the moment the video treatment module was to
start. The enumerator then ensured the respondents saw the video. After the video treatment, the survey
continued, and we measured short-run effects.

Timing randomization. For the urban sample in the city of Oaxaca (41% of participants) we also ran-
domized at the electoral precinct level when respondents were interviewed and exposed to the videos.
1055 individuals in 27 precincts were allocated to receive the videos about a month (3–5 weeks) before
the election, while 311 individuals in 10 precincts received it about a week (5–8 days) before the election.
This randomization allows us to measure the durability of the effect on voting, which has proven an
enduring challenge for survey experiments in this domain. To our knowledge only Gerber et al. (2011)
have randomized timing of—in their case—political TV ads during electoral campaigns.

Financial exposure treatment. For the urban sample in Oaxaca city, where continued communications
could be conducted via text message, we implemented a treatment where citizens were assigned 200 pesos
(about $10 USD), of which they could trade a portion weekly in the main Mexican index fund, similar in
spirit to Jha and Shayo (2019). This was implemented after the immediate survey outcomes were recorded
and thus only impacts longer-term outcomes.

Experimental integrity. One advantage of the survey experiment is they typically yield negligible at-
trition. Among those who started the survey, 100% assigned to the video saw the video and finished
the remainder of the survey. That is, we have no attrition, and of course no differential attrition by arm.
Randomization also achieved balance. Table OA-2 shows balance for our main results sample, while Table
OA-3 shows balance for the timing randomization.

4 Results
We employ Ordinary Least Squares to estimate the following equation:

𝑌𝑖 = 𝛼+𝛽𝐶𝐼𝐶𝐼𝑖 +𝛽𝐶𝑂𝐶𝑂𝑖 +𝛽𝑁𝐵𝑁𝐵𝑖 +𝛽𝐸𝐸𝑖 +𝛾𝑋𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖 (1)

where 𝐶𝐼𝑖 indicates exposure to the Incumbent Corruption video, 𝐶𝑂𝑖 indicates the Opposition Corruption
video, 𝐸𝑖 the Economic Ineffectiveness Video and 𝑁𝐵𝑖 the Nation Building Video, while 𝑋𝑖 includes
controls and Municipality and Enumerator fixed effects.17 As we describe below, the outcomes 𝑌𝑖 include

17 Controls include age, gender, schooling, employment status, socioeconomic status, current economic satisfaction, initial corruption
perception, and initial support for the incumbent and for the opposition party.
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indicators of individual voter turnout, donation of time and money to the organization of elections, choices
in incentivized trust and honesty games, and survey measures of corruption perceptions and democratic
values.18

4.1 Effects on Individual Voting Behavior

The first outcome we study is individual voter turnout. Voting is of course the primary way citizens
participate in representative democracy and hold their representatives accountable. While a number of
existing studies focus on precinct-level outcomes in local elections, through a legal agreement with Mexico’s
Electoral Authority, we were able to use administrative data on individual level turnout in the 2021 election
for the Federal Congress, which was the first after AMLO’s landslide 2018 win on an anti-corruption
platform.19

Combining individual level randomization and individual turnout data is a precious but rare oppor-
tunity. It affords higher statistical power, allows us to study heterogeneity at the citizen level, and allows
us to avoid the numerous problems of ecological inference that can result from using more aggregate
precinct-level measures (see e.g. King, 1997).20 Further administrative data on individual turnout also has
the substantial benefit of allaying concerns about social desirability biases or demander effects that can
often plague studies that rely on survey responses to study individual voter decisions (in fact, we are able
to measure substantial differences even within our survey).

As mentioned above, ex ante, providing evidence of apex corruption could in principle have effects
that could go either way. On one hand, exposure to evidence of apex corruption could raise turnout as
voters seek to hold corrupt politicians accountable by voting for the opposing side. On the other, insofar
as voting reflects support for democracy and formal democratic organizations, beliefs in the fairness
of the democratic process, or internalized norms of voting as a civic duty (e.g Blais, 2000; Feddersen,
2004; Ali and Lin, 2013; Besley and Persson, 2019), one might expect apex corruption to reduce political
participation and turnout. Voting may also decrease if the treatment makes the parties less differentiated
(Arias et al., 2022). Indeed, we pre-specified our directional hypothesis that the apex corruption treatments
“will diminish support, particularly for the culpable group, but also for the democratic system and trust more broadly
(see our pre-analysis plan, pg.3)” We further anticipated “more updating for the Incumbent video” as “while
many people think the opposition parties are corrupt, the incumbent party–Morena– is viewed as much less so.”

Table 1 provides the basic set of results, pooling both incumbent and opposition apex corruption
treatments. We begin with a basic specification with no controls other than enumerator and municipality
fixed effects (Column 1), before controls adding relevant demographic and pre-treatment characteristics
(Column 2), and focusing on the urban sample for which we randomized treatment timing (Column 3).
As Columns 1-4 show, apex corruption reduces individual voter turnout by about 4.0 percentage points

18 The design of the survey experiment aligns well with the recommendations of Stantcheva (2023) about making the information in
treatments legitimate and trustworthy, introducing incentivized questions, providing limited information about the purpose of the
study, monitoring implementation in real time, introducing attention checks, and reducing fatigue by keeping the survey short and
engaging. The order of the modules and the questions within the modules were randomized to avoid order effects.

19 We found 80% of our subjects in the administrative data using the Mexican official person identifier. The matched percentage and
respondents’ characteristics are balanced across arms (see Tables OA-4 and OA-5).

20 On June 6th, 2021, Mexicans voted for 500 federal congresspersons (Diputados). Oaxaquẽnos had to choose 10 of those (with an
average of 170K voters in each district) by simple majority and proportional representation. The intervention is non-partisan, with
individuals having an equal chance being exposed to apex corruption by both incumbent and opposition parties. The treatment
group is also so small that the chances of influencing election outcomes are tiny. Morena won all but one of the 10 districts.
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(pp) on average and 6.2pp in the urban sample (corresponding to 6.7% and 10.7% of the mean turnout
rate, with p-values of a decrease: 0.066 and 0.043 respectively). Columns 5-6 further unpacks how these
average effects differ according to the timing of treatment, exploiting the fact that, in the urban sample,
participants were also randomly assigned to receive the treatment a week before the elections rather than
a month before. The effects of apex corruption lead to a striking 15.6pp decrease in turnout (or 27.1%)
when participants were randomly assigned to receive the treatment a week before the elections rather than
a month before.

Table 1: Treatment Effects on Actual Voter Turnout

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote

Corruption (C) -0.037 -0.040 -0.067∗ -0.062∗ -0.163∗∗ -0.156∗∗
(0.027) (0.026) (0.038) (0.036) (0.080) (0.077)

Nation Building (NB) 0.011 0.006 0.010 -0.003 0.025 -0.031
(0.028) (0.027) (0.038) (0.036) (0.076) (0.076)

Economic (E) 0.077∗ 0.081∗∗ 0.090∗ 0.099∗ 0.051 0.021
(0.040) (0.040) (0.051) (0.051) (0.116) (0.125)

Far from Election -0.115∗∗ -0.132∗∗
(0.055) (0.054)

Far from Election x C 0.124 0.105
(0.089) (0.086)

Far from Election x NB -0.022 0.018
(0.086) (0.084)

Far from Election x E 0.053 0.114
(0.128) (0.136)

Observations 2045 2045 1154 1154 1154 1154
R-squared 0.063 0.127 0.033 0.126 0.039 0.133
Mean dep. var 0.599 0.599 0.575 0.575 0.575 0.575
H0: C ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.086 0.066 0.039 0.043 0.021 0.021

Enumerator FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Municipality FE ✓ ✓ Urban Urban Urban Urban
Demography Controls ✓ ✓ ✓
Democratic/Economic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓

This table estimates Eqn 1 on individual voter turnout, pooling the apex corruption treatments. Controls include the following pre-treatment measures.
Demography: Gender, Age, Schooling, Employment; Democratic and Economic beliefs and attitudes: Current Economic Satisfaction, Perception of Democracy
in Mexico, Initial corruption perception, Support for Incumbent and Opposition parties, and Socioeconomic status. Robust standard errors are shown
in parentheses. The bottom panel reports 𝑝 values from a one-sided test that apex corruption reduces voter turnout. In Columns 3-6, the (urban)
sample is restricted to Oaxaca city. Columns 5-6 include an indicator (‘Far’) for whether a subject was randomly surveyed one month before the election
(as opposed to a week before). The table includes only citizens interviewed before the election. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1

Table 2 (Cols 1-3) further unpacks these patterns, separating out apex corruption that implicates the
incumbent and that of the opposition. The effect of apex incumbent corruption is much stronger if it was
received a week before the election, than a month before, reducing actual turnout by a remarkable 22.4𝑝𝑝
(or 38.9%) a week before, compared to point effects close to zero a month prior. The apex opposition
corruption treatment also reduces turnout (by 5.6𝑝𝑝—or 9.3%—overall and 7.9𝑝𝑝— 13.7%—in the urban
sample), but does so in a more consistent and durable manner, reducing turnout by similar amounts
whether the treatment was provided a month or a week before the elections. It is worth noting that
even the one week prior effects are durable relative to the only other study we are aware of to randomize
treatment timing prior to elections: Gerber et al. (2011) show that TV ad campaigns in the United States
also have substantial short-term effects (on self-reported voter intentions), but these entirely disappear
within a week.21

21 We interpret the difference in temporal pattern between 𝐶𝐼 and 𝐶𝑂 as consistent with the very substantial campaign advantages of
the incumbent party over the opposition in offsetting the treatment during the election period.
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Table 2: Treatment Effects of Apex Corruption on Actual and Self-Reported Voting

Actual vote Retrospective vote

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Actual
Vote

Actual
Vote

Actual
Vote

States Went
to Vote

Vote
Incumbent

Vote
Opposition

Vote
Others

Null Vote
or No Vote

Corruption Incumbent (CI) -0.024 -0.045 -0.224∗∗ -0.221∗∗ -0.198∗∗ 0.005 -0.032 0.225∗∗
(0.032) (0.047) (0.090) (0.089) (0.095) (0.081) (0.037) (0.090)

Corruption Opposition (CO) -0.056∗ -0.079∗ -0.050 -0.139 0.047 -0.210∗∗∗ 0.071 0.092
(0.033) (0.047) (0.104) (0.096) (0.096) (0.065) (0.064) (0.094)

Far from Election -0.137∗∗ -0.080∗ -0.014 -0.024 -0.030 0.068
(0.053) (0.046) (0.054) (0.044) (0.021) (0.046)

CI × Far 0.238∗∗ 0.221∗∗ 0.281∗∗ -0.083 0.030 -0.227∗∗
(0.105) (0.101) (0.110) (0.092) (0.039) (0.102)

CO × Far -0.035 0.137 -0.095 0.229∗∗∗ -0.078 -0.056
(0.116) (0.107) (0.110) (0.078) (0.066) (0.105)

Observations 2045 1154 1154 1162 1162 1162 1162 1162
R2 0.127 0.127 0.136 0.080 0.185 0.151 0.066 0.073
Mean dep. var. 0.604 0.575 0.575 0.772 0.541 0.209 0.024 0.226
| 𝐶𝐼 |≥ 0 (p-value) 0.229 0.166 0.007 0.007 0.019 0.476 0.809 0.006
| 𝐶𝑂 |≥ 0 (p-value) 0.045 0.047 0.314 0.074 0.312 0.001 0.136 0.163

Enumerator FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Municipality FE ✓ Urban Urban Urban Urban Urban Urban Urban
Demography Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Democratic/Economic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

This table presents, in columns (1)–(3) the effects on actual voting from matching the subjects with administrative data using the same specifications
as Table 1 but separating out the incumbent and opposition apex corruption treatments. In columns (4)–(8) we show treatment effect estimates on
self-reported voting. For column (4) we ask Did you vote in the last elections?. For columns (5), (6) and (7) we use the questions Which party did you vote
for? and which party would you have voted for in case you did not vote?. Column 6 only includes the opposition parties featured in the 𝐶𝑂 video (e.g.
PRI, PAN, PRD). In column (8) the outcome is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent said she did not cast a vote or she cast a null vote and 0
otherwise. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Stars denote statistical significance: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1

Table 2 (Cols 4-7) complements this exercise using data from a survey we conducted of voters in
the urban sample four weeks after the election. As Column 4 reveals, a substantially higher share of
urban voters (77.2%) report that they voted relative to those matched in the administrative data (57.5%).
Nonetheless, it is reassuring that the basic pattern of the apex corruption treatment effects on self-reported
turnout is remarkably similar to those estimated with actual turnout data. The incumbent apex corruption
treatment once again has a very marked negative effect on self-reported turnout (by a very consistent
22.1𝑝𝑝), when the treatment was provided a week before the elections.

Columns 5-8 combines the answers to “which party did you vote for?” and “which party would you have
voted for in case you did not vote?” into an indicator of voter support for specific parties. Consistent
with our pre-registered hypothesis and the efficacy of the treatments themselves, the effects of both apex
corruption treatments is to reduce willingness to vote for the parties actually featured in the corruption
videos: i.e. the incumbent apex corruption video reduces self reported voter support for the incumbent
while the opposition video reduced self-reported vote for the parties featured in that video. However,
unlike opposition apex corruption, the retrospective survey confirms that the main effect of revealing
incumbent apex corruption was, rather than voting for other parties, to not vote. We interpret these
results as reflecting how the effects of exposing corruption in the sole party believed to be committed to
apex honesty can have severe effects indeed.

Economic Underperformance treatment: Returning to Table 1, note that, importantly, and in striking
contrast to the apex corruption treatments, the economic underperformance treatment increases the prob-
ability an individual will turn out to vote (by 8-10pp, or 13%-17%). Further, as Table OA-9 shows, the
economic underperformance video also reduces expressed voter support for the incumbent, by 20.8pp,
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when the treatment occurs a week before the elections (p-value of a decrease 0.028). The chief beneficia-
ries of that treatment are small parties that have not led the government in recent years (which enjoy an
increase in expressed voter support of 6.3pp or 262.5%) and ‘null vote or no vote’ protest votes (by about
10pp). Thus, unlike the apex corruption treatments, evidence of economic and policy underperformance
spurs voters’ willingness to turnout and hold politicians accountable, registering protest votes against the
ruling parties.

Nation Building treatment: Finally, and contrary to our hypothesis, the nation-building treatment does
not raise voter turnout (Table 1), nor as we show below, does it increase other pro-democracy behaviors.
Instead, as we will see, it appears to have broadly fostered behaviors that were more aligned with the
nationalist populist messaging of the leader of the incumbent government. As Table OA-9 shows, this
includes lowering the votes for the main opposition parties (whose support falls by 8.5pp when treated
close to the elections, p-value of a decrease 0.062), largely to the benefit of the incumbent, whose support
weakly rises by 4.6pp (p-value 0.25).

4.2 Effects on Other Pro-Democratic Political Behaviors

We have so far established that apex corruption reduces voter turnout, and particularly does so for the
incumbent (perceived to exemplify apex honesty) when treatment occurs close to the elections. However,
one interpretation of these results is that they may still reflect a form of accountability: that rather than a
decline in democratic values, voters who continue to believe in the system are choosing not to turnout as
a means to hold the perpetrators of apex corruption accountable by choosing not to vote for their parties
specifically. We now provide direct evidence that apex corruption, particularly by the incumbent, is in
fact inducing a broader decline in democratic values, and does so across each of the components—the
organizations, beliefs and internalized norms—that underpin the institution of liberal democracy. We
do this both by measuring other natural pro-democratic behaviors as well as through lab-in-the-field
experiments.

Natural Behaviors: Volunteering and Donating to Electoral Organizations: We measure support for the
formal organizations supporting democracy in two natural ways through which citizens can interact with
the system in the real world. Immediately after the treatments, we provided participants the opportunity
to donate either time or money to support the implementation of the elections.

Time: we asked subjects if they would be willing to be official electoral observers. This required them to
provide their email and voter ID to start the process immediately on the webpage of the electoral authority
(Instituto Nacional Electoral: INE). We explained that the short-run cost would be to devote five minutes
to be enrolled, and the long-run one would be to undergo a short official training of a few hours online.
We recorded whether they registered. Volunteering as an electoral observer is a measure of the desire to
participate in the democratic process and protect the integrity of voting, and it is a costly action.

Money: we asked subjects if they would be willing to donate 10 pesos to buy water and snacks for poll
booth workers, reminding them that these workers were essential to holding elections. We had a piggy
bank where respondents could deposit the money. Our research team used this money to buy and deliver
water and snacks for poll booth workers on election day.
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Table 3: Volunteering and Donating to Electoral Organizations

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Electoral
Observer

Electoral
Observer

Electoral
Observer

Donate to Elec.
Institution

Donate to Elec.
Institution

Donate to Elec.
Institution

Corruption Incumbent (CI) -0.022∗∗ -0.021∗∗ -0.032∗∗ -0.040∗ -0.036 -0.043
(0.011) (0.011) (0.013) (0.024) (0.024) (0.037)

Corruption Opposition (CO) 0.003 0.005 -0.014 -0.000 0.001 -0.012
(0.013) (0.013) (0.017) (0.024) (0.024) (0.038)

Observations 2460 2460 1359 2481 2481 1366
R-squared 0.073 0.083 0.058 0.129 0.136 0.115
Dep. Var. Mean 0.049 0.049 0.054 0.228 0.228 0.243
H0: CI ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.017 0.025 0.008 0.045 0.063 0.119
H0: CO ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.599 0.642 0.201 0.499 0.512 0.371

Enumerator FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Municipality FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Democratic/Economic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Sample All All Urban All All Urban

This table shows treatment effect estimates of the Corruption Incumbent and Corruption Opposition videos on the probability of registering as an
electoral observer in columns (1)–(3) and on the probability of donating money to the electoral institution in columns (4)–(6). The main specification,
shown in column (3), is 𝑌𝑖 = 𝛼𝑒 +𝜂𝑚 + 𝛽𝐶𝐼𝐶𝐼 + 𝛽𝐶𝑂𝐶𝑂 + 𝛽𝑁𝐵𝑁𝐵+ 𝛽𝐸𝐸+𝑋

′
𝑖
𝛾+ 𝜀𝑖 . The vector 𝑋

′ includes demographic and democratic/economic
attitudes controls such a respondent sex indicator, age, age squared, education level attained, indicator for being employed and SES, satisfaction with
the economy, stated level of democracy in Mexico (1–10), perception of corruption improvement and indicators for supporting either the incumbent or
opposition. Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.001

Table 3 shows the results. The willingness to volunteer as an electoral observer was low on average,
with only 4.9% agreeing to do so (Cols 1-3). This is indicative that participants did not view this choice as
cheap talk and indeed perceived the costliness of the volunteering commitment. However, the effects are
striking. While exposure to opposition apex corruption had no effect, exposure to apex corruption by the
incumbent reduced the probability of volunteering by about 2.1 pp, or a remarkable 42.8% (p-value of a
decrease 0.025). Again the effects are more marked in the urban sample.

Unlike time, individuals were more willing to donate small amounts of money, with a larger proportion
(22.8%) donating 10 pesos—about 1/16 of minimum wage—on average. Yet, here again, we find consistent
patterns, with no effect of opposition corruption, but a fall in willingness to donate due to apex incumbent
corruption of 3.6pp (or 15.7%, p-value of a decrease 0.063).

Table OA-11 shows the patterns for the other video treatments. The economic underperformance video
has zero effect (𝛽 =-0.001, s.e.=0.016) on these behavioral measures of support for democratic organizations,
again consistent with a lack of change in democratic values due to this treatment. Further, contrary to our
expectations, the nation-building treatment also did not raise that support. Instead, and again consistent
with a closer alignment with the messaging of the nationalist populist incumbent, the nation-building
treatment has a significant negative impact on respondents’ willingness to donate either time (𝛽 =-0.019,
s.e.=0.010) or money (𝛽 =-0.027,s.e.=0.020) to the independent electoral authority, of which AMLO has long
been highly critical.22 All the effects are again particularly marked in the urban sample.

Lab in the Field: Beliefs and Norms. We now turn to examine the effects of apex corruption on two other
components of liberal democratic institutions: beliefs and norms, using lab in the field methodologies. As
an incentivized measure of how individual’s beliefs in the trustworthiness of political figures and citizens

22 See e.g. David Agren, “Mexico bill threatens independence of electoral oversight...”, the Financial Times, Nov 30 2022.
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Table 4: Incentivized Games

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Politician Politician Politician Neighbor Neighbor Neighbor

Panel A: Trust Games
Corruption Incumbent (CI) -0.185∗∗∗ -0.182∗∗∗ 0.042 -0.120∗∗ -0.113∗ 0.078

(0.063) (0.062) (0.115) (0.060) (0.060) (0.104)
Corruption Opposition (CO) -0.115∗ -0.120∗ -0.165 -0.079 -0.084 -0.083

(0.064) (0.064) (0.106) (0.059) (0.059) (0.098)

Observations 3331 3331 1366 3331 3331 1366
R-squared 0.121 0.132 0.149 0.104 0.112 0.123
Dep. Var. Mean ($10’s) 1.625 1.625 1.615 2.058 2.058 2.043
H0: CI ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.002 0.002 0.642 0.024 0.031 0.773
H0: CO ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.035 0.029 0.060 0.088 0.076 0.199

Public
Projects

Public
Projects

Public
Projects Neighbor Neighbor Neighbor

Panel B: Resource Allocation Games
Corruption Incumbent (CI) -0.677∗∗ -0.654∗∗ -1.407∗∗ -0.439 -0.400 -1.114

(0.324) (0.329) (0.649) (0.368) (0.371) (0.695)
Corruption Opposition (CO) 0.143 0.150 0.351 -0.248 -0.274 -0.968

(0.351) (0.350) (0.689) (0.385) (0.384) (0.734)

Observations 1573 1573 493 1573 1573 493
R-squared 0.088 0.104 0.117 0.073 0.092 0.114
Dep. Var. Mean (num. coins) 14.752 14.752 14.920 14.898 14.898 15.046
H0: CI ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.019 0.024 0.015 0.117 0.141 0.055
H0: CO ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.658 0.666 0.695 0.260 0.238 0.094

Enumerator FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Municipality FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Democratic/Economic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Sample All All Urban All All Urban

This table shows treatment effect estimates of the Corruption Incumbent and Corruption Opposition videos on trust games in Panel A and on resource
allocation games in Panel B. Columns (1)–(3) show effects on trust games and resource allocation games with a politician, while columns (4)–(6) show
effects on games with neighbors. We restrict the sample in columns (1), (2), (4) and (5) of Panel A to the sample of respondents for whom there are
no missing covariate values in the most restrictive sample (columns 2 and 5). In columns (3) and (6) we further restrict the sample to respondents in
Oaxaca City. We do the analogous restrictions in Panel B, with the difference that, to economize on budget, we draw a random sample of respondents
to participate in Resource Allocation Games. Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01

change in response to apex corruption, we had participants play two trust games, one with an anonymous
politician—who was an actual congressman—and one with an anonymous neighbor. In these games the
subjects were given 4 coins of 10 pesos (totaling 1/4 of the minimum wage). They could then choose to
send between zero or all four coins to the other player. Researchers multiplied any amount sent by three.
We explained that their counterparts had also started with four coins, and had pre-specified a strategy for
how much to return as a function of how much was sent back, but this strategy was not disclosed to the
subject.23 We recorded how much money the subjects sent.

As Table 4, Panel A suggests, on average, individuals were more likely to trust an anonymous neighbor
than the anonymous politician, entrusting the former with almost precisely half of the coins (20.6 pesos/
40) on average, while the politician received 16.3 pesos (21% less).24 Further, the apex corruption treatments
strongly reduce the average amounts entrusted to the anonymous politician (by 1.8 pesos (incumbent) and
1.2 pesos (opposition), p-values of a decrease 0.002 and 0.029). Interesingly, revealing apex corruption
decrease trusting behavior towards anonymous neighbors as well, suggesting a spillover of distrust from

23 Based on piloting, we decided that the best way to explain the trust game was with a video, which can be found at https:
//video.wixstatic.com/video/583ee0_c4911e24d46941f28217a204ad25b0bd/480p/mp4/file.mp4.

24 Similarly, other papers have found strong equity norms with sending of close to 40%-50% of the endowment (Johnson and Mislin,
2011).
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the political to the civic domain.25

Internalized Norms. As discussed above, while trust games can measure citizens beliefs about the
trustworthiness of others, apex corruption may also affect internalized norms of honesty.26 We measure the
propensity to steal with impunity by adapting the resource allocation game (RAG, building on Lowes et
al. (2017)). We gave subjects a non-transparent bag that contained 30 coins and an opaque envelope. In
private, the respondent was asked to choose heads or tails before flipping each coin. They were entitled
to keep the coin if their guess (unobserved by us) was correct. However, they were asked to place the
coin inside the envelope if their guess was incorrect. After doing this for the 30 coins, the respondent
would seal the envelope and give it back to the surveyor. In the first instance, envelopes were either
randomly labeled “To the municipal mayor”–to be allocated for public projects– or “Neighbor”–to be sent to
an anonymous neighbor from within the municipality. We explained that the surveyor would not open
the envelope. We then had the subject repeat the exercise, with the other type of envelope.27 Because
there is no chance of external punishment, following Lowes et al. (2017) and Fisman and Miguel (2007),
we interpret any stealing as consistent with the weakening of internalized norms among citizens against
rule-breaking and theft.28

As Table 4 shows, on average, participants send 14.7 out of 30 coins to the municipal mayor and 14.9
coins to a neighbor. Importantly, both are very close to the expected value of 1/2 (15 coins) under the null
hypothesis of no theft. Notice that these very similar average propensities to steal from different targets
are different from those in the trust games, and are consistent with strong internalized norms of honesty.
However, when exposed to apex incumbent corruption, citizens send 0.7 fewer coins (i.e. they ‘steal’
4% of the mean) to their local (municipal) mayor for public projects, p-value of a decrease 0.024). Apex
incumbent corruption also has a negative impact on honest dealings with neighbors as well (of -0.40 coins,
p-value of a decrease 0.14). Further, the effect of apex incumbent corruption is particularly pronounced on
increasing both types of stealing in the urban sample (Cols 3 and 6). In contrast, the opposition corruption
treatment does not have a distinguishable effect.

To test whether increased incentives for opportunism affect theft behavior in each treatment condition,
we further advance upon the pioneering work by Lowes et al. (2017) by also varying the value of the
coins provided, with 10 coins each of 1 peso, 2 peso and 5 peso denominations in each bag. Table OA-13
shows the effects. In the control, on average, participants sent one fewer 5 peso coin to both the public
projects bag (4.21 out of 10) and to neighbors (4.43 out of 10) relative to the 1 peso coins (5.44 and 5.40

25 Trust in the anonymous politician and anonymous neighbors are also undermined by each of the other treatments as well, though
some of the effects are more muted (Table OA-12).

26 See, also, for example, Diamond (2019): “Once ordinary people see that the political class is grabbing public wealth and advantage at every
turn, they ask ‘why not me?’”

27 We randomized whether the trust game or the stealing game was played first, and within each, we randomized whether the
politician/ municipal mayor or the neighbor module was played first. Because surveyors were handling money we had a supervisor
for every five surveyors. We told surveyors that we would audit a fraction of the surveys. Finally, the envelopes were such that once
sealed they would be torn if somebody tried to open them. We do not find a different number of coins by surveyor. The research
team opened each envelope days later and counted the coins. Because the enumerator does not see or know how many coins are
in the envelopes, and because a low number of coins is not a guarantee of stealing, it is unlikely that experimenter demand effects
drive this result.

28 As mentioned above, important recent work has found that exposure to evidence of corruption by local politicians increases cheating
in secondary school level exams (Ajzenman, 2022) and stealing in supermarkets (Gulino and Masera, 2023). Along with our focus
on apex rather than local corruption, we further complement these studies in several additional respects. First, we do so in a context
where citizens cannot be caught cheating, so behavior has to be due to norms internal to the person. Second, exposure is randomized,
ensuring internal validity. Third, we can test whether behavior depends on the identity of the person from whom the citizen is
stealing.
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respectively), suggesting that even though theft is overall low, participants are sensitive to the stakes.
However, in this dimension, the nation-building treatment did accord with our expectations, reducing this
form of opportunistic theft and increasing the willingness of participants to send the most valuable coin
to the local mayor for public projects (by about 1/3 of a 5 peso coin). The economic underperformance
video, in contrast, has the opposite effect on such opportunistic theft, increasing theft of the most valuable
coin (again by about 1/3 of a 5 peso coin). Similarly, incumbent apex corruption increases theft and has
significant effects even for the 1 peso coins, where the incentives for dishonesty are the lowest.

Thus, though internalized norms can be deep-rooted, having emerged from institutions of the past (e.g.
Greif, 2006; Nunn and Wantchekon, 2011; Jha, 2013; Lowes et al., 2017), apex politicians, particularly those
perceived as honest, may be specially positioned to affect norms about honesty, even when the incentives
for dishonesty are weak.

4.3 Conscious and Unconscious Mechanisms

So far, we have shown that apex incumbent corruption reduces democracy-supporting behaviors, including
voter turnout and support for electoral organizations, as well as reducing trust in politicians and neighbors
and enhancing stealing from public projects in incentivized games. A natural question is whether citizens
are consciously making these choices as a reflection of changing democratic values or whether these
behaviors reflect unconscious processes and attitudes. We address two main potential sources of the latter
first.

Unconscious Mechanisms: Cognitive Dissonance and Motivated Reasoning Theories of motivated
reasoning and cognitive dissonance predict that when partisan attachments are strong, citizens discount
negative information about their preferred party or blame negative outcomes on the other side. If instead,
citizens may be driven to support political movements like Morena in large part because they see its
leader, AMLO, as exemplifying apex honesty, the effects of revealing apex corruption may instead remain
strong. Given that affective polarization along the Morena vs non-Morena lines is as strong as that of
Republicans vs Democrats in the United States (Greene et al., 2024; Castro Cornejo, 2023; Moreno, 2020),
we pre-registered that we would test for differential effects among ex-ante supporters of these parties.

Table OA-10 examines voting behavior among ex ante Morena supporters and non-supporters. We
find evidence against cognitive dissonance/motivated reasoning: revealing incumbent (i.e. Morena) apex
corruption a week before the election has a strong effect among ex ante Morena supporters (𝛽 =-0.232,
se=0.105), and reduces their vote for Morena by 24.2pp in favor of no or null votes (which increase by
28.2pp). Symmetrically, the effects of the opposition (i.e. non-Morena) corruption video are particularly
marked among non-Morena supporters, who reduce their reported willingness to vote for the opposition
by 29.5pp on average, again mainly in favor of not voting.29 These effects suggest that apex corruption video
revelations are indeed overcoming the potential tendencies to ignore negative information by partisans
that processes of motivated reasoning and cognitive dissonance predict.30

29 Figure OA-8 shows that the differences in voting behaviors we ultimately observe in the election are also mimicked in the voting
intentions expressed by participants when surveyed moments after being exposed to the treatment videos. In particular, once again,
ex-ante Morena supporters express a reduced willingness to vote for Morena following the incumbent apex corruption video, while
non-Morena supporters exposed to the opposition video are less likely to report their intention to vote for the opposition.

30 Acemoglu et al. (2024) similarly find that incumbent supporters do respond to information unfavorable to the incumbent.
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Immediate Conscious Changes in Values To instead examine whether the behavioral changes in sup-
port for liberal democratic institutions reflect changing perceptions and attitudes of which citizens are
consciously aware, we use a battery of survey questions measured immediately after the video treatments.
As we describe below, the use of these survey questions also has the benefit of allowing us to assess
whether the effects persist over time and accumulate with multiple scandals, and whether they generalize
beyond our Mexican RCT setting to other countries experiencing apex corruption scandals.

In particular, we examine the effects of apex corruption on a set of pre-registered indices based upon
a battery of questions on (1) generalized corruption perceptions31, (2) democratic values32, and trust in (3)
democratic institutions33 and (4) fellow citizens.34

Figure 2: Effects of Apex Corruption On Immediate Conscious Perceptions and Values

(a) Pooled Apex Corruption
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Panel (a) shows the pooled estimates for the apex corruption treatments, from equation 1, along with their 95 percent confidence intervals. Panel (b)
shows the separate estimates for the Incumbent Corruption (CI) and Opposition Corruption (CO) treatments, from equation 1. We show point estimates
and their corresponding one-sided p-value on top its corresponding confidence interval.

Figure 2(a) summarizes the immediate treatment effects, pooling the two apex corruption treatments.
It first shows that those experimentally exposed to evidence of corruption by apex politicians do indeed

31 Corruption: a standardized index (Kling et al., 2007) of the following 4 variables: (a) Progress fighting corruption: “How much
progress do you think has been made in reducing corruption in State institutions in the last 2 years?(4 pt scale)”, (b) Extent politicians corrupt:
“What percentage of politicians in Mexico do you think are involved in acts of corruption? (0% to 100%) ”; (c) Extent money stolen: “Of
every $100 pesos in taxes collected by the government, what percentage do you think politicians steal?” (0% to 100%). (d) All corrupt: “Please
state if you strongly agree (4), agree (3), disagree (2), or strongly disagree (1) with the following statement: “All politicians are corrupt”.

32 Democratic Index: standardized index of three questions: (a) Voting essential: “Does it seem essential and important to you to live in a
country where rulers are elected by vote? Yes or No”; (b) Satisfaction with democracy: “In general, would you say that you are very satisfied
(4), satisfied (3), not very satisfied (2), or not at all satisfied (1), with democracy in Mexico?”; (c) Alternatives to democracy: “Please tell me
if you strongly agree (4), agree (3), disagree (2) or strongly disagree (1) with the following statement: Democracy can have its problems, but it is
the best system of government”.

33 Trust in institutions: We asked “Please tell me, for each of the institutions mentioned in the list, how much trust do you have in them: a lot
(4), some (3), little (2) or no trust (1) in [...]: the president, congress, media, and political parties”. We then created a standardized index
using the four resulting variables.

34 Trust in people. Standardized index based upon: (a) General trust: “Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or
that one is never careful enough when dealing with others?”, and (b) trust in specific people: “Please tell me, for each of the groups or people
mentioned in the list, how much trust do you have in them: a lot (4), some (3), little (2) or no trust (1). How much do you trust [...]: your
neighbors; a Mexican that is not from Oaxaca.”.
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increase their perceptions of broader corruption by 0.225𝜎 (p-value<0.001). That is, unlike a number of
important studies, (see e.g. Dunning et al., 2019), the apex corruption treatment did significantly change
conscious perceptions of broader corruption. All components of the corruption index are affected, with
treated individuals revealing a 6% decrease in the belief that there has been progress reducing corruption
decreases, a 5% increase in the share of politicians they believe are corrupt, a 4% increase in the share of
taxes stolen, and an increase of 12.4pp (or 4%) in the belief that all politicians are corrupt (Table OA-16).35

Further, the apex corruption treatments immediately undermine the index of conscious democratic
support by 0.16𝜎 (p-value<0.001). Again, all components of the index move in the direction of lower
conscious support for democracy: satisfaction with democracy decreases by 15%, 4.2𝑝𝑝 fewer people (or
5.4%) claim that democracy is the best form of government, and 3.7𝑝𝑝 fewer people (or 4.6%) consider
it essential to live in a democracy (Table OA-17).36 Thus, the voting behaviors and willingness to donate
to democratic institutions above finds resonance in immediate survey indicators of conscious democratic
support.

Beyond this, and again paralleling the lab in the field behaviors above, apex corruption leads conscious
trust in democratic office-holders and formal institutions to also immediately decrease, relative to control,
by 0.19𝜎 (p-value<0.001). This again shows up in all components of the index: trust in the President
decreases by 5.6pp (or 10%), in Congress by 5.8pp (or 23%), and in political parties by 2.4pp (or 20%).
Even the media is affected, with its trustworthiness decreasing by 4.8pp (or 15%, see Table OA-18). Further,
the corrosive effect of apex corruption spills over not just to the media, it also reduces trust in other citizens
by 0.116𝜎. Again all components of the index fall, with the effects being particularly marked for neighbors,
and non-neighbor Mexicans (Table OA-19).37

Figure 2(b) further unpacks the immediate conscious effects of apex corruption by incumbent and
opposition treatments (see also Table OA-14). While both the incumbent and opposition apex corruption
treatments cause large increases in immediate general corruption perceptions and large reductions in self-
reported support for democracy, incumbent apex corruption has particularly marked effects on the levels
of political and fellow-citizen trust.

Among the other treatment arms, the nation-building treatment actually does accord with our expec-
tations in immediately raising the democratic support index based upon self-reported perceptions (by
0.069𝜎: Table OA-14). These effects largely stem from a 3.5pp increase (or 4.4%) in individual’s expressed
belief that it is essential to live in a democracy (Table OA-17).

Further, like the apex corruption treatment, the economic underperformance/ mismanagement treat-
ment also increases general corruption perceptions (Table OA-14), particularly by reducing respondents’

35 By focusing on pre-registered indices, we already address potential concerns about multiple hypothesis testing. Fore completeness,
we also report false discovery rate (FDR) q-values in Appendix B.2. Typically one does not report q-values across families of outcomes,
nonetheless, for the interested reader, we provide these in Table OA-15 as well.

36 In terms of effect sizes, the effects of the three-minute apex corruption treatments on reducing the support for democracy are about
twice as large as those of the strongest of the eight-minute video treatments found to have a backlash effect on support for democratic
practices among an internet panel of US partisans found in Voelkel et al. (2024).

37 The apex corruption videos could affect citizens who already knew this footage, with the videos acting as a reminder. But most
likely, the videos mostly affect those who have not seen them. While this is testable, conducting this test is complicated by the
fact that we cannot ask the control group whether they had seen the videos (as they were not shown to them). We can, however,
(within the corruption video arms) interact the indicator for being exposed to the corruption video with an indicator for knowing
them, while trying to control for predictors of awareness selected by Lasso. By doing this, we find that the effects on corruption,
democracy, and trust in institutions come mainly from those who report being ex-ante unaware of the corruption videos (see Table
OA-20).
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perceptions that progress has been made fighting corruption and increasing the share of politicians they
believe to be corrupt (Table OA-16). Self-reported trust in politicians, like the President and the Congress,
also fall (Table OA-18) in response to this treatment, though there are no spillovers to trust in other cit-
izens. Further, like apex corruption, the economic underperformance immediately reduces individuals
willingness to voice support for democracy, reflecting a fall in democratic satisfaction and a questioning
of whether living in a democracy is essential (Table OA-17).

We interpret these results as confirming that policy ineptitude and economic underperformance pro-
vides a parallel, and complementary channel to apex corruption in increasing general corruption per-
ceptions and lowering trust in the probity of democratic officeholders. However, as we have seen, there
are also important differences in its ultimate effects on actual behaviors. In striking contrast to apex
corruption, the ultimate behavioral effects of randomized revelations of economic underperformance and
mismanagement are to spur voter turnout and accountability, with much more limited spillovers to other
natural and incentivized pro-democratic behaviors.

Persistent Conscious Effects on Democratic Values. Four months after the treatment, for the city of
Oaxaca, we re-surveyed our sample. We paid special attention to ensure that the same person was being
re-interviewed by going to the same address and the respondent having the same gender, age, and name.
This allows us to test for persistence by using the original randomization and measuring support for
democracy at the beginning of the follow-up survey using the same index measures.38 We achieved a
77% (non-differential) response rate. Table OA-8 in the Appendix shows no differential attrition for the
follow-up survey.

As Figure 3 shows, the apex corruption treatment and control groups had largely converged in terms
of their broader corruption perceptions four months after treatment. Nevertheless, the effect on lowered
professed support for democracy persists for both apex corruption treatments (an average effect of -0.22𝜎,
with one-sided p-value = 0.027).39

Testing a Second Potential Remedy: The Effects of Common Financial Exposures As described above,
instead of priming common identity, as in the nation-building treatment, after collecting the immediate
survey outcomes, we provided exposure to a subset to the broad Mexican index fund, and thus a means to
share in and learn about the gains of the common good—and common risks— of an important component
of the national economy (e.g Jha and Shayo, 2019; Jha, 2025; Jha et al., 2025).40 Treated individuals received
200 pesos (about $ 10) of financial assets tracking the broad S&P BMV IPC Mexican stock index, receiving
text messages allowing them to trade up to 25 pesos each week for three-four weeks. Takeup was relatively

38 We see this is as a meaningful contribution, in and of itself. Because of the difficulties of resurveying the same respondents,
measuring persistence has eluded some of the most important survey experiments in the formation of social preferences (e.g. Alesina
et al., 2018; Kuziemko et al., 2015).

39 The effects are 0.25𝜎 for incumbent apex corruption and 0.20𝜎 for opposition corruption, with a one-tailed p-value of a decrease
equal to 0.05 and 0.075, respectively.

40 This intervention differs from these in a number of important ways. First, we assigned the intervention after the corruption exposure
to see if it could have offsetting effects. Second, we employed door-to-door sampling of individuals rather than employing an
internet panel. Further, we study a much poorer developing country context with much weaker infrastructure, one where we use
text messages to provide opportunities to trade rather than an internet platform (Israeli GDP per capita in 2021 was five times that of
Mexico). Further, unlike in the Israel study, where individuals who missed an opportunity to record their weekly decision simply
lost the 10% of their portfolio, the incentives were much more stark and binary: respondents had to register a decision each of four
possible opportunities in order to receive the value of their portfolio at the end.
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Figure 3: Testing for Persistence and Accumulation
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This figure shows persistence and accumulation effects on (a) the corruption perceptions index and (b) the support for democracy index, using the
regression equation in the footnote 44, but pooling together the CO and CI baseline videos into a single C coefficient. The three topmost coefficients
and their confidence intervals focus on corruption as an outcome, and the three bottom-most coefficients focus on support for democracy. Within each
of these two outcomes we show three coefficients as follows: Persistence is shown in the solid black lines and is represented by circles (note that these
are two-tailed confidence intervals, but pre-registration of the direction of the hypothesis allows for one-sided p-values). Accumulation using the Two
Brother video is represented by triangles in short-dashed dark gray lines. Finally, Accumulation of two videos is shown as squares in long-dashed light
gray lines. We show point estimates and their corresponding one-sided p-value on top its corresponding confidence interval.
Backreferenced (on pages): [22,24,24]

low at 28%, yet importantly, as we follow both the compliers and non-compliers, we are able to estimate
the treatment effect on the treated (TOT), and the results are nonetheless encouraging.

Table OA-22 Panel A shows the treatment effect on the treated of receiving common financial exposure
on values three months after divestment. While there is no effect on corruption perceptions, as one might
expect, nonetheless, the treatment effect of stock exposure on the treated shows a durable effect on support
for democracy by 0.8𝜎 (p-value of an increase 0.04), trust in other citizens by 0.43𝜎 (p-value of an increase
0.16), trust in politicians by 0.59𝜎 (p-value of an increase 0.04). Those exposed a week before the elections
had no chance to begin trading, and the treatment does not effect their voting decisions. However, the
effect on those treated a month before the elections is to raise voter turnout by 12.6pp, though this not
precisely estimated.41 We see these results as promising but naturally suggestive at best. More (and more
highly powered) research clearly needs to be done, yet these findings provide some hope that treatments
that can be designed to incorporate positive social spillovers, including shared financial exposures, may be
able to counteract some of the negative spillovers of apex corruption on democratic values and societal
trust.

41 Panel B reports the intent to treat results, which show consistent patterns, but not surprisingly are weaker given the relatively small
shares that actually took up the treatment. Nonetheless, even the intent to treat raises the democracy index by 0.116𝜎 (p-value of an
increase 0.099).
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4.4 Do the Effects Accumulate? An Experiment with Two Brothers

While planning fieldwork for the follow-up survey, a second brother of the incumbent president was
caught taking bribes on film. This allowed us to create an additional 3-minute corruption video we refer
to as the Two Brothers Corruption treatment (henceforth 𝐶𝐼2). This video features sequential footage of
bribes being exchanged not just by one but by two siblings of the president.42 Therefore, after measuring
the persistence of the effects from the previous videos, we randomized half of the follow-up (Oaxaca
city) sample to receive the Two Brothers corruption video, stratifying by the treatment arms of the first
experiment.43

We are able to measure two different types of accumulation. First, by comparing the half of the control
group against the half that got the new 𝐶𝐼2 video, we can estimate the effect of the two-brother video. We
can then benchmark the size of this effect against that of the one-brother 𝐶𝐼 video we estimated above,
and ask whether a two-in-one treatment showing evidence for corrupt acts involving two brothers has a
larger effect than a similar video showing evidence for just one.

Further, we can also examine if there is an accumulating two separate doses effect: i.e., whether people
who receive two doses of evidence of apex corruption—one in the first round of the experiment and a
second in this round—-suffer larger decreases in support for democracy than those who just got one, i.e.,
we can test if we can reject the hypothesis 𝛽𝐶𝐼2 ≥ 𝛽𝐶 +𝛽𝐶𝐼2 . To do this, we estimate a regression analogous
to equation 1 but interacting the arms of the first experiment with the Two Brothers Corruption video
𝐶𝐼2.44

Because comparison groups are half the size as before, this experiment has less power and the findings
are more tentative (see our follow-up trial registration, AEARCTR-0008170). Nonetheless, the effects are
still informative. As Figure 3 reveals, the two-in-one treatment increases corruption perceptions by 0.28𝜎
and lead to corresponding declines in the democracy index of −0.23𝜎. This decline in immediate expressed
support for democracy is about 40 percent larger than the −0.159𝜎 we previously found for the one-brother
treatment (see Figure 2(b), p-value of a larger effect: 0.19).

The effect of two doses is even more marked. As Figure 3 shows, the effect of the two dose treatment
(𝛽𝐶 + 𝛽𝐶𝐼2 ) is -0.39𝜎. This magnitude is 65% larger than the effect of just the two-in-one video (𝐶𝐼2) and
137% larger than the original corruption incumbent (𝐶𝐼) videos. Further, we can reject | 𝛽𝐶 +𝛽𝐶𝐼2 |≤| 𝛽𝐶𝐼2 |,
with p-value=0.03.

Taken together, these results suggest apex corruption scandals can have persistent effects in undermin-
ing support for democracy. Furthermore, these effects can even accumulate, re-triggering latent attitudes
as repeated episodes come to light.

42 See: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=q6nheyGHc3g
43 Table OA-6 shows the distribution of observations across treatment arms. Tables OA-8 verifies there is no differential attrition in

response rates, while Table OA-7 shows the Two-Brother treatment achieved balance.
44 The equation is 𝑌𝑖 ,2 = 𝛼+ 𝛿 𝐶𝐼2,𝑖 + 𝑇′

𝑖
𝛽 + (𝑇𝑖 ·𝐶𝐼2,𝑖)′ 𝛾 + 𝜖𝑖 , where 𝐶𝐼2,𝑖 is an indicator for the Two Brothers Corruption video,

with 𝛿 estimating “replication/accumulation”; 𝑇𝑖 being a vector containing the indicators for the previous treatment arms. Coefficients
𝛽 = (𝛽𝐶𝐼 ,𝛽𝐶𝑂 ) estimate persistence; the interaction terms (𝑇𝑖 ·𝐶𝐼2,𝑖) allow for the estimation of another measure of accumulation in
𝛾 = (𝛾𝐶𝐼 ,𝛾𝐶𝑂 ) plus 𝛽.
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5 The Effect of Apex Corruption Revelations across Latin America
Our randomized control trial has helped us establish that apex corruption revelations undermine support
for liberal democratic institutions, measured using administrative individual turnout data, natural and
incentivized behaviors, and survey measures of values and attitudes. A natural question is whether this
key pattern generalizes beyond the Mexican context and whether it can help explain part of the broader
macro patterns in democratic backsliding that we observe. To establish this, we can exploit the fact that
representative surveys, such as Latinobarometer, have happened to be fielded just before and just after
the breaking of apex corruption revelations ‘in the wild’.45 In particular, we use large-scale survey data
combined with the exact timing of apex corruption revelations in 17 Latin American countries from 2008
to 2018 to estimate the impact of apex corruption.

Data on Apex Corruption Revelations. To identify the exact timing of each corruption scandal, we
scraped the Twitter news feeds of the 4 major news outlets in each of 17 Latin American countries for the
period 2008–2018 (see Table OA-28 for a list) searching for words related to corruption, such as "corrupt,"
"corruption," "bribery," and "illicit enrichment", among others. We supplemented this with news reports
from the LexisNexis Spanish newspapers database using the same words during the same time period.
This resulted in 142,000+ news-tweets and 10,000+ LexisNexis news reports for all countries and years.
Because we want to focus on apex corruption, we define an event to be a ‘apex corruption scandal’ if it
satisfies all of the following conditions: (i) The news event had to be covered by at least two news channels
in the country on the same day; (ii) those involved in the scandal had to be high-ranked politicians
such as presidents, former presidents, ministers, former ministers, opposition leaders, governors, federal
congressmen, high ranked federal directors or federal judges; (iii) the news event had to be a scoop, that
is, the scandal had to be a new scandal and not just continued reportage on an existing one.

We identified 176 scandal outbreaks over the period that satisfied our apex corruption definition. Some
examples of these include: the arrest of former president Lula Da Silva for corruption accusations (Brazil),
Former president Mauricio Funes accused of money laundering (El Salvador), President Otto Perez’s
involvement in import bribes (Guatemala), that the opposition leader Keiko Fujimori was declared under
investigation by the DEA for money laundering (Peru), that a federal program was used by the Minister of
Agriculture to give millions in subsidies to drug traffickers (Colombia), President Juan Orlando Hernández
identified as a co-conspirator in a drug trafficking scandal (Honduras), and that Ricardo Martinelli was
found receiving bribes from Odebrecht during his presidential period (Panama). Given our identification
strategy, our final sample of revelations is composed of 28 revelations that intersect with the days when
Latinobarometer was being fielded (see Table OA-29 for a list).46 No country had more than one apex
corruption scandal within the survey fielding periods.47

Latinobarometer (2018) conducts a series of yearly nationally representative surveys covering most Latin
American countries. Interviews are conducted in person in house-to-house fieldwork that takes about 1-3
months to complete (see Table OA-11). The questionnaires are standardized, enabling comparison across

45 We build on the approach used by Durante et al. (2020) to measure the effects of soccer victories on pro-national sentiment in Africa.
46 To the best of our knowledge, our list of apex corruption revelations is comprehensive. Regardless, given our short-run time window,

the omission of some events would reduce sample size but should not bias the estimated effect of the included revelations.
47 In a companion study (González-Téllez et al., 2025) we use the full set of 176 apex corruption scandals. We find that countries so

exposed are more likely to exhibit violent, but not non-violent protests. This arguably is again consistent with a decline in democratic
values.
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countries, and consist of core questions and questions that change across years. We use individual-level
survey data from waves of the Latinobarometer conducted between 2008 and 2018 in 17 Latin American
countries.48 Because Latinobarometer field work lasts 28 days on average, we focus on the sample of over
27,000 individuals interviewed in the 15 days before and after the scandal. Analogous to our RCT, we
use the survey to measure the perceived general importance of corruption49, support for democracy50 and
trust in democratic institutions.51 Building on the literature (e.g. Acemoglu et al., 2025b), and to further
unpack the mechanism, we add a fourth outcome: ‘Support for Authoritarian Alternatives’.52

5.1 Empirical Strategy

Our empirical strategy consists of comparing perceptions of corruption, stated preferences for democ-
racy, and trust in democratic institutions, for citizens surveyed a few days after an apex corruption scandal
occurs versus those surveyed a few days before, both within the same country and survey round. Con-
cretely, we estimate:

𝑌𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑑 = 𝛼+𝛽1(Post Corruption)𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑑 +𝛾′𝑋𝑖 +Γ𝑐𝑡 + 𝜖𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑑 (2)

where 𝑌𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑑 are measures of stated preferences for democracy or other outcomes of citizen 𝑖 in country 𝑐 in
month 𝑡 on day after the scandal 𝑑; 1(Post Corruption)𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑑 is an indicator that turns on after the corruption
scandal in that country in that year and survey round; 𝑋𝑖 is a vector of baseline individual controls53,
Γ𝑐,𝑡 includes country × year fixed effects, month fixed effects, and day-of-the-week. 𝜖𝑖𝑐𝑑𝑡 is an error term
which is heteroscedasticity-robust, clustered either by country×year or by country×year×event day.54

To interpret the estimated 𝛽 as causal, the identification assumption is that within a window of the
corruption scandal event—15 days plus/minus in our case— the exact timing of the occurrence of the
scandal is as good as random, in the sense that citizens interviewed just right before and right after
the scandal would have otherwise had the same potential support for democracy. This is likely to hold

48 Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua,
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, El Salvador, Uruguay. We removed Venezuela because it is not considered a democracy. Latinobarometer
was not implemented in 2019 and given Covid started 2020, we our sample goes up to 2018. Because we use Twitter to identify
revelations, we started only in 2008. Twitter information was sparser before that.

49 Corruption: we use the following question: “In your opinion, which is the most important problem facing the country today?”. Our
corruption variable is an indicator = 1 if the person stated corruption as the main problem. We focus on this variable since it was
asked consistently across years and reflects citizens’ major concerns about corruption.

50 Democratic Index is a standardized index of support for democracy using two variables: ‘Support for Democracy’ which equals to
1 for those who agree that“In some circumstances, an authoritarian government may be preferable”, 2 for those who agree that “People like
me, we don’t care about a democratic regime or a non-democratic one”, and equal to 3 for those who agree that “Democracy is preferable to
any other form of government”. The second variable is ‘satisfaction with democracy’, a 4-level response to the following question: In
general, would you say that you are very satisfied, satisfied, slightly satisfied, or not at all satisfied with democracy in your country?

51 Trust in democratic institutions is a standardized index of trust in the federal government, trust in political parties, trust in Congress,
and trust in the electoral authority. To do this, we use “How much do you trust...” each of these institutions. Answers take values
from “No trust at all”= 1 to “A lot of trust” = 4.

52 Because there is no single question on authoritarianism repeated across years and countries, we used different questions in different
years. The outcome Authoritarian Alternatives = 1 if respondents answer affirmatively to the questions “I would support a military
government instead of a democratic one” (2009, 2010, 2011); “I wouldn’t mind if an undemocratic government came to power” (2008, 2016);
“More than political parties and congress, what we need is a strong leader (2013). As some years did not include questions eliciting
authoritarian preferences, the sample size is smaller for this outcome.

53 Education, gender, age, employment status, size of the city, a proxy for socioeconomic status, and civil status.
54 One can think of the treatment variable (the corruption scandal) as a random variable assigned at the country–year-day level. In

such a case, clustering at the country-year-day level is justified (Abadie et al., 2022). For robustness we also present results using a
wild bootstrapping technique.
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since the logistics involved in the implementation of the Latinobarometer survey require many months
of preparation (selection of the enumeration sites, setting up of the field teams, etc) and does not change
with the occurrence of an apex corruption scandal, making it implausible that the survey dates of a
particular type of citizen are correlated with the exact corruption scandal dates. The same identification
strategy has been successfully used by Durante et al. (2020). We further confirm the comparability of
the persons interviewed before and after the revelations through balance tests (Table OA-24), corruption
scandal prediction tests (Table OA-23), and other tests.55

Since, unlike the RCT, we cannot guarantee that participants interviewed after an apex corruption
scandal actually know about it at the time of their interview, we interpret the results as intent to treat
estimates, that are likely to underestimate the treatment effect on those actually treated with an apex
corruption revelation. However, because the apex corruption revelations are entirely divorced from the
implementation of the surveys, one advantage of the cross-scandal survey approach that is shared with
the administrative turnout analysis in the RCT is that it too is not vulnerable to biases due to experimenter
demand effects or social desirability concerns.

5.2 Effects of Apex Corruption Across Scandals in Latin America

Table 5 presents the estimated effects of apex corruption scandals in the wild. Column 1 shows that
the fraction of people who think corruption is the most important problem increases by 2.9𝑝𝑝 (or 31% of
the mean) in the 15 days after the scandal compared to the 15 days prior. The effect size is equivalent to
the difference between Costa Rica, a nation known for its relative good governance, versus Guatemala.
Thus, mimicking our RCT, apex corruption scandals do appear to raise the salience of broader corruption.

Further, and again consistent with the RCT, Column 2 shows that support for democracy decreases by
0.069𝜎 just after the apex corruption scandal. Even though this is an intent-to-treat effect, its magnitude is
not small. It is comparable to the difference between Chile and Bolivia in our Democratic Index. Given the
population size of Latin America, this fraction is equivalent to 11 million citizens. Finally, note that this
is the effect of a single scandal. The effect size implies that 4.7 revelations per country would be enough
to explain the decrease in satisfaction with democracy (measured by our index) in the last decade if they
accumulated linearly, which as our RCT shows, is quite possible.

Column 3 in Table 5 estimates the effect on trust in political institutions. Again consistent with the RCT,
we find that trust in democratic institutions decreases by 0.062𝜎. Further, Table OA-26 shows that trust in
all four institutions (Congress, Federal Government, Political Parties, and Electoral Authority) declines by
about 10% of their respective means.

The decrease in the support for democracy may not necessarily generate an increased preference for
authoritarianism, as it may lead to a lack of trust in all forms of government. Further, it is possible
that despite their disillusionment with democracy, citizens may still prefer democratic institutions to
authoritarian alternatives. Yet, apex corruption could make a more authoritarian government—especially
anti-corruption authoritarians who promise to end corruption even at the cost of democratic norms—more

55 Please note that this is not a difference-in-differences specification, nor is it a staggered difference-in-difference: i.e. we are not using
control units which will eventually become treated in the future to estimate the treatment effect.
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Table 5: Effects of Apex Corruption on Corruption Perceptions and Democratic Values

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Corruption

Main Problem
Democratic

Index
Trust

Institutions
Authoritarian
Alternative

Corruption 0.029 -0.069 -0.062 0.039
(0.011)∗∗ (0.035)∗ (0.031)∗ (0.012)∗∗∗
[0.008]∗∗∗ [0.033]∗∗ [0.031]∗∗ [0.013]∗∗∗

Observations 25790 27016 27016 11865
R-squared 0.073 0.022 0.033 0.223
Wild Bootstrap p-value 0.022 0.080 0.082 0.040
FDR q-value 0.025 0.031 0.031 0.025
Country x Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean dep. var 0.095 0.000 0.000 0.361

This table shows the effect of corruption revelations in Latin America by analyzing the responses of people interviewed for the Latinobarometer survey
within 15 days before and after corruption revelations, estimating equation 2. Robust standard errors clustered by country × year are shown in
parentheses, while robust standard errors clustered by country × year × relative distance to corruption scandal grouped in blocks of three days are
shown in square brackets. The individual controls are gender, age, schooling, employment, civil status, size of town, socioeconomic status level, month
and day-of-week indicators. The bottom of the table reports the p-value from a wild bootstrap test and q-values using the False Discovery Rate method,
which adjusts for testing the hypotheses on the four indices (this correction may be overly conservative since indices constitute different families of
outcomes). Significance is reported at levels *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1

attractive. Column 4 shows that citizens’ loss of trust in democracy in the aftermath of an apex corruption
scandal does indeed coincide with a rise in support for authoritarianism. We estimate an increase of 3.9𝑝𝑝
in the authoritarianism index, equivalent to 11% of its mean value.

We next examine how the effects evolve in the days following the scandal. To do this, Figure 4 plots
the estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals for dummies representing 3-day intervals before
and after the apex corruption revelation, using individuals interviewed from 1-3 days prior to the scandal
as the reference group. These coefficients are derived from a single regression that controls for individual
characteristics and includes country × year fixed effects.56

As Figure 4 reveals scandal is accompanied by an immediate increase in corruption perceptions, a
decrease in support for democracy, a decrease in trust in political institutions, and an increase in the
preference for an authoritarian alternative.57 There is no evidence of decay in the size of the effect; in fact,
we cannot reject that the effect is constant.

Placebos and Robustness One key potential concern with this approach is that citizens interviewed
right after an apex corruption scandal might simply be different. We test whether this is the case using
observable characteristics. Table OA-24 in the appendix estimates equation 2, using predetermined demo-
graphics as dependent variables. We fail to reject that citizens interviewed before versus after the election
have equal characteristics on average.58 A second concern may be that corruption revelations could be
strategically released on certain specific dates, for example, on Mondays when more people may be paying
attention to the news. This would be a problem if, e.g. on those same exact Mondays, Latinobarometer

56 This approach benchmarks the responses of individuals, from the same country and year, interviewed 1-3, 4-6, 7-9, 10-12, and 12-15
days after the scandal against those interviewed 1-3 days before the event. These plots serve to evaluate whether the effect is constant
and to ensure that no changes in perception or attitudes occurred prior to the scandal. The number of days around the scandal is
necessarily limited by the 1-3 month length of Latinobarometro field work, see OA-10.

57 While authoritarian governments may be even more corrupt, recent research (Acemoglu et al., 2024, 2025a) has found that citizens
often misperceive regime attributes.

58 We also tested and failed to reject that the number of refusals to have an interview before is equal.
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Figure 4: Effects of Apex Corruption Scandals Over Time

(a) Corruption Perceptions
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(c) Trust in Institutions
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Coefficients and 95% confidence intervals in 3-day blocks from 15 days before to 15 days after an apex corruption revelations. The period between 3 to
1 days before the revelations is normalized to zero. Confidence intervals are based on heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors clustered by country ×
year × 3-day blocks.

surveyed a selection of people who were already disenchanted with democracy, which is unlikely. Recall
that we are making comparisons within a 30-day window while controlling for month, day-of-month,
and day-of-week fixed effects. Nonetheless, we test explicitly whether we can predict the day an apex
corruption scandal breaks based upon day-of-week, month, day-of-month, and days to the next election.
The coefficient estimates on all these variables are not significant, and in-sample accuracy rates are all
below 1% (see Appendix Table OA-23 and Figure OA-12). In short, the exact day of the revelation of
corruption scandals seems orthogonal to these variables.

Another potential alternative explanation of the cross-scandal results is that apex corruption revelations
generate general negative affect, i.e. bad news causes people to exhibit pessimism across the board.
To assess this mechanism, we can examine if responses change on a range of non-political satisfaction
indicators.59 Table OA-27 shows that we fail to find an effect of apex corruption revelations on any of these
variables.

In summary, these cross-scandal comparisons complement the RCT by showing that the effects of apex

59 In particular, we use the question ”In general, would you say that you are very satisfied, rather satisfied, not very satisfied or not at all
satisfied with the working of the economic system in the country?” to generate an indicator that takes the value of one if the respondent
answered very satisfied or rather satisfied and zero otherwise. A second question is more concrete and asks ”How would you describe
the country’s present economic situation? Would you say it is... very good (=5),..., very bad (=1)?". A third variable is more ideological and
asks for agreement or disagreement with the following statement: “The market economy is the only system with which the country can
become a developed country”.
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corruption are not limited to the specificities of the Mexican context or the specifics of how the experiment
was conducted. Instead the effects of apex corruption in undermining support for liberal democracy and
to increase the desire for an authoritarian alternative appear to generalize.

6 Conclusion
Scandals implicating those at the very highest levels of government in democratic states in corrupt

activities have been all-too-common, even while support for democratic institutions declines. In this
paper, combining evidence both from ’apex corruption in the wild’ and a randomized control trial, we
show that such apex corruption erodes democratic values and support for democratic institutions, reduces
citizens’ vote turnout and their engagement in costly activities in support of democratic organizations.
Apex corruption also appears to undermine citizens’ internalized norms of honesty and trust in democratic
institutions and in one another. Furthermore, we find that the effects on democratic values persist over
time and accumulate in the face of further evidence of corruption.

Thus, while it may seem at first that disclosure of apex corruption is positive for democratic institutions,
enhancing transparency and accountability, there appears to be a darker side to disclosing apex corruption:
an erosion of democratic values.60

Our paper points to potential paths forward. While our intervention priming common national identity
proved not to enhance broad support for democracy, our intervention providing equity in the broader
economy through common financial exposures holds some promise. Further, just as corrupt acts by
highly-placed individuals can have broad negative impacts, there is also a possibility that evidence of apex
honesty by high-profile leaders can rebuild societal trust and support for democracy.

Our paper raises several important questions for future research. First, could evidence of apex honesty
be effective for reducing corruption and building trust? Second, are the effects of apex corruption similar in
authoritarian regimes? Do prominent displays of judicial enforcement and punishment of those implicated
in apex corruption scandals serve to restore trust in the system?61 Finally, which policies could counteract
the negative impacts of apex corruption and help boost democratic values? With support for democracy
eroding to worrying levels around the world, the need to better understand how to counteract the effects
of apex corruption is great indeed.

60 Indeed in our follow-on paper, González-Téllez et al. (2025), we find that citizens in places exposed to apex corruption are more
likely to resort to violence rather than relying on the democratic process to settle disagreements.

61 Sample size limitations and the fact that many scandals go unpunished and take many years in court limited such a test in this paper.
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OA - A Corruption Exposure and Support for Democracy: Basic Patterns

Figure OA-1: Media mentions of corruption

Source: Lexis-Nexis corruption-related newspaper articles (includes over 45,000 news sources from 15 countries). For the searches in English the prefix word is keyword
“corrupt”, while for Spanish we use “corrupt!” and “corrupción” also containing mentions of countries in our LA sample. We normalize both measures by the word
"thursday" or "jueves", respectively, and normalize 1998=1.
Backreferenced (on pages): [7]

Figure OA-2: Concerns about Corruption Rise as Democratic Satisfaction Falls
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The figure depicts trends in corruption and satisfaction with democracy using Latinobarometer surveys from 2009 to 2018. Panel (a) reports the share that say they are
very satisfied or satisfied with democracy. Panel (b) reports the share of respondents that answered "corruption" when asked, "What is the main problem in the country?"
With more than 30 alternatives coded. We report the moving averages for the current and previous year.
Backreferenced (on pages): [8]

Backreferenced (on pages):
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Figure OA-3: Firms’ increases in bribes

0.60

0.62

0.64

2009 2012 2015 2018

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e

Latin America

0.60

0.63

0.66

0.69

2009 2012 2015 2018
P

er
ce

nt
ag

e

Mexico

Global Competitiveness Survey from the World Economic Forum. The survey gathers data through a questionnaire distributed to domestic and foreign-owned firms
worldwide. This graph shows the average percentage of yes in questions related to irregular payments in exports and imports, in public utilities, in tax collection, in
public contracts, in judicial decisions.
Backreferenced (on pages): [7]

Figure OA-4: Control of Corruption
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Source: the Worldwide Governance Indicators project, WB. Household, expert, firm surveys + commercial providers, NGOs, and public sector organizations. Actual
bribing + perceived corruption. It encompasses both minor and major corruption, as well as the state’s domination by elites and private interests. The Index takes values
from -2.5 to 2.5, where a higher score means more control of corruption, using Unobserved Components Model.
Backreferenced (on pages): [7]
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Figure OA-5: The incumbent president (since 2018) is perceived as less corrupt
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Notes: This figure plots the citizens’ perception of corruption in the presidency over time. Specifically, it plots the average of a dummy that takes the value of one if the
surveyed answered "very frequent" or "frequent" to "In your opinion, how frequent are the acts of corruption in the presidency of Mexico?". Source ENCIG, INEGI
Backreferenced (on pages): [8]
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OA - B Details of RCT and Experimental Integrity

Figure OA-6: Field Experiment sites: Oaxaca, Mexico

Notes: We sampled 68 urban and rural municipalities in Oaxaca
Backreferenced (on pages): [9]

Table OA-1: Basic experimental design

Stocks (cross randomized) No stocks

City Rural City Rural Total

Incumbent corruption video 145 0 0 401 546
Opposition corruption video 159 0 0 387 546
Economic video 308 0 0 523 831
Nation building video 1 0 116 141 258
No video (control) 316 0 321 513 1150

Total 929 0 437 1965 3331

The 5 experimental arms are listed in rows. Columns indicate the observations that belong to Oaxaca city (city) and outside Oaxaca city (rural), as well as the “stocks”
cross-randomization. Because the main survey outcomes are measured before giving the “stocks” information, the cross-randomization only influences actual voting and
the longer-term outcomes. Originally we planned to have 650 observations in each of the corruption videos, 300 in the economic video, 1000 in the nation-building video,
and 1400 in the control group. For budgetary and logistical reasons (including disruptions related to Covid), samples ended up being close but slightly smaller than these
targets.
Backreferenced (on pages): [11]
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Figure OA-7: Timeline of treatment and surveys
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This Figure shows the timing or the baseline/endline and followup surveys, compared to the election, and also urban and rural sample sizes.
Backreferenced (on pages): [11]

Table OA-2: RCT Balance Check (main sample)

CI CO NB E All = 0 P Value N Mean dep. var.

Male .013 -.034 -.039 -.005 .198 3331 .386
(.026) (.025) (.022) (.034)

Age -.842 -.005 .131 1.044 .622 3331 40.359
(.853) (.866) (.742) (1.106)

Completed Middle -.004 -.008 .006 -.032 .785 3331 .777
(.023) (.022) (.019) (.029)

Employed -.001 .002 -.01 -.01 .986 3331 .632
(.025) (.025) (.022) (.032)

High-middle class -.005 -.006 -.003 -.011 .96 3331 .953
(.011) (.012) (.01) (.016)

Gvt. Satis. (1–4) .006 .05 .025 -.045 .597 3321 2.329
(.043) (.044) (.039) (.058)

Econ. Satis. (1–4) .011 .05 .009 -.013 .701 3331 1.821
(.036) (.037) (.032) (.048)

Support Incumb. (1–10) -.305 -.119 -.025 -.102 .452 3331 5.47
(.169) (.172) (.15) (.226)

Corruption Percep (1–3) .025 -.012 -.028 .021 .752 3331 1.808
(.041) (.041) (.035) (.053)

Democratic scale .038 .014 .133 -.05 .715 3331 5.663
(.125) (.125) (.105) (.165)

Vote as Duty -.06 -.008 -.023 -.001 .393 3326 3.451
(.031) (.029) (.026) (.035)

This table shows the balance in covariates for people interviewed in the RCT across the four possible treatment videos for Corruption Incumbent, Corruption Opposition,
Nation Building, and Economic, using the same sample as in the main index. Each row shows the estimates of equation 1, using a different pre-determined variable on
the left-hand side. Male takes a value of 1 if the respondent identifies as male and 0 otherwise. Age measured the respondent age in years. Completed Middle School takes a
value of 1 if the respondent completed middle school and 0 otherwise. Employed takes a value of 1 if the respondent is currently employed and 0 otherwise. High-middle
class takes a value of 1 if the interviewer rated the socioeconomic level of the respondent as medium, good, or very good, based on the quality of the household, furniture
and general appearance. Government Satisfaction measures the responses of the question "How satisfied are you with the performance of the government in this country?"
from 1 to 4, where 1 is the most satisfied. Coefficients are shown in the same row as the covariate name and robust standard errors are shown below each coefficient.
Backreferenced (on pages): [11,OA-14]
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Table OA-3: RCT Balance Check: One Month vs One Week to Election

(1) (2) (3)
𝛽 Observations Mean dep.variable

Male 0.00826 1154 0.393
(0.034)

Age -1.514 1154 39.98
(1.122)

Completed Middle School 0.0635 1154 0.819
(0.024)∗∗∗

Employed -0.0346 1154 0.690
(0.033)

High-middle class 0.0000340 1154 0.970
(0.012)

Govt Satis. (1-4) 0.0754 1153 2.224
(0.060)

Econ Satis. (1-4) 0.0356 1154 1.798
(0.050)

Support Incumb. Party(1-10) 0.305 1154 5.146
(0.233)

Corruption Perception (1-3) -0.0665 1154 1.881
(0.054)

Democratic Scale 0.0489 1154 5.599
(0.179)

Vote as Duty -0.0907 1152 3.481
(0.042)∗∗

This table shows estimates of regressing each covariate on a dummy indicator for whether the treatment was received close to the election by the respondent. Coefficients
thus report the differences in means between the far-to-the-election and close-to-the-election subgroups. We define being close to the election whenever the respondent
receives treatment within 8 to 0 days before the election. The sample is restricted to Oaxaca City where we did the timing randomization. Robust standard errors are
shown in parentheses. The variables are as defined above. The significance is reported at levels *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1
Backreferenced (on pages): [11]
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Table OA-4: RCT Balance Check: Subjects Matched to Administrative (INE) data

CI CO NB E p N Mean dep. var.

Male -.001 -.071 -.037 -.061 .135 2134 .403
(.033) (.032) (.028) (.041)

Age -1.078 1.14 .422 .459 .468 2134 40.421
(1.06) (1.073) (.911) (1.346)

Completed Middle -.004 -.027 0 -.04 .708 2133 .786
(.028) (.028) (.023) (.035)

Employed -.012 -.043 0 -.031 .665 2133 .654
(.031) (.032) (.027) (.04)

High-middle class .014 .002 .012 .017 .739 2134 .947
(.014) (.015) (.012) (.016)

Gvt. Satisfaction (1–4) -.034 .005 -.02 -.093 .716 2127 2.306
(.054) (.057) (.049) (.07)

Econ. Satis. (1–4) -.001 .028 -.017 -.13 .138 2122 1.831
(.045) (.048) (.039) (.056)

Support Incumb. (1–10) -.219 -.239 .114 -.269 .384 2134 5.264
(.211) (.223) (.189) (.271)

Corruption Perception (1–3) .013 -.019 -.001 .029 .971 2097 1.836
(.053) (.053) (.045) (.065)

Democratic scale -.098 .031 .134 -.067 .669 2084 5.638
(.159) (.163) (.132) (.203)

Vote as Duty -.117 -.051 -.033 0 .057 2123 3.481
(.041) (.038) (.033) (.043)

This table uses the sample that could be matched to administrative data on voting, and shows balance across arms on observed characteristics by regressing each covariate
on the treatment arms. Coefficients are shown in the same row as the covariate name. Robust standard errors are shown below each coefficient.
Backreferenced (on pages): [12]

Table OA-5: Attrition table for match with INE

(1)
Matched INE

Corruption Incumbent (CI) 0.014
(0.023)

Corruption Opposition (CO) -0.015
(0.024)

Nation Building (NB) 0.008
(0.020)

Economic (E) 0.031
(0.028)

Observations 2481.000
R-squared 0.072
Mean dep. var. 0.795

This table regresses an indicator for being matched with administrative data on voting against treatment arms. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses.
Backreferenced (on pages): [12]

Table OA-6: Long run experimental design

Baseline Treatment Follow-up CI2 Treatment

Treated Control
stocks no stocks stocks no stocks Total

Control 138 136 124 129 527
Corruption Incumbent (CI) 70 0 54 0 124
Corruption Opposition (CO) 57 0 67 0 124
Nation Building (NB) 127 0 131 0 258
Economic (E) 0 50 1 49 100

Total 392 186 377 178 1133

The table shows the cross-randomization of the Two Brothers Incumbent Corruption video 𝐶𝐼2 done in Oaxaca city at follow-up 3 months after the first intervention. The
first experiment arms are displayed in rows, while columns display the allocation of 𝐶𝐼2, indicating the separation of the previous cross randomization of stocks.
Backreferenced (on pages): [23]
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Table OA-7: Balance Check of the Two Brother treatment

Control Treated Diff. no FE Diff. inc FE
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Male 0.365 0.388 0.023 0.016
(0.482) (0.488) (0.029) (0.029)

Age 40.601 41.325 0.724 0.657
(15.815) (16.833) (0.988) (0.985)

Completed Middle School 0.818 0.825 0.007 0.007
(0.386) (0.380) (0.023) (0.023)

Employed 0.683 0.692 0.009 0.007
(0.466) (0.462) (0.028) (0.028)

Middle SES or more 0.971 0.965 -0.006 -0.005
(0.167) (0.183) (0.010) (0.011)

Government Satisfaction (1-4) 2.266 2.286 0.021 0.005
(0.883) (0.876) (0.052) (0.053)

Economic Satisfaction (1-4) 1.792 1.773 -0.020 -0.037
(0.731) (0.712) (0.043) (0.042)

Support for Incumbent Party (1-10) 5.169 5.173 0.004 -0.031
(3.325) (3.312) (0.197) (0.197)

Corruption Perception (1-3) 1.905 1.873 -0.031 -0.043
(0.794) (0.761) (0.047) (0.047)

Democratic Scale (1-10) 5.631 5.720 0.089 0.094
(2.472) (2.358) (0.144) (0.142)

Vote as Duty (1-4) 3.450 3.444 -0.006 -0.006
(0.687) (0.673) (0.041) (0.038)

Observations 555 578 1133 1133

This table shows balance in covariates for people interviewed in the RCT follow-up survey. We compare citizens that got the second brother video against those that did
not. For columns (1) and (2) we show the mean of each individual variable for the control and treated groups, respectively. Column (3) includes the coefficient and robust
standard error (in parentheses) from a regression where the variable in each row is the dependent variable and the treatment status is the main regressor. Column (4)
shows estimates from the same regressions but includes fixed effects for municipality and surveyor. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. The significance is
reported at levels *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1
Backreferenced (on pages): [23]

Table OA-8: Attrition table for Follow-up Survey

(1)
Answered follow-up

Corruption Incumbent (CI) 0.021
(0.038)

Corruption Opposition (CO) -0.063
(0.040)

Nation Building (NB) 0.024
(0.028)

Economic (E) 0.013
(0.040)

Observations 1366
R-squared 0.060
Mean dep. var 0.769

This table regresses an indicator answering the follow-up survey against the original treatment arms.
Backreferenced (on pages): [22,23]
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B.1 RCT treatment effects

B.1.1 Vote

Table OA-9: Effect of Videos on Actual Voting: all treatment arms

Actual vote Retrospective vote

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Actual
Vote

Actual
Vote

Actual
Vote

States Went
to Vote

Vote
Incumbent

Vote
Opposition

Vote
Others

Null Vote
or No Vote

Corruption Incumbent (CI) -0.024 -0.045 -0.224∗∗ -0.221∗∗ -0.198∗∗ 0.005 -0.032 0.225∗∗
(0.032) (0.047) (0.090) (0.089) (0.095) (0.081) (0.037) (0.090)

Corruption Opposition (CO) -0.056∗ -0.079∗ -0.050 -0.139 0.047 -0.210∗∗∗ 0.071 0.092
(0.033) (0.047) (0.104) (0.096) (0.096) (0.065) (0.064) (0.094)

Nation Building (NB) 0.006 -0.003 -0.023 -0.082 0.046 -0.085 -0.004 0.042
(0.027) (0.036) (0.073) (0.062) (0.069) (0.055) (0.030) (0.058)

Economic (E) 0.081∗∗ 0.099∗ 0.004 -0.019 -0.208∗ 0.045 0.063 0.099
(0.040) (0.051) (0.123) (0.108) (0.108) (0.111) (0.087) (0.114)

Far from Election -0.137∗∗ -0.080∗ -0.014 -0.024 -0.030 0.068
(0.053) (0.046) (0.054) (0.044) (0.021) (0.046)

CI × Far 0.238∗∗ 0.221∗∗ 0.281∗∗ -0.083 0.030 -0.227∗∗
(0.105) (0.101) (0.110) (0.092) (0.039) (0.102)

CO × Far -0.035 0.137 -0.095 0.229∗∗∗ -0.078 -0.056
(0.116) (0.107) (0.110) (0.078) (0.066) (0.105)

NB × Far 0.023 0.111 0.020 0.012 0.010 -0.042
(0.085) (0.072) (0.080) (0.063) (0.032) (0.069)

E × Far 0.121 0.066 0.169 -0.034 -0.031 -0.104
(0.136) (0.121) (0.123) (0.122) (0.090) (0.128)

Observations 2045 1154 1154 1162 1162 1162 1162 1162
R2 0.127 0.127 0.136 0.080 0.185 0.151 0.066 0.073
Mean dep. var. 0.604 0.575 0.575 0.772 0.541 0.209 0.024 0.226
| 𝐶𝐼 |≥ 0 (p-value) 0.229 0.166 0.007 0.007 0.019 0.476 0.809 0.006
| 𝐶𝑂 |≥ 0 (p-value) 0.045 0.047 0.314 0.074 0.312 0.001 0.136 0.163

Enumerator FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Municipality FE ✓ Urban Urban Urban Urban Urban Urban Urban
Demography Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Democratic/Economic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

This table presents, in columns (1)–(3) the effects on actual voting from matching the subjects with administrative data using the same specifications as Table 1 but
separating out the incumbent and opposition apex corruption treatments. In columns (4)–(8) we show treatment effect estimates on self-reported voting. For column (4)
we ask Did you vote in the last elections?. For columns (5), (6) and (7) we use the questions Which party did you vote for? and which party would you have voted for in case you
did not vote?. Column 6 only includes the opposition parties featured in the 𝐶𝑂 video (e.g. PRI, PAN, PRD). In column (8) the outcome is a dummy variable equal to 1 if
the respondent said she did not cast a vote or she cast a null vote and 0 otherwise. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Stars denote statistical significance:
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1
Backreferenced (on pages): [14,15]
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Table OA-10: Actual and Retrospective Voting by Morena Support

Actual vote Retrospective vote

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Actual
Vote

Actual
Vote

Actual
Vote

States Went
to Vote

Vote
Incumbent

Vote
Opposition

Vote
Others

Null Vote
or No Vote

Panel A: MORENA Supporters
Corruption Incumbent (CI) -0.041 -0.079 -0.232∗∗ -0.206∗ -0.242∗∗ -0.008 -0.032 0.282∗∗

(0.040) (0.058) (0.105) (0.106) (0.112) (0.090) (0.048) (0.113)
Corruption Opposition (CO) -0.040 -0.054 0.070 -0.017 0.061 -0.199∗∗∗ 0.091 0.047

(0.039) (0.055) (0.150) (0.105) (0.127) (0.060) (0.100) (0.103)
Far from Election -0.116∗ -0.079 -0.004 -0.049 -0.046∗ 0.100∗

(0.064) (0.056) (0.067) (0.051) (0.025) (0.053)
CI × Far 0.204 0.235∗ 0.311∗∗ -0.049 0.050 -0.312∗∗

(0.126) (0.120) (0.130) (0.101) (0.051) (0.126)
CO × Far -0.139 -0.047 -0.158 0.185∗∗ -0.084 0.058

(0.161) (0.118) (0.141) (0.076) (0.102) (0.117)

Observations 1454 816 816 803 803 803 803 803
R2 0.140 0.143 0.154 0.094 0.183 0.125 0.094 0.094
Mean dep. var. 0.620 0.593 0.593 0.798 0.618 0.172 0.017 0.192
| 𝐶𝐼 |≥ 0 (p-value) 0.152 0.085 0.013 0.026 0.015 0.462 0.745 0.006
| 𝐶𝑂 |≥ 0 (p-value) 0.151 0.164 0.320 0.434 0.316 0.001 0.182 0.324
| 𝐶𝐼+𝐶𝐼×𝐹𝑎𝑟 |≥= 0 (p-value) 0.340 0.299 0.859 0.887 0.856 0.706
| 𝐶𝑂+𝐶𝑂×𝐹𝑎𝑟 |≥= 0 (p-value) 0.120 0.124 0.943 0.619 0.671 0.033

Panel B: Non-MORENA Supporters
Corruption Incumbent (CI) -0.008 0.025 -0.199 -0.203 -0.037 0.030 -0.010 0.017

(0.063) (0.082) (0.163) (0.164) (0.194) (0.189) (0.039) (0.151)
Corruption Opposition (CO) -0.112 -0.162∗ -0.190 -0.385∗∗ 0.007 -0.295∗∗ 0.082 0.206

(0.069) (0.096) (0.168) (0.175) (0.168) (0.133) (0.085) (0.183)
Far from Election -0.198∗∗ -0.083 -0.066 0.042 0.029 -0.005

(0.097) (0.089) (0.096) (0.084) (0.038) (0.095)
CI × Far 0.302 0.132 0.146 -0.163 -0.043 0.060

(0.189) (0.196) (0.222) (0.215) (0.051) (0.187)
CO × Far 0.009 0.641∗∗∗ 0.195 0.401∗∗ -0.133 -0.463∗∗

(0.201) (0.202) (0.204) (0.176) (0.093) (0.208)

Observations 588 336 336 358 358 358 358 358
R2 0.213 0.235 0.254 0.195 0.182 0.267 0.121 0.179
Mean dep. var. 0.562 0.531 0.531 0.713 0.362 0.293 0.040 0.305
| 𝐶𝐼 |≥ 0 (p-value) 0.449 0.381 0.112 0.108 0.425 0.438 0.606 0.454
| 𝐶𝑂 |≥ 0 (p-value) 0.054 0.045 0.130 0.014 0.483 0.013 0.169 0.130
| 𝐶𝐼+𝐶𝐼×𝐹𝑎𝑟 |≥= 0 (p-value) 0.140 0.234 0.872 0.935 0.979 0.781
| 𝐶𝑂+𝐶𝑂×𝐹𝑎𝑟 |≥= 0 (p-value) 0.057 0.004 0.965 0.817 0.957 0.003

Enumerator FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Municipality FE ✓ Urban Urban Urban Urban Urban Urban Urban
Demography Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Democratic/Economic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

This table replicates the specification of Table 2, subsetting among ex ante Morena supporters in Panel A and ex ante non-Morena supporters in Panel B. In particular, we
ask We would like to know your attitude towards certain groups. I will read out the name of some groups and ask you to evaluate each group from 0 to 10 according to the following
criterion: An evaluation of 0 means that you totally reject that person or institution. An evaluation of 5 means that you are indifferent, and an evaluation of 10 means that you completely
support that person or institution. We consider an individual to be a non- Morena supporter if they evaluate Morena at 5 or below on this scale. Significance is reported at
levels *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1
Backreferenced (on pages): [19]
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B.1.2 Political behaviors and Incentivized Behaviors

Table OA-11: Political Behavior: All Video Treatments

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Electoral
Observer

Electoral
Observer

Electoral
Observer

Donate to Elec.
Institution

Donate to Elec.
Institution

Donate to Elec.
Institution

Corruption Incumbent (CI) -0.022∗∗ -0.021∗∗ -0.032∗∗ -0.040∗ -0.036 -0.043
(0.011) (0.011) (0.013) (0.024) (0.024) (0.037)

Corruption Opposition (CO) 0.003 0.005 -0.014 -0.000 0.001 -0.012
(0.013) (0.013) (0.017) (0.024) (0.024) (0.038)

Nation Building (NB) -0.019∗ -0.018∗ -0.018 -0.026 -0.028 -0.060∗∗
(0.010) (0.010) (0.014) (0.020) (0.020) (0.027)

Economic (E) -0.001 0.001 -0.009 -0.014 -0.014 0.013
(0.016) (0.016) (0.021) (0.031) (0.031) (0.042)

Observations 2460 2460 1359 2481 2481 1366
R-squared 0.073 0.083 0.058 0.129 0.136 0.115
Dep. Var. Mean 0.049 0.049 0.054 0.228 0.228 0.243
H0: CI ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.017 0.025 0.008 0.045 0.063 0.119
H0: CO ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.599 0.642 0.201 0.499 0.512 0.371

Enumerator FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Municipality FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Democratic/Economic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Sample All All Urban All All Urban

This table shows treatment effect estimates of the Corruption Incumbent, Corruption Opposition, Nation Building and Economic performance videos on the probability
of registering as an electoral observer in Panel A and on the probability of donating money to the electoral institution in Panel B. The main specification, shown in column
(3), is 𝑌𝑖 = 𝛼𝑒 +𝜂𝑚 + 𝛽𝐶𝐼𝐶𝐼 + 𝛽𝐶𝑂𝐶𝑂 + 𝛽𝑁𝐵𝑁𝐵+ 𝛽𝐸𝐸+𝑋

′
𝑖
𝛾+ 𝜀𝑖 . The vector 𝑋

′ includes demographic and democratic/economic attitudes controls such a respondent
sex indicator, age, age squared, education level attained, indicator for being employed and SES, satisfaction with the economy, stated level of democracy in Mexico
(1–10), perception of corruption improvement and indicators for supporting either the incumbent or opposition. Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are shown in
parentheses. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.001
Backreferenced (on pages): [16]
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Table OA-12: Incentivized Games: Beliefs and Norms: All Video Treatments

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Politician Politician Politician Neighbor Neighbor Neighbor

Panel A: Trust Games
Corruption Incumbent (CI) -0.185∗∗∗ -0.182∗∗∗ 0.042 -0.120∗∗ -0.113∗ 0.078

(0.063) (0.062) (0.115) (0.060) (0.060) (0.104)
Corruption Opposition (CO) -0.115∗ -0.120∗ -0.165 -0.079 -0.084 -0.083

(0.064) (0.064) (0.106) (0.059) (0.059) (0.098)
Nation Building (NB) -0.130∗∗ -0.132∗∗ -0.159∗∗ -0.186∗∗∗ -0.187∗∗∗ -0.226∗∗∗

(0.053) (0.053) (0.077) (0.052) (0.052) (0.076)
Economic (E) -0.095 -0.097 -0.106 -0.118 -0.113 -0.076

(0.082) (0.081) (0.122) (0.077) (0.077) (0.120)

Observations 3331 3331 1366 3331 3331 1366
R-squared 0.121 0.132 0.149 0.104 0.112 0.123
Dep. Var. Mean 1.625 1.625 1.615 2.058 2.058 2.043
H0: CI ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.002 0.002 0.642 0.024 0.031 0.773
H0: CO ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.035 0.029 0.060 0.088 0.076 0.199

Public
Projects

Public
Projects

Public
Projects Neighbor Neighbor Neighbor

Panel B: Resource Allocation Games
Corruption Incumbent (CI) -0.677∗∗ -0.654∗∗ -1.407∗∗ -0.439 -0.400 -1.114

(0.324) (0.329) (0.649) (0.368) (0.371) (0.695)
Corruption Opposition (CO) 0.143 0.150 0.351 -0.248 -0.274 -0.968

(0.351) (0.350) (0.689) (0.385) (0.384) (0.734)
Nation Building (NB) 0.239 0.342 0.649 0.174 0.252 0.541

(0.329) (0.331) (0.688) (0.339) (0.337) (0.714)
Economic (E) -0.728∗ -0.663∗ -1.098 -0.651 -0.634 -1.414

(0.393) (0.392) (0.951) (0.399) (0.396) (0.984)

Observations 1573 1573 493 1573 1573 493
R-squared 0.088 0.104 0.117 0.073 0.092 0.114
Dep. Var. Mean 14.752 14.752 14.920 14.898 14.898 15.046
H0: CI ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.019 0.024 0.015 0.117 0.141 0.055
H0: CO ≥ 0 (p-value) 0.658 0.666 0.695 0.260 0.238 0.094

Enumerator FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Municipality FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Democratic/Economic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Sample All All Urban All All Urban

Notes: This table shows treatment effect estimates of the Corruption Incumbent and Corruption Opposition videos on trust games in Panel A and on resource allocation
games in Panel B. Columns (1)–(3) show effects on trust games and resource allocation games with a politician, while columns (4)–(6) show effects on games with neighbors.
We restrict the sample in columns (1), (2), (4) and (5) of Panel A to the sample of respondents for whom there are no missing covariate values in the most restrictive
sample (columns 2 and 5). In columns (3) and (6) we further restrict the sample to respondents in Oaxaca City. We do the analogous restrictions in Panel B, with the
difference that, to economize on budget, we draw a random sample of respondents to participate in Resource Allocation Games. Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors
are shown in parentheses. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01
Backreferenced (on pages): [17]
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Table OA-13: Effect of Videos on Resource Allocation Games by Coin Value

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
1 MXN Coins
Pub. Project

2 MXN Coins
Pub. Project

5 MXN Coins
Pub. Project

1 MXN Coins
Neighbor

2 MXN Coins
Neighbor

5 MXN Coins
Neighbor

Corruption Incumbent (CI) -0.329∗∗ -0.169 -0.156 -0.159 -0.149 -0.093
(0.157) (0.151) (0.161) (0.172) (0.159) (0.175)

Corruption Opposition (CO) -0.156 0.039 0.267 -0.179 -0.164 0.068
(0.157) (0.159) (0.177) (0.166) (0.169) (0.174)

Nation Building (NB) -0.002 -0.004 0.348∗∗ 0.193 -0.032 0.091
(0.154) (0.144) (0.152) (0.149) (0.149) (0.153)

Economic (E) -0.282 -0.066 -0.315∗ -0.220 -0.216 -0.198
(0.183) (0.178) (0.190) (0.181) (0.176) (0.192)

Observations 1573 1573 1573 1573 1573 1573
R2 0.072 0.088 0.119 0.071 0.082 0.129
Control Mean 5.439 5.116 4.211 5.397 5.094 4.434
Enumerator FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Municipality FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Democrat/Econ. Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: This table shows treatment effect estimates of the Corruption Incumbent and Corruption Opposition videos on resource allocation games by coin value. Columns
(1)–(3) show effects on trust games and resource allocation games with a politician, while columns (4)–(6) show effects on games with neighbors. We restrict the sample in
columns (1), (2), (4) and (5) to the sample of respondents for whom there are no missing covariate values in the most restrictive sample (columns 2 and 5). In columns (3)
and (6) we further restrict the sample to respondents in Oaxaca City. In order to economize on budget, we draw a random sample of respondents to participate in these
Resource Allocation Games. Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01
Backreferenced (on pages): [18]
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B.1.3 Effects on Conscious Perceptions and Values

Table OA-14: Effects on Corruption Perceptions, Support for Democracy, and Trust

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Corruption

Index
Democratic

Index
Trust Institutions

Index
Trust People

Index

Corruption Incumbent (CI) 0.250∗∗∗ -0.159∗∗∗ -0.280∗∗∗ -0.183∗∗∗
(0.051) (0.050) (0.048) (0.046)

Corruption Opposition (CO) 0.200∗∗∗ -0.161∗∗∗ -0.106∗∗ -0.051
(0.049) (0.050) (0.049) (0.049)

Nation Building (NB) 0.059 0.069∗ 0.001 -0.011
(0.043) (0.041) (0.043) (0.043)

Economic (E) 0.240∗∗∗ -0.281∗∗∗ -0.252∗∗∗ -0.051
(0.061) (0.063) (0.060) (0.061)

Observations 3331 3331 3331 3331
R-squared 0.176 0.186 0.211 0.170
Mun. and Enum. FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean dep. var 0.000 0.001 -0.008 -0.003
| 𝐶𝐼 |≥ 0 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
| 𝐶𝑂 |≥ 0 0.000 0.001 0.015 0.151

This table presents the effects of the four different videos on the four main outcomes described in the text. Individual Controls include: Gender, Age, Schooling,
Employment, Current Economic Satisfaction, Perception of Democracy in Mexico, Initial corruption perception, Support for Incumbent and Opposition parties, and
Socioeconomic status. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. The bottom panel reports 𝑝 values associated to the test of treatment effects reducing (increasing)
the corruption (democratic, trust in institutions and trust in people) index. Compared to Table OA-2 we lose about 270+ obs because of missing values in some survey
answers. The significance is reported at levels *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1
Backreferenced (on pages): [21,21,21]

Table OA-15: Q-values for Effects on Corruption Perceptions, Democratic Attitudes, and Trust Political Institutions,
and Trust in People

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Corruption

Index
Democratic

Index
Trust Institutions

Index
Trust People

Index

Corruption Incumbent (CI) 0.250 -0.159 -0.280 -0.183
(0.000) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000)
[0.001] [0.002] [0.001] [0.001]

Corruption Opposition (CO) 0.200 -0.161 -0.106 -0.051
(0.000) (0.001) (0.030) (0.302)
[0.001] [0.002] [0.022] [0.160]

Nation Building (NB) 0.059 0.069 0.001 -0.011
(0.169) (0.095) (0.989) (0.792)
[0.093] [0.055] [0.329] [0.291]

Economic (E) 0.240 -0.281 -0.252 -0.051
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.398)
[0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.166]

Observations 3331 3331 3331 3331
R-squared 0.176 0.186 0.211 0.170
Enumerator FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Municipality FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

This table shows the p-values in parentheses and q-values in brackets for the coefficients of the corruption, democratic, trust in institutions, and trust in others indices.
We keep the same individual controls. The q-values are computed as first introduced in Benjamini et al. (2006). The procedure is as follows: First we compute p-values
for the multiple hypotheses we are testing. We arrange these p-values in ascending order. Compute critical values according to the formula proposed in Benjamini et al.
(2006). We then compare p-values to these critical values and consider the hypothesis associated to the p-value as significant if it is less than or equal to the critical value.
Lastly, assign as a q-value for that hypothesis the minimum False Discovery Rate at which the hypothesis may be deemed significant.
Backreferenced (on pages): [20]
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B.2 Decomposing indices

Table OA-16: Decomposing Effects on Corruption Perceptions

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Corruption

Index
Progress Fighting
Corruption (1-4)

Share of Corrupt
Pol. (0-100)

Share of Taxes Stolen
by Pol (0-100)

All Politicians
Are Corrupt (1-4)

Corruption 0.225∗∗∗ -0.144∗∗∗ 3.818∗∗∗ 2.619∗∗ 0.124∗∗∗
(0.041) (0.037) (0.982) (1.097) (0.033)

Nation Building (NB) 0.059 -0.014 0.752 1.630 0.004
(0.043) (0.038) (1.045) (1.138) (0.036)

Economic (E) 0.240∗∗∗ -0.168∗∗∗ 0.934 -0.607 0.180∗∗∗
(0.061) (0.055) (1.599) (1.726) (0.050)

Observations 3331 3266 3240 3222 3314
R-squared 0.176 0.168 0.102 0.109 0.172
Mun. and Enum. FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
FDR q-value 0.001 0.001 0.009 0.001
Mean dep. var 0.000 2.314 72.279 65.819 2.814

This table shows the decomposition of the effect across treatments on the variables measuring corruption. Corruption index is created by normalizing the variables in
columns (2) to (4) measuring corruption, individually subtracting their mean and dividing by their standard deviation, adding them up, and once again normalizing the
result by subtracting the mean and dividing by the standard deviation. Progress Fighting Corruption (1-4) is calculated through the answers of the question "How much
progress do you think has been made in reducing corruption in State institutions in the last 2 years?" in the survey. Share of Corrupt Politicians (0-100) is measured from
the answers to the survey question "What percentage of politicians in Mexico do you think are involved in acts of corruption?". Share of Taxes Stolen by Politicians (0-100)
is calculated from the responses of the survey question "Of every $100 pesos in taxes collected by the government, what percentage do you think politicians steal?". All
Politicians Are Corrupt (1–4) is calculated through the answers of the question "Do you strongly agree, agree, do not agree or strongly do not agree with the statement ’All
politicians are corrupt’" in the survey. Same individual level controls. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses.
Backreferenced (on pages): [20,21]

Table OA-17: Decomposing Effects on Democratic Attitudes

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Democratic

Index
Democratic
Satisfaction

Democracy best
government

Essential to live
in a democracy

Corruption -0.160∗∗∗ -0.044∗∗ -0.042∗∗ -0.037∗∗
(0.041) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

Nation Building (NB) 0.069∗ 0.001 -0.013 0.035∗∗
(0.041) (0.019) (0.019) (0.018)

Economic (E) -0.281∗∗∗ -0.094∗∗∗ -0.037 -0.092∗∗∗
(0.063) (0.027) (0.029) (0.029)

Observations 3331 3307 3231 3300
R-squared 0.186 0.182 0.088 0.121
Mun. and Enum. FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
FDR q-value 0.035 0.035 0.035
Mean dep. var 0.001 0.278 0.782 0.788

Notes: This table shows the decomposition of the effect across treatments on the variables measuring democratic attitudes. Democratic index is created by normalizing the
variables in columns (2) to (4) measuring democratic attitudes, individually subtracting their mean and dividing by their standard deviation, adding them up, and once
again normalizing the result by subtracting the mean and dividing by the standard deviation. Democratic Satisfaction is calculated through the answers of the question “In
general, would you say you are very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, a little satisfied or not satisfied with the democracy in Mexico?” in the survey. Democracy best government
is measured from the answers to the survey question "Please, state if you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with the following statement: “Democracy
may have its problems, but it is still the best form of government". Essential to live in a democracy is calculated from the responses of the survey question “Do you consider
it essential to live in a country where governors are elected by the majority’s vote?” Same individual level controls. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses.
Backreferenced (on pages): [21,21,21]
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Table OA-18: Decomposing Effect of Trust on Formal Political Institutions and Offices

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Institution

Index
Trust in

President
Trust in
Parties

Trust in
Media

Trust in
Congress

Corruption -0.192∗∗∗ -0.056∗∗∗ -0.024∗ -0.048∗∗ -0.058∗∗∗
(0.040) (0.019) (0.014) (0.019) (0.018)

Nation Building (NB) 0.001 0.002 0.003 -0.005 -0.020
(0.043) (0.021) (0.015) (0.021) (0.019)

Economic (E) -0.252∗∗∗ -0.102∗∗∗ -0.028 -0.024 -0.085∗∗∗
(0.060) (0.031) (0.020) (0.031) (0.025)

Observations 3331 3327 3326 3326 3321
R-squared 0.209 0.257 0.083 0.063 0.100
Mun. and Enum. FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
FDR q-value 0.005 0.022 0.010 0.005
Mean dep. var -0.008 0.565 0.122 0.311 0.249

Notes: This table shows the decomposition of the effect across treatments on the variables measuring trust in political institutions. Institutions index is created by
normalizing the variables in columns (2) to (5) measuring democratic attitudes, individually subtracting their mean and dividing by their standard deviation, adding them
up, and once again normalizing the result by subtracting the mean and dividing by the standard deviation. Trust in President, Parties, Media and Congress variables are
calculated from the answers of the following question in the survey "Please tell me, for each of the groups, institutions or people mentioned in the list, how much trust
do you have in them: a lot, some, little or no trust in: the president, congressman, media, and political parties." where each variable takes a value of 1 if the answer is a
lot or some trust, and 0 otherwise. Same individual level controls. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. The significance is reported at levels *** p < 0.01, **
p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1
Backreferenced (on pages): [21,21]

Table OA-19: Decomposing Effect on Trust in People

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Trust in Others

Index
General

Trust
Trust in

Neighbors
Trust in Non-Neighbor

Mexican

Corruption -0.116∗∗∗ -0.018 -0.041∗ -0.043∗∗
(0.040) (0.016) (0.021) (0.019)

Nation Building (NB) -0.011 -0.000 0.001 0.012
(0.043) (0.017) (0.022) (0.021)

Economic (E) -0.051 -0.036 0.057∗ -0.038
(0.061) (0.024) (0.033) (0.030)

Observations 3331 3314 3329 3317
R-squared 0.169 0.105 0.100 0.122
Mun. and Enum. FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
FDR q-value 0.090 0.072 0.072
Mean dep. var -0.003 0.175 0.550 0.332

Notes: This table shows the decomposition of the effect across treatments on the variables measuring trust in people Trust in Others Index is created by normalizing the
variables in columns (2) to (4) measuring democratic attitudes, individually subtracting their mean and dividing by their standard deviation, adding them up, and once
again normalizing the result by subtracting the mean and dividing by the standard deviation. General trust is calculated from the answers of the following question in the
survey "Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that one is never careful enough when dealing with others?". Trust in Neighbors, Members of
other community are based on the responses of the survey question "Please tell me, for each of the groups, institutions or people mentioned in the list, how much trust do
you have in them: a lot, some, little or no trust in: your neighbors, and a non-local Mexican.", each variable takes a value of 1 if the answer is a lot, or some trust. Same
individual level controls. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. The significance is reported at levels *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1
Backreferenced (on pages): [21]
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B.3 RCT: Heterogeneous Corruption Treatment Effects

Figure OA-8: Effect on self-reported vote intentions by support for the incumbent party
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βCI Non-Morena supporters βCI Morena supporters
βCO Non-Morena supporters βCO Morena supporters

This figure uses the sample of individuals for whom we have no missing values in both the outcome variable and any of the control variables (N=1577). Morena supporter
is defined as 1 if the respondent rates (on a scale from 0 to 10) Morena at a value higher than the median and 0 (i.e. Non-Morena supporter) otherwise. We show point
estimates and one-sided p-values on top of the corresponding confidence interval. Grey brackets show one-sided p-values for the hypothesis that treatment effects are
larger among non-morena supporters.
Backreferenced (on pages): [19]
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Figure OA-9: By ex-ante support for the incumbent or opposition
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βCO Non-Morena supporters βCO Morena supporters

Morena supporter is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent’s support for the political party is above the median. In particular, we ask We would like to know your
attitude towards certain groups. I will read out the name of some groups and ask you to evaluate each group from 0 to 10 according to the following criterion: An evaluation of 0 means
that you totally reject that person or institution. An evaluation of 5 means that you are indifferent, and an evaluation of 10 means that you completely support that person or institution.
We consider an individual to be an ex-ante Morena supporter if they evaluate Morena about 5 on this scale. We show point estimates and one-sided p-values on top of
the corresponding confidence interval. Grey brackets show one-sided p-values for the hypothesis that treatment effects are larger among non-morena supporters.
Backreferenced (on pages): [4]

B.4 Other survey outcomes
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Table OA-20: Effects on Corruption Perceptions, Support for Democracy and Trust: Aware vs Unaware of the Scandal

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Corruption

Index
Democracy

Index
Trust Institutions

Index
Trust People

Index

Corruption 0.244∗∗∗ -0.117∗ -0.203∗∗∗ -0.031
(0.055) (0.056) (0.055) (0.050)

Corruption × Aware -0.063 -0.036 0.056 -0.117∗
(0.062) (0.063) (0.062) (0.057)

Observations 3265 3328 3331 3265
R-squared 0.203 0.195 0.203 0.177
Enumerator FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Municipality FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean -0.000 0.002 -0.008 -0.003

This table shows estimates of the 𝛽 and 𝛽𝐴 coefficients from 𝑌𝑖 = 𝛽𝐶𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑢𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 +𝛽𝐴𝐶𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑢𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 ×𝐴𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑖 + 𝛿1𝐸𝑖 + 𝛿2𝑁𝐵𝑖 +𝑋
′
𝑖
𝛾+ 𝜀𝑖 . 𝑌𝑖 is one of the indices as defined

in the main text. 𝐶𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑢𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 is an indicator equal to 1 if the respondent was shown either the Incumbent corruption (CI) video or the Opposition corruption (CO) video.
𝐴𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑖 is an indicator equal to 1 if the respondent answered ’Yes’ to whether she was aware of the corruption scandal shown to her and 0 otherwise. 𝑋

′
𝑖

is a vector of
baseline covariates not dropped by LASSO when trying to predict 𝐴𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑖 or the Index of interest. The covariates vector includes an indicator for the respondent being
a man, years of age, education level indicators, an indicator for whether the respondent has a job or not, indicators for very high or high satisfaction with the economy
in Mexico, how democratic the respondent thinks Mexico is on a scale from 1–10, indicators for whether the respondent thinks corruption in the country stayed the same
or has decreased, how much does the respondent support/reject MORENA (1 being total rejection and 10 being total support), the simple average of how much does
the respondent support PRI and PAN (1 being total rejection and 10 being total support), indicators for SES as perceived by the enumerator, an indicator for whether
the respondent is catholic, an indicator for whether the respondent believes she has done well economically in the last 5 years, an indicator for perceiving one-self as
indigenous, an indicator for whether the respondent agrees the price of corruption must be paid so far as the country’s problems are solved, an indicator for whether the
respondent has been discriminized against and an indicator for whether the respondent speaks an indigenous language. Standard errors are heteroskedasticity-robust.
Backreferenced (on pages): [21]
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B.5 Persistence and accumulation

Table OA-21: Testing Accumulation: The Two Brother treatment

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Corruption

Index
Democratic

Index
Trust Institutions

Index
Trust People

Index

Only Baseline CI 0.015 -0.256 -0.137 0.031
(0.165) (0.156) (0.163) (0.175)

Only Baseline CO -0.033 -0.200 -0.147 -0.355∗∗∗
(0.130) (0.139) (0.144) (0.132)

CI2 0.287∗∗∗ -0.231∗∗∗ -0.217∗∗ -0.114
(0.084) (0.084) (0.085) (0.085)

Baseline CI + CI2 0.230 -0.424∗∗∗ -0.291∗∗ -0.109
(0.148) (0.151) (0.145) (0.141)

Baseline CO + CI2 0.267∗ -0.342∗∗ -0.354∗∗ -0.186
(0.158) (0.162) (0.173) (0.159)

| 𝐶𝐼 |≥| 𝐶𝐼+𝐶𝐼2 | (𝑝−𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒) 0.139 0.190 0.208 0.241
| 𝐶𝑂 |≥| 𝐶𝑂+𝐶𝐼2 | (𝑝−𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒) 0.044 0.227 0.147 0.832
| 𝐶𝐼2 |≥| 𝐶𝐼+𝐶𝐼2 | (𝑝−𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒) 0.651 0.102 0.298 0.484
| 𝐶𝐼2 |≥| 𝐶𝑂+𝐶𝐼2 | (𝑝−𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒) 0.552 0.752 0.211 0.676
| 𝐶𝐼 |≥ 0 (𝑝−𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒) 0.464 0.050 0.201 0.570
| 𝐶𝑂 |≥ 0 (𝑝−𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒) 0.600 0.075 0.154 0.004
| 𝐶𝐼2 |≥ 0 (𝑝−𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒) 0.000 0.003 0.006 0.090
CI2 ≥ −0.16 (𝑝−𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒) 0.196
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Municipio FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Enumerator FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.156 0.200 0.193 0.158
Observations 1054.000 1056.000 1055.000 1052.000

This table presents the results of the follow-up survey. The sample is only for the city of Oaxaca. Only Baseline are indicators for groups that received no further Incumbent
Corruption video between the baseline and the follow-up surveys. The coefficients associated with them measure how persistent the first exposure was. 𝐶𝐼2 indicates the
subsample that received the new incumbent corruption video. Baseline X + 𝐶𝐼2 are interactions. The omitted category is composed of citizens who did not receive either
the first set of videos or the second. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1
Backreferenced (on pages):
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B.6 Treatment Effects of Common Financial Exposure

Table OA-22: Treatment Effects of Common Financial Exposure

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Corruption Index

Follow Up
Democratic Index

Follow Up
Trust Inst. Index

Follow Up
Trust Ppl. Index

Follow Up
Actual
Vote

Actual
Vote

Actual
Vote

Panel A: Treatment on the Treated
Stocks -0.057 0.804∗ 0.433 0.583∗ 0.065 -0.063 0.081

(0.351) (0.479) (0.448) (0.351) (0.190) (0.410) (0.223)
Stocks × Far from Election 0.126

(0.478)

Observations 1061 1063 1059 1062 1154 1154 890
R2 0.107 0.088 0.099 0.129 0.105 0.110 0.127
Outcome control mean 0.132 -0.111 0.006 -0.155 0.570 0.570 0.558
H0: Stocks offsets (p-value) 0.436 0.047 0.167 0.048 0.367 0.562
H0: Stocks × Far offsets (p-value) 0.396 0.358
F stat - Stocks 235.388 237.257 232.318 235.115 297.835 189.668
F stat - Stocks × Far 280.873 278.293

Panel B: Intent-to-Treat
Stocks 0.012 0.116 0.040 0.110 0.031 -0.014 0.042

(0.087) (0.090) (0.090) (0.087) (0.041) (0.089) (0.046)
Stocks × Far from Election 0.050

(0.100)

Observations 1061 1063 1059 1062 1154 1154 890
R2 0.128 0.141 0.131 0.162 0.127 0.136 0.151
Outcome control mean 0.132 -0.111 0.006 -0.155 0.570 0.570 0.558
H0: Stocks offsets (p-value) 0.555 0.099 0.330 0.102 0.227 0.565
H0: Stocks × Far offsets (p-value) 0.309 0.183

Sample All All All All All All Far

Backreferenced (on pages): [23]
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OA - C Apex Corruption in Latin America: Diagnostics

Figure OA-10: Distribution of interviews relative to timing of corruption scandals

This figure plots the distribution of interviews per day relative to the respective corruption scandal.
Backreferenced (on pages): [28]

Figure OA-11: Timeline for Latinobarometer surveys

Months of Latinobarometer field work by country and year.
Backreferenced (on pages): [25]
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Table OA-23: Predicting Corruption Scandals

(1) (2) (3) (4)
scandal scandal scandal scandal

Mean dep. var 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003
Accuracy (Out of sample) 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002
AUC (Out of sample) 0.746 0.759 0.736 0.734
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Day of week Yes Yes Yes Yes
Month No Yes Yes Yes
Day of the Month No No Yes Yes
Close to Election No No No Yes

This table shows 4 different regressions trying to predict when corruption events happen. We take a random sample of 50% of all country-year observations (where 170 are
true scandals) and estimate logit models using this sample. We then impute a prediction of 1 whenever the estimated probability is larger than the median probability of
a country-year being a true scandal and a prediction of 0 otherwise. We use all 170 corruption events since we are not limited to those just falling within Latinobarometer.
The dependent variable is 1(Corruption)𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑑 , which =1 for the exact day in which the corruption scandal is revealed. Explanatory variables are different sets of indicators
as described in the table and the text. Accuracy is measured as an indicator equal to 1 whenever the prediction equals the true value for the dependent variable. For
column (1) the explanatory variables are country fixed effects, year fixed effects and day of week fixed effects, in column (2) we add month fixed effects, in column (3)
we add day of the month fixed effects and in column (4) we add closeness to election dummies, that is, a dummy for whether the scandal occurred 1 month before the
election, a dummy for whether the scandal occurred between 1 and 2 months before the election, a dummy for whether the scandal occurred between 2 and 3 months
before the election and a dummy for whether the scandal occurred between 3 and 4 months prior the election. The omitted dummy is for scandals occurring more than 4
months away from the election. AUC is the Area Under the Curve measure useful for evaluating whether the model is good at classifying the occurrence of scandals. It
is calculated by obtaining the are under the ROC curve, which plots the True Positive Rate on the vertical axis and the False Positive Rate on the horizontal axis.
Backreferenced (on pages): [26,28]

Table OA-24: Corruption Scandals: Covariate Balance Among Respondents

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
𝛽 Cluster 1 SE Cluster 2 SE Observations Mean dep. var

Male 0.022 (0.014) [0.010]∗∗ 27080 0.482
Age in years 0.523 (0.572) [0.442] 27080 40.239
Married 0.014 (0.012) [0.009] 27016 0.548
Middle-school completed 0.021 (0.024) [0.019] 27080 0.450
Employed -0.078 (0.057) [0.048] 27080 0.484
Middle-High SES 0.021 (0.015) [0.014] 24126 0.470
Has sewer system -0.009 (0.012) [0.011] 27080 0.886
House owner -0.029 (0.024) [0.021] 26850 0.615
Car owner 0.019 (0.014) [0.010]∗ 26934 0.763
Num. tries at interview -0.007 (0.016) [0.012] 26873 0.306

This table shows the balance in covariates for people interviewed by Latinobarometer before versus after the corruption scandals. The sample includes respondents
interviewed within 15 days before or after the corruption scandal event. All variables except of age in years and number of tries to get an interview are indicators. All
are self explanatory. An observation is an interview. We regress 1(Post Corruption)𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑑 , the main explanatory variable in equation 2 separately on each of the above
respondent characteristics. We control for country × year, month, and day-of-week indicators. Robust standard errors in parentheses are clustered by country × year in
parentheses, while robust standard errors in brackets are clustered by country × year × days from scandal grouped in blocks of three days. The significance is reported
at levels *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1
Backreferenced (on pages): [26,28]
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Figure OA-12: Predicting Corruption Scandals: coefficient plots

(a) Day of the Week (b) Month

(c) Day of the Month (d) Months to closest election

This figure plots coefficients from a single logit regression where the dependent variable is the occurrence of a corruption scandal 1[𝐶]𝑐𝑑𝑚𝑡𝑦 in a on particular day-of-week
𝑑, on a particular month 𝑚, day-of-month 𝑡, year 𝑦 and country 𝑐. Regressors include day-of-week, month, day-of-month, months from election. We plot the coefficients
estimated on these indicators along with their 95 percent confidence intervals. All regressions control also for year and country dummies. The omitted category is shown
as a dot without a confidence interval.
Backreferenced (on pages): [28]
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Table OA-25: Effects of Apex Corruption Scandals on Support for Democracy

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Democratic

index
Democratic
satisfaction

Democratic
support = 1

Democratic
support = 2

Democratic
support = 3

Corruption -0.069 -0.036 0.013 -0.012 -0.001
(0.035)∗ (0.015)∗∗ (0.023) (0.023) (0.016)
[0.033]∗∗ [0.014]∗∗∗ [0.017] [0.015] [0.016]

Observations 27016 25886 24746 24746 24746
R-squared 0.022 0.074 0.029 0.058 0.061
Country x Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean dep. var -0.000 0.343 0.192 0.248 0.560

Notes: This table splits the democratic index into its components. Democratic satisfaction is measured from the survey responses to "Rate your satisfaction how democracy
works in (country name) from 1 to 4", where 1 indicates the most satisfaction, the satisfaction variable takes a value of 1 if they report their satisfaction to be 1 or 2, and a
value of 0 otherwise. Democratic support is measured from responses to selecting the sentence they agree with the most, where "Democracy is preferable to any other form
of government" is given a value of 3, "To people like me, it is the same to have a democratic government than a non-democratic one" is given a value of 2 and "In some
circumstances, an authoritarian government can be preferable to a democratic one" is given a value of 1. Robust standard errors in parentheses are clustered by country
x year, while robust standard errors in brackets are clustered by country x year x relative distance to corruption scandal grouped in blocks of three days. Individual
Controls: Gender, Age, Schooling, Employment, Civil Status, Size of town, Socioeconomic Status, Month and Day. The significance is reported at levels *** p < 0.01, ** p <
0.05 and * p < 0.1
Backreferenced (on pages):

Table OA-26: Effects of Corruption Scandals on Trust in Distinct Political Institutions

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Institutions

index
Trust in
fed. gov.

Trust in
pol. parties

Trust in
electoral inst.

Trust in
fed. congress

Corruption -0.062 -0.031 -0.014 -0.030 -0.022
(0.031)∗ (0.014)∗∗ (0.008)∗ (0.015)∗ (0.010)∗∗
[0.031]∗∗ [0.012]∗∗ [0.009] [0.013]∗∗ [0.010]∗∗

Observations 27016 26597 26444 19938 26165
R-squared 0.033 0.084 0.034 0.096 0.036
Country x Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean dep. var 0.000 0.315 0.172 0.396 0.236

An observation is an interview. We regress each outcome on 1(Post Corruption)𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑑 , the main explanatory variable in equation 2. We control for country × year, month,
and day-of-week indicators. Robust standard errors in parentheses are clustered by country × year in parenthesis, while robust standard errors in brackets are clustered
by country × year × days from scandal grouped in blocks of three days. For columns (2) to (5) the variables measure trust in the federal government, political parties,
electoral institute and federal congress from the survey responses where respondents are asked to rate their level of trust on each of those groups from 1 to 4, where 1
indicates the most trust, each trust variable takes the value 1 if the response from the survey was 1 or 2, and the value 0 otherwise. Institutions index was defined in the
text. Individual controls are included.
Backreferenced (on pages): [27]

Table OA-27: Effects of Corruption Scandals on Economic Satisfaction Measures

(1) (2) (3)
Satisfaction with
economic system

Current macro
situation (1-5)

Support for a
market economy

Corruption -0.010 -0.017 -0.004
(0.019) (0.031) (0.012)
[0.016] [0.025] [0.013]

Observations 26095 26827 19988
R-squared 0.046 0.127 0.027
Country x Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Mean dep. var 0.227 2.761 0.747

This table shows the effect of corruption scandals on non-political measures relating to satisfaction with the economy. Robust standard errors in parentheses are clustered
by country × year, while robust standard errors in brackets are clustered by country × year × relative distance to corruption scandal grouped in blocks of three days.
Individual Controls: Gender, Age, Schooling, Employment, Civil Status, Size of town, Socioeconomic Status, Month and Day. The significance is reported at levels *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1
Backreferenced (on pages): [29]
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Table OA-28: Scraped News Channels’ Twitter Accounts

Country Institution Account Followers Country Institution Account Followers

Argentina Clarín @clarincom 3.1 M Guatemala Prensa Libre @prensa_libre 1.3 M

Argentina La Nación @LANACION 3.4 M Guatemala Diario La Hora @lahoragt 328 mil

Argentina Infobae @infobae 2.8 M Guatemala Telediario Guatemala @TelediarioGT 1 M

Brasil O Globo @JornalOGlobo 6.4 M Guatemala Nuestro Diario @NuestroDiario 863 mil

Brasil Jornal do Brasil @JornaldoBrasil 617,7 mil Nicaragua LA PRENSA Nicaragua @laprensa 356 mil

Brasil Folha de S.Paulo @folha 7.5 M Nicaragua Canal 10 - Nicaragua @canal10nica 211 mil

Brasil UOL Notícias @UOLNoticias 3.4 M Nicaragua El Nuevo Diario @elnuevodiario 220 mil

Bolivia La Razón @LaRazon_Bolivia 565 mil México Noticieros Televisa @NTelevisa_com 3,1 M

Bolivia EL DEBER @grupoeldeber 641 mil México Reforma @Reforma 3,1 M

Bolivia Los Tiempos @LosTiemposBol 352 mil México El Universal @El_Universal_Mx 5.7 M

Chile BioBioChile @biobio 3.2 M México López Doriga @lopezdoriga 7,6 M

Chile TVN @TVN 3.1 M Paraguay ABC Digital @ABCDigital 999 mil

Chile T13 @T13 3.2 M Paraguay Última Hora @UltimaHoracom 1 M

Chile La Tercera @latercera 1.9 M Paraguay Diario La Nación @LaNacionPy 319 mil

Costa Rica La Nación @nacion 612 mil Panamá La Prensa Panamá @prensacom 538 mil

Costa Rica Teletica @teletica7 424 mil Panamá TVN Noticias @tvnnoticias 846 mil

Costa Rica La República @La_Republica 166 mil Panamá Mi diario Panamá @MiDiarioPanama 311 mil

Colombia El Espectador @elespectador 5.3 M Panamá La Estrella | Panamá @EstrellaOnline 254 mil

Colombia El Tiempo @ELTIEMPO 7.1 M Perú El Comercio @elcomercio_peru 464 mil

Colombia Noticias RCN @NoticiasRCN 7.9 M Perú Agencia Andina @Agencia_Andina 616 mil

Colombia Noticias Caracol @NoticiasCaracol 8.8 M Perú Diario La República @larepublica_pe 2.2 M

Ecuador El Tiempo @eltiempocuenca 219 mil Perú Diario Correo @diariocorreo 1 M

Ecuador La Hora Ecuador @lahoraecuador 575 mil Perú Panamericanatv @PanamericanaTV 1 M

Ecuador El Comercio @elcomerciocom 1.7 M Uruguay El País @elpaisuy 720 mil

Ecuador TC Televisión @tctelevision 1.3 M Uruguay Subrayado @Subrayado 727 mil

Ecuador Teleamazonas @teleamazonasec 2.1 M Uruguay La República @larepublica_uy 110 mil

El Salvador El Salvador.com @elsalvador.com 778 mil Uruguay El Observador @ObservadorUY 720 mil

El Salvador Teledos @teledos_tcs 650 mil Rep. Dom. Periódico Hoy @PeriodicoHoy 698 mil

El Salvador Diario El Mundo @ElMundoSV 362 mil Rep. Dom. Diario Libre @DiarioLibre 1.2 M

El Salvador Noticias 4Visión @noticias4vision 780 mil Rep. Dom. LISTINDIARIO @ListinDiario 1 M

Honduras Diario La Prensa @DiarioLaPrensa 479 mil Rep. Dom. Noticias SIN @SIN24Horas 1.2 M

Honduras Diario El Heraldo @diarioelheraldo 371 mil

Honduras Diario Tiempo @DiarioTiempo 246 mil

Honduras Diario La Tribuna @LaTribunahn 263 mil

This table includes the Twitter accounts for the main news channels in Latin America that were used for scraping in Twitter, including country, institution, account, and
follower count in 2022.
Backreferenced (on pages): [25]
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