
American Political Science Review (2019) 113, 3, 727–742

doi:10.1017/S0003055419000108 © American Political Science Association 2019

Partisan Poll Watchers and Electoral Manipulation
SERGIO J. ASCENCIO New York University Abu Dhabi and University of New Mexico

MIGUEL R. RUEDA Emory University

Howdo parties protect themselves from electoral manipulation? To answer this question, we study
thedriversofpolling stationparty representatives’presenceand their impact on electoral outcomes
in an environment where electoral irregularities are common. Using election data from the

Mexican Chamber of Deputies, we find a robust positive correlation between the presence of party rep-
resentatives and that party’s vote share. The evidence suggests that this correlation can be attributed to party
representatives influencing the electoral results. We also formulate a game theoretic model of the levels of
representation chosen by parties in a given precinct and structurally estimate its parameters. We find that
parties send their representatives where they expect their opponents to send their own. The finding suggests
representatives play a primarily protective role, even when they are often involved in irregularities
themselves.

Political parties compete during elections on the
basis of policy platforms, their records of past
performance in office, and very frequently, by

engaging in electoral irregularities. When engaging in
irregularities is the chosen strategy, how do other
parties defend themselves from such actions?Although
a growing literature has investigated how electoral
manipulation occurs, we still do not have answers to this
question. The study of electoral manipulation has fo-
cusedon thedecisionsmadeby theparty that engages in
the irregularities, while giving only a passive role to its
competitors.Thisoverlooks the fact that theparty that is
the victimofmanipulation is the actormost interested in
counteracting it. In this paper, we address these issues
by studying the competitive allocation of resources by
parties that seek to prevent and offset electoral
irregularities.

We focus on the levels of monitoring chosen by
parties that are carried out by their polling station
representatives. In many countries, these representa-
tives constitute the first, and sometimes, the only line of
defense against ballot stuffing, tampering with ballots,
multiple voting, and other election-day irregularities.
The importance of their role is recognized by those

involved in campaigns where malpractice is common.
“A polling station without a representative is a stolen
polling station,” declared Andrés Manuel López
Obrador, Mexican presidential candidate, in front of
a crowd of followers during the 2012 campaign. “We
don’t want to repeat 2006, when we were robbed be-
cause we didn’t have representatives and many polling
stations were not guarded,” he continued, alluding to
the disputed 2006 election in which he lost by 0.58% of
the vote.1 The role of party representatives emphasized
by López Obrador is clear. Along with independent
observers, party representatives protect the integrity of
elections.

Paradoxically, the quality of the electoral process can
be compromised by these same actors. Party repre-
sentatives can use their position to harass voters, to
enforce turnout buying transactions by keeping track of
who has shown up to vote, or to even participate in the
disappearance of election materials.2 This dual role of
representatives—as protectors and manipu-
lators—creates an opportunity to study how parties al-
locate campaign resources in the face of potential
irregularities. In particular, if parties fear that rivals’
representatives may engage in electoral malpractice,
their choice of representation will be influenced by the
expected levels of representation of their rivals. Do
parties increase their representationwhentheyexpectno
monitoring from their opponents, which might facilitate
manipulation attempts of their own, or do they try to
counteract actions against their interests by having
a presencewhere other parties have their ownmonitors?

Answering these questions can help protect the in-
tegrity of elections. Political parties want to reduce
actions that hurt their electoral prospects and will use
their resources optimally to this end. Knowledge of
what induces parties to cover certain precincts and how
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representatives influence election results can indicate to
domestic and international independent monitors
where they are most needed.

Our analysis begins by illustrating how party repre-
sentatives influence electoral outcomes in Mexico,
a country that, despite its transition to democracy and
major reforms, continues to endure electoral irregu-
larities (e.g., Cantú 2014;Cantú andGarcı́a-Ponce 2015;
Magaloni 2006; Nichter and Palmer-Rubin 2015). We
usearichdatasetwith information fromelections for the
ChamberofDeputies focusingon the two largest parties
at the national level, the Partido Acción Nacional
(PAN-National Action Party) and the Partido Revo-
lucionario Institucional (PRI-Institutional Revolution-
ary Party).3 We find that there is a robust positive
correlation between the presence of party representa-
tives and the vote share of their party. The presence of
competitors’ representatives is, on the other hand,
negatively associated with a party’s vote share. We also
find that representatives increase turnout and reduce
the share of null votes, especially when their rivals’
representatives are not present. Moreover, repre-
sentatives weaken the effects on turnout and null votes
of poll-workers who are not selected by the election
commission and might be suspected of being political-
party agents. Finally, we see that where PRI repre-
sentatives are present, the likelihood of observing
a recount is smaller. All these findings are aligned with
the case study literatureandourownconversationswith
partyactivists thatdescribehowrepresentativesenforce
turnoutbuying, try to influencecountingdecisionswhen
ballots are not clearly marked, and prevent irregulari-
ties like partisan poll-workers tampering with ballots.

Since an alternative explanation for some of the
observed patterns is that it is easier for a party to recruit
representatives where the party is popular, we un-
dertake a number of checks that suggest such an ex-
planation is not driving the results.We first estimate the
effect of representatives on electoral outcomes while
controlling for invariable confounders linked to the
group of voters in a precinct by including precinct fixed
effects. We check the robustness of these results to
specifications that account for characteristics of a given
campaign by controlling for district-year fixed effects
and estimate autoregressive models to see whether the
presence of representatives is capturing previous voting
behavior. Additionally, we gather information on the
preelection registration of party representatives, which
allows us to compare precincts where registered rep-
resentatives were present with those where the repre-
sentativeswere supposed to be present, butwere not. If,
conditional on registration, actual presence of repre-
sentatives is determined by idiosyncratic factors, the
results would get us a more accurate estimate of the
effect of representatives. The findings also rule out that
time-varying unobserved determinants of the intended
location and availability of representatives explain the
findings. Finally, we undertake a sensitivity analysis

finding that in order to produce a null effect of PAN
representatives on PAN’s vote shares, selection on
unobservables would have to be 4.5 times larger than
selection on observables, while to produce a null finding
for the PRI, selection on unobservables would have to
be 5.5 times larger than selection on observables.

After gathering evidence on how representatives
affect electoral outcomes, we analyze the strategic
considerations driving their presence at a local level.
Our goal is to obtain estimates of how the levels of
representation from one party influence its rival’s
representation choices in a precinct.As afirst approach,
we write a simple game in which the PRI and the PAN
decide on their levels of representation using the vote
share regressions’ estimates to define the game’s pay-
offs. A key assumption behind this analysis is that
parties’ payoffs are exclusively reflected by their vote
shares. We find that, regardless of their rivals’ choices,
parties are at least as well off having representatives in
most polling stations of a precinct.

We extend this analysis to a setting in which the PRI
and the PAN are uncertain on how the rivals’ repre-
sentation choices affect their rivals’ payoffs and where
they do not exclusively maximize vote shares. In this
setting, parties optimize their utility function that takes
into account electoral benefits and costs of having their
representatives at the polls. Despite the absence of
disaggregated campaign expenditures data, the ob-
served location of representatives allows us to struc-
turally estimate the augmentedmodel’s parameters and
its best responses.4

We find that the PAN tries to match the represen-
tation choices of thePRI, choosing full coveragewhen it
expects full coverage from the PRI, but is less likely to
cover all polling stations if it expects the PRI to have
only partial coverage. We also find that the PAN del-
egates itswatchdog role to third parties, being less likely
to send representatives where smaller parties have sent
theirs. The PRI—a party with more resources and
higherorganizational capacity—doesnothave todo this
and is less responsive to expected changes in actions
from the PAN.Whenwe include the third largest party,
the PRD (Partido de la Revolución Democrática), as
a separate strategic player, we find that it tries to reach
representation levels that, match, but not exceed that of
its rivals. These patterns coincide with the image of the
PRD as a party who battles two richer challengers that
are known to engage more effectively in irregularities
(Larreguy, Marshall, and Querubin 2016).

The estimation of the strategic model together with
the findings from the simpler game based on vote shares
suggests that even when parties would like to cover all
polling stations in a precinct, regardless of the presence
of rivals, a fixed budget forces them to prioritize pre-
cinctswhere their rivals arepresent.The fact thatparties
prefer to monitor precincts where their rivals are also
present indicates that representatives are not

3 Later, we extend the analysis to include the third largest party, the
PRD.

4 Thismethodology follows studies that combine a likelihood derived
from the equilibrium of a formal model with data to estimate the
model’s parameters (e.g., Crisman-Cox and Gibilisco 2018; Kalan-
drakis and Spirling 2012).
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predominantly used to engage in activities that are best
carried out in the absence of rivals’ monitoring.

Although our evidence comes from Mexico, we be-
lieve our theoretical framework and findings can be
appliedmore broadly.Our work is particularly relevant
for developing democracies where electoral manipu-
lation is common andwhere parties can guard the polls.
As some of our findings are explained by the difference
in organizational capacity between the parties, our
conclusions are more informative for developing de-
mocracies where some parties enjoy an organizational
advantage, but where there is still meaningful
competition.

Ourwork is part of the growing literature on electoral
manipulation. Poverty, undereducated citizens, in-
equality, small electorates, and institutions that en-
courage intraparty competition have been linked to
fraud, vote buying, and legal restrictions to free com-
petition (Lehoucq and Molina 2002; Hicken 2007;
Ziblatt 2009; Birch 2011; Stokes et al. 2013).5 A smaller
group of papers has examined the effects of electoral
manipulation (Gingerich 2014; Imai, Park, and Greene
2015; Simpser 2012, 2013; Vicente 2013). This paper
contributes to this literature by studying how parties
competitively allocate resources at a local level to offset
and engage in irregularities.

The focus on interparty strategic behavior separates
this paper from work that treats a party or political
machineas theonly actor engaging in irregular practices
or that gives a passive role to its rivals. The “one-ma-
chine” assumption has been used to study interactions
that occur within a party, such as the control of un-
aligned party operatives who carry out themobilization
efforts or irregularities (Larreguy, Marshall, and
Querubin 2016; Rundlett and Svolik 2016; Stokes et al.
2013; Szwarcberg 2012, 2014), or between the party and
voters, as theories of self-enforcing clientelistic strate-
gies (Stokes 2005; Nichter 2008; Smith and Bueno de
Mesquita 2012; Gans-Morse, Mazzuca, and Nichter
2013; Gingerich and Medina 2013; Rueda 2015, 2017)
and excessive fraud (Little 2015; Rundlett and Svolik
2016). Other work treats the manipulator’s competitor
as a relevant strategic actor (Nichter and Peress 2017;
Rozenas 2016; Simpser 2013), but unlike this paper,
their empirical analysis does not focus on the parties’
efforts to counteract opponents’ actions. We do this by
first documentingpatterns in thedata that are consistent
with the role of representatives as protectors and
manipulators and then presenting empirical estimates
of how opponents’ representation levels drive a party’s
own representation choices.

This paper is also closely related to the literature that
studies election monitoring (Beaulieu and Hyde 2009;
Brancati 2014; Cantú and Garcı́a-Ponce 2015; Casas,
Dı́az, and Trindade 2017; Chernykh and Svolik 2015;
Hyde 2007; Hyde and Marinov 2014; Ichino and
Schundeln 2012; Kelley 2012; Simpser and Donno
2012). Althoughwe present evidence of the importance

ofpartisanmonitors for electoral outcomes that is in line
with previous findings, our goal is to use these estimates
to inform the study of the level of monitoring chosen by
parties with a focus on interparty strategic
considerations.

ELECTIONS IN MEXICO

There are a number of institutional features in Mexico
that inform our empirical strategy. This section briefly
describes them.

The Mexican Chamber of Deputies is elected every
three years through a mixed-member electoral system.
Of the 500 deputies, 300 are elected in single-member
districts by plurality rule, whereas the remaining 200 are
elected by closed list proportional representation.
Electoral districts are divided into precincts that typi-
cally group voters into units of 1,500 people. Within
eachof theseprecincts theremust beapolling station for
every 750 voters. Voters are assigned to polling stations
in alphabetical order by last name, and all polling sta-
tions in a precinct are placed in the same building.6

Voters in Mexico express their voting preferences by
markingaparty symbol in theballot. Failing tomarkany
party symbol or marking more than one opposing
parties invalidates the vote.

The electoral law allows parties to send up to two
representatives per polling station. To do so, parties
have to register the names of those representatives
before the election with the Instituto Nacional Electoral
(INE-NationalElectoral Institute), and this registration
information isneither available to thegeneral publicnor
rival parties. The registration process takes place after
parties have nominated and registered their candidates
and up to thirteen days before the election day.7

Representatives’ official responsibilities involve veri-
fying that the electoral law is being followed and
reporting irregular activities at any stageof theprocess.8

Party officials in a district distribute campaign resources
across local party cells that are in charge of a precinct or
small groups of precincts. The local cells then allocate
these resources between the recruitment of repre-
sentatives and other campaign activities. This local-
level allocation represented by the levels of monitor-
ing chosen by the local party cells is the object of our
study.

Besides party representatives, there are four regis-
tered voters, who we will call poll-workers, present in
the polling station: a president, a secretary, and two
tellers. These poll-workers and their substitutes are
selected through a process that consists of sequentially
and randomly restricting the universe of registered
voters. On election day, if any of the appointed poll-

5 For a review of historical work, see Lehoucq (2003). Kitschelt and
Wilkinson (2007) andHicken (2011) give a survey of the literature on
clientelism.

6 COFIPE (2008), articles 152, 155, and 239. The COFIPE was the
electoral law throughout the period we study.
7 Compliance is high. The PRI and the PAN only had unregistered
representatives in 0.13 and 0.48 percent of polling stations in the data.
We exclude from the sample observations forwhich this is the case for
any party when controlling for registration.
8 COFIPE (2008), articles 245–51.
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workers are missing, they are replaced by the sub-
stitutes. Any remaining missing positions are filled by
people from the line of voters at that particular polling
station.

We first focus our analysis on the two largest parties.
The PRI, which dominated Mexican politics for
seventy-one years, and the PAN, the long-standing
opposition party during the PRI’s autocratic regime
and the incumbent party in the period covered by this
study (2000–12).Recent research suggests that thePAN
and thePRI, butnot thePRD,are themainbeneficiaries
of irregular practices such as turnout buying (Larreguy,
Marshall, and Querubin 2016). We later extend the
analysis by including the PRD.

THE ROLE OF PARTY REPRESENTATIVES

Party representatives can influence election results in
multiple ways. First, they protect their parties from
electoral irregularities. These irregularities include,
among other things, multiple voting, early polling sta-
tion closures, miscounting, and tampering with the
ballots. The ways by which they prevent such actions
vary. For example, a commonway for representatives to
prevent multiple voting is by checking those voters who
have already cast their ballots against the lista nominal
(list of registered voters). This is possible as poll-
workers are instructed to read the names of voters
out loud as they approach the polling station and party
representatives are given the list of registered voters.

A key concern of parties is the possibility of polling
stations in which all poll-workers and representatives
support their rival.Emmanuel, anactivistwith thePAN,
explains, “if there is a polling station in which you know
you might win and you don’t send a representative, but
there is only a representative from the other party, the
party that is tied with us… then, I would be worried.”9

Parties try to gain control over the polling stations by
exploiting the rule that allowsvoters in lineat thepolling
station to serve as poll-workers (Larreguy, Olea, and
Querubin 2017). To do this, party activists place sup-
porters first in the line to replace the assigned poll-
workers who are prevented from showing up to the
polls. Once a party member is operating as teller, sec-
retary, or president of the polling station, the chances of
altering the results increase.

Oneway for a partisan poll-worker to alter the results
is to spoil ballots bymarking twoormoreopposingparty
symbols. This tactic is easier to carry out than to mark
leftover ballots after the polls close, or filling the tally
sheets incorrectly, as those actions generally require
collusion with all other poll-workers. A party repre-
sentative can prevent or report any of these actions.
Importantly, in cases in which ballots are not clearly
marked by voters, representatives are urged to “defend
the party’s vote”by trying to convince poll-workers that
the disputed vote counts for their party or that it is
invalid for their rivals. Such pressure at the counting

stage is more likely to influence poll-workers when only
one party has representation.

Preventingmanipulation is not the onlyway bywhich
representatives affect electoral outcomes. They play
a critical role in mobilization efforts like turnout and
vote buying, both of which are illegal under Mexican
law.10Besides access to the list of registeredvoters at the
polling stations, party representatives have lists of
voters who are supposed to vote for their party. The list
includes legitimate supporters and people who have
previously received bribes from party brokers in ex-
change for their vote.Given their uniquepositionwithin
the polling station, party representatives can verify
whether those on the list have shown up to vote. This
process, known as the “bingo system” (Larreguy,
Marshall, and Querubin 2016; Mercado 2013; Ugalde
andRivera2014), is described indetail byapartyactivist
from the PRI:

If on the list it turns out there are 100, and by 3:00 p.m. only
30 of the 100 have voted, they [the representatives] tell the
activist to keep working. [The representative tells the ac-
tivist] Look, go find these 70. They said they were going to
come to vote for the PRI.

He also mentioned that when all the voters on the list
had voted, the representatives can instruct activists
working outside the polling station to engage in turnout
suppression. Starting fights, planting firecrackers, or
disseminating rumors about vandalism, theft, and vio-
lence around the polling station are some of the tactics
used. Intentionally spreading false information about
the development of the election is also illegal.11

It is important to note that such turnout suppression
effortsmake sense if thepartyhas informationabout the
expected levels of support of its rival. This is likely to
happen when one of its representatives sees the “bingo
cards” (the lists of expected supporters) of the rival
parties’ representatives. If the rivals are not expecting
many supporters to come by later in the day, reducing
turnout would not benefit the party. In this way, while
the bingo system cannot be prevented by other parties’
representatives, it can be undermined when rival rep-
resentatives are also present in the polling station.

The bingo system is facilitated by the fact that poll-
workers are reading the name of the person casting her
ballot out loud.12 Paradoxically, doing sowas conceived
as a way to increase transparency by reducing the op-
portunities for multiple voting.13 As one PRI activist
commented,“partieshaveused thegoalof transparency
for their own strategic ends,” and the reading of the

9 Interview conducted by the authors. Mexico City, July 2015.

10 Article 403 of the Mexican Federal Penal Code.
11 Article 406 of the Mexican Federal Penal Code. Interview con-
ducted by the authors. Mexico City, July 2015.
12 Representatives expect the secretaryof thepolling station to read the
names of voters https://www.youtube.com/watch?v58xvE_EchhqY
(accessed 12/26/2017).
13 Electoral laws in some states that regulate local elections explicitly
mention that poll-workers must read the voters’ names aloud (e.g.,
Aguascalientes, Art. 199-III; Guanajuato, Art. 219; Chihuahua Art.
154-2; Zacatecas, Art. 181-1).
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names out loud becomes a tool to irregularly control
voting behavior.

There are two important roles that representatives
play in facilitating these mobilization efforts: the rep-
resentatives transmit to party higher-ups whether
brokers and activists are mobilizing enough voters
based on the lists and also help brokers identify those
voters who are not complying with the brokers’
instructions (Mercado 2013). In this way, polling station
representatives ameliorate the moral hazard and se-
lection problems that arise when unaligned brokers
work for a party (Larreguy, Marshall, and Querubin
2016; Rundlett and Svolik 2016; Stokes et al. 2013) and
partially solve the commitment problems of vote and
turnout buying transactions (Smith and Bueno de
Mesquita 2012; Gingerich and Medina 2013; Rueda
2015, 2017).

These accounts reflect that party representatives not
only guard against malpractice but, occasionally, en-
gage in irregularities themselves.Theyalso indicate that
some of the representatives’ actions are best carried out
in the absence of the rivals’ representatives. In what
follows, we statistically analyze the influence of repre-
sentatives on election outcomes and show evidence
consistent with these observations. Moreover, if parties
know that their rivals representatives’ presence hurt
their interests andcancounteract their actionswith their
own representatives, they should also take into account
representation levels of their opponents when de-
termining their own.The secondpart of thepaper shows
that this is the case.

DATA

Our dataset has information on electoral results and the
presence of party representatives in polling stations for
the Chamber of Deputies’ elections during the period
2000–12. The INE keeps records of all the information
contained in polling station tallies, includingwhether or
not they were signed by the representatives of each
party.This information is used to create indicatorsof the
presence of representatives.

For the analysis, we define the vote shares and the
representatives of the PAN, PRI, and the PRD to be
those of the coalitions in which these parties were
members. If in a givendistrict therewas no coalition, the
representatives and votes variables are those of the
individual parties.14

Figure 1 presents the fraction of polling stations with
representatives from each party by year. With the ex-
ception of the 2003 congressional elections, the PRI
covers a larger fractionof polling stations than thePAN.
We also see that, relative to years in which only con-
gressional elections are held (2003 and 2009), in pres-
idential election years (2000, 2006, and 2012), parties
tend to cover a larger fraction of polling stations. The
main difference between the two largest parties is that,

unlike the PAN, the PRI has increased the share of
polling stations that it monitors. Although these figures
show a clear dominance of the PRI in terms of repre-
sentation at polling stations, there is geographic vari-
ation in that coverage. In 75 districts, the PRI has
a coverage of less than 80%,with the lowest being 45%.

Figure 2 shows the fraction of polling stations with
representatives, butwenowconditiononwhether other
parties have representatives of their own.15Bothparties
have the highest probability of sending representatives
to polling stations in which the other major party and at
least one other party also have representatives (0.783
for the PAN and 0.910 for the PRI). Moreover, both
major parties prefer to send representatives where the
other major party sends theirs in the presence of third
parties (this is also the case when third parties are not
present but the differences are smaller). As for the
differences across parties, the PAN less frequently
sends representatives to stations in which there are no
PRI representatives, but where other parties have
representation. The PRI, on the other hand, has a high
probability of sending representatives where smaller
parties are present, even in the absence of the PAN
(0.845).

PARTY REPRESENTATIVES
AND ELECTORAL OUTCOMES

To look for evidence of party representatives influ-
encing electoral outcomes, we estimate equations of the
form

vis;t ¼ ris;t gi þ r�i
s;t g�i þ rotherss;t gothers þ zi9s;tz þ ds þ ht þ «s;t;

where vis;t is the vote share of party i 2 {PAN, PRI} in
sección (precinct) s in election t, ris;t is the fraction of
polling stations in the precinct where party i has

FIGURE 1. Fraction of Polling Stations with
Representatives

14 AppendixA lists theparties that formcoalitionswith thePRI,PAN,
or PRD and the years and location in which the coalitions existed.

15 ANOVA tests confirm that all differences inmeans within each bar
graph are significant with the exception of the one between ‘PRI,
others’ and ‘PRI, no others’.
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a representative, and rotherss;t is the fraction of polling
stations in the precinct where at least one party other
than the PRI or PAN has a representative. The major
party whose vote share is not the dependent variable is
denoted by 2i. The vector zis;t includes the margin of
victory in the previous election, the logged number of
polling stations in the precinct, logged population, the
average number of years of schooling in the munici-
pality where the precinct is located, a dummy for
whether there are concurrent regional elections, and
a dummy indicating whether the governor belongs to
party i.16 In addition, the ds’s denote precinct fixed
effects and the ht’s capture common shocks to all pre-
cincts in a given election.

We cluster standard errors at the district level. Be-
cause of redistricting in 2005 and the use of precinct
fixed effects models, our sample includes all precincts in
the years from 2006 to 2012, and those that did not
change districts from 2000 and 2003 (69% of all pre-
cincts in those years). The main results are still main-
tained if we use all precincts from 2000 and 2003 while
clusteringat theprecinct levelor ifwe restrict the sample
to the post-2005 elections when there is no redistricting.

Table 1 presents the results. In columns 1 and 4, we
see that both parties’ vote shares are lower when rep-
resentatives of other parties are in the precinct. In-
creasing the fraction of PAN representatives by one
standard deviation is associated with a reduction of 1
percentage point ('20.0283 0.37) in the vote share of
the PRI. An increase of one standard deviation in the
fraction of PAN representatives, on the other hand, is

associated with a 1.55 percentage points ('0.042
3 0.37) increase in its vote share. The coefficient on the
PRI’s representatives in its vote share model is not
significant. Below, we show, however, that when the
effects of representatives vary with the presence of
other representatives, this coefficient is larger and
precisely estimated. This suggests that, conditional on
the PAN not monitoring, the PRI’s representatives
positively influence the PRI’s votes.

The magnitudes of the estimated coefficients are
substantively important. In all elections in the sample,
the margin of victory has been less than two percentage
points in at least 20 races, and less than three percentage
points in at least 30. In some districts, elections are so
competitive that it is common to find elections decided
by just a few hundred votes. Moreover, because our
indicators of representatives’ presence come from their
signatures on the final tally sheets, it is possible that our
measures indicate that no representative was present
evenwhen theywere there for a fraction of the day.This
would tend to understate the true effects of repre-
sentatives in all of our regressions.

A separate challenge in interpreting the previous
estimates as causal effects is the potential presence of
omitted variables like partisan preferences. In partic-
ular, in an area where a party expects to do well, it is
easier for that party to recruit representatives. The
precinct fixed effects specification would rule out that
explanation if the voters who vote in a particular pre-
cinct have stable political preferences. Mexico has
characteristics that make this plausible: it has a rela-
tively well-institutionalized party system and most of
the voters in a precinct are the same as those who have
voted there before. Nevertheless, campaign-specific
factors not controlled for could influence the parties’
support and the availability of representatives over
time.

We adopt three different strategies to address this
concern. We first examine district-year fixed effects
models. These regressions exploit variation across
precincts in the same district in a given election and

FIGURE 2. Representation Conditional on Rivals’ Presence

16 The schooling and population variables come from a cubic spline
interpolation that uses information from the 2000, 2005, and 2010
censuses. We additionally control for the share of the illiterate pop-
ulation, the number of government employees, and the fraction of
dwellings lackingat least onebasic amenity at theprecinct level.These
variables are available for 2005 and 2010. The estimates with these
additional controls are very similar to those reported here as shown in
Table3 inAppendixB.Summary statistics of control variablesare also
in Appendix B.
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therefore hold constant all characteristics of a particular
campaign. Potential confounders like candidates’
characteristics, or the quality of the campaign man-
agement, would be accounted for in these models. We
find that representatives are positively associated with
their party’s vote shares andnegativelywith that of their
rival with coefficients of similar magnitudes.17

Wealso estimatemodels that control for the lagof the
dependent variable to account for the possibility that in
placeswhere thepartydidbetter in thepast, it is easier to
find representatives. Although the negative coefficient
on the PAN’s representatives in the PRI’s vote share
model is not significant, we see a stronger positive effect
of representatives on their own vote shares and
a stronger negative oneof other parties’ representatives
for both parties. The autoregressive models’ results,
however, tend tooverstate the effects of representatives
when there is unobserved heterogeneity at the precinct
level and when the previous vote shares are positively
correlated with the presence of the party’s own repre-
sentatives (Angrist and Pischke 2009, 246). Because of
this, Table 1 gives more conservative estimates of the
effects of interest.18

The third strategy is to control for the fraction of
polling stations where party representatives were reg-
istered while still including precinct fixed effects. The
rest of the models in Table 1 have this specification.
These regressions compare the same precinct in dif-
ferent periods inwhich the same fraction of their polling
stations were supposed to have representation, but
where the actual level of representation differed. Since
parties are required by law to register their repre-
sentatives before the election, the inclusion of regis-
tered representatives allows us to indirectly control for

all unobservable factors related to the availability of
party representatives aswell as those that determine the
willingness of parties to have representation. Thus, the
coefficient of interest in these regressions should cap-
ture the influence of representatives on the results and
not the party’s ability to have the representatives there
(at least at the time of registration). Columns 2 and 5 of
Table 1 show that themagnitudes and significanceof the
coefficients of interest change little when we add the
registration controls.

The models in columns 3 and 6 include an interaction
term between the representatives of the PAN and the
PRI. If there are representatives from both parties, it is
possible that they would attempt to neutralize actions
against their own party taken by the rival’s representa-
tives. Take, for example, the practice of monitoring the
lists of supporters who have voted in a polling station. If
one representative is not expecting a large turnoutbyher
party’s supporters but knows that her rival’s repre-
sentatives are (perhapsbecause she saw thebingocardof
the opponent), she could call for turnout suppression
efforts. We see that the coefficient on the interaction is
negative for both parties’ vote share models, but the one
in the PRI’s model is much larger and precisely esti-
mated.Theresults showthat thepositiveeffectof thePRI
representatives on its own vote share is offset by the
presence of PAN representatives. The difference in
results across parties could be explained if the PRI is
more likely than the PAN to use its representatives for
practices that are harder to carry out in the presence of
rivals’ representatives. The fact that, according to sur-
veys, the PRI is the party that engages in the most vote
buying (Mercado 2013) and the PRI’s long history of
electoral irregularities (Cornelius and Craig 1991;
Magaloni 2006) are in line with this interpretation.

The models in columns 7 and 8 give us information
abouthowrepresentatives are influencing the results. In

TABLE 1. Party Representatives and Electoral Outcomes (Precinct Level)

Dependent variable:

PAN’s vote share PRI’s vote share
Turnout Null share

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

PAN’s representatives 0.042*** 0.042*** 0.045*** 20.028*** 20.029*** 20.011** 0.012* 20.004**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.006) (0.002)

PRI’s representatives 20.012** 20.014*** 20.012*** 0.007 0.005 0.021*** 0.013** 20.009***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.002)

PAN’s representatives 3
PRI’s representatives

20.003 20.021*** 20.007 0.005**
(0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.002)

Others’ representatives 20.028*** 20.029*** 20.029*** 20.023*** 20.022*** 20.022*** 20.006*** 0.002**
(0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.001)

Registered representatives No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Precincts 64,653 64,345 64,345 64,653 64,345 64,345 64,345 64,345
Observations 267,984 241,152 241,152 267,984 241,152 241,152 241,174 241,154

All models include precinct and election year fixed effects. Additional controls are: logged number of polling stations, margin of victory in the
previous election, a dummy for whether the governor belongs to the same party, a dummy for whether there is a local election, logged
population in the municipality where the precinct is located, and average number of years in school. “Registered representatives” denotes
specifications that control for the fraction of polling stations in the precinct where representatives of the PAN, PRI, and smaller parties had
been registered. Standard errors clustered at the district level are in parentheses.
* significant at 10% level, ** significant at 5% level, *** significant at 1% level.

17 See results in Table 4 in Appendix B.
18 See results in Table 7 in Appendix D.
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column 7, we see that the estimated coefficients on
representatives in a turnout model are positive and the
oneon the interaction termhas a smallermagnitudeand
is negative. If all the polling stations in a precinct had
representation from one major party in the absence of
the other party’s representative, turnoutwould increase
by about 1 percentage point. Even if representatives of
different parties seem to partially offset their impact on
turnout when both parties cover all polling stations, the
turnout of the precinct will be 1.8 percentage points
higher than what it would be without major parties’
representatives.19

Column 8 shows that the presence of either PAN or
PRI representatives decreases the share of null votes,
but that these effects are weakened by the presence of
their rival’s representatives. These patterns would be
observed if representatives are preventing poll-workers
fromtamperingwith theballotsor if theyare influencing
poll-workers’ decisions when ballots are not clearly
marked. In the latter case, convincing poll-workers to
count a disputed ballot in favor of the party is much
easier when other parties’ representatives are not
present.

To gathermore evidence onwhether representatives
influence results by counteracting actions carried out by
partisan poll-workers, we examine models in which we
include the presence of poll-workers from the line of
voters (those that replaced the officially assigned ones)
as an explanatory variable and allow its partial effects to
vary with the presence of party representatives. Con-
sistent with the idea of representatives defending their
vote from poll-workers’ malpractice, Figure 3 shows
that the share of null votes increases by about one
percentage point when there are poll-workers from the
line in the absence of representatives from a major
party. However, the impact of having a poll-worker
from the line on null votes is almost zero when both
parties completely cover the precinct. We also find

a negative association between turnout and the pres-
ence of poll-workers from the line that is weakened by
the presence of representatives of both parties. Poll-
workers are more likely to come from the line of voters
where polling stations are less accessible and where
officially assigned poll-workers will not show up. This is
precisely where parties need to enforce turnout buying
the most.20

For the year 2009, for which we have information on
recounts, we find a negative relationship between the
likelihood of observing a recount and the presence of
representativesof thePRI (for thePAN, the coefficients
on representatives is negative as well but not signifi-
cant). In ourmost conservative estimate, a precinctwith
fullmonitoringby thePRIhasaprobabilityofobserving
a recount that is 3.2 percentage points lower than one
without representatives. This result, however, needs to
be interpreted with caution as a recount is only a very
imperfect measure of suspected irregularities. A re-
count does nothing to address common forms of ma-
nipulation like the tampering with individual ballots or
vote and turnout buying. Moreover, the measure could
be subject to underreporting, especially when the party
that is cheating is the only one monitoring the precinct.
In this case, the representatives from the party that is
present at the precinct might be preventing irregulari-
ties from the other party, but if they hide their own
party’smanipulation,wewould beeven less likely to see
a recount. We see some support for this reasoning. The
estimatedeffects of representatives of thePRIandPAN
on the likelihood of a recount are negative 4.9 and 3.4
percentage points in the absence of the other party’s
representative, which are stronger than the negative
effects when both parties have representation. The
coefficient on the interaction of representatives in these
models, however, is significant at conventional levels in
only some of our specifications. Even when the two
parties are present, however, the association is negative

FIGURE 3. Null Vote Shares, Turnout and Poll-Workers from the Line of Voters

19 '0.012 1 0.013 2 0.007 with a standard error of 0.0056. 20 See results in Table 8 in Appendix E.
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and significant for the PRI in all our models, which
suggests that representatives of the PRI could be
playing a role in preventing irregularities that would be
exposed with a recount.21

Robustness

In addition to the precinct-level analysis, we explored
models that use polling-station-level data. An advan-
tage of thesemore disaggregated data is that it allows us
to account for unobserved heterogeneity at the level of
the smaller group of people voting in a polling station.
However, models that use polling station data could be
affected by spillovers. Such spillovers can occur given
that the polling stations within a precinct are sometimes
installed right next to each other.22 Because of this,
turnout suppression efforts started by a representative
in one polling station can affect other polling stations in
the same precinct. It is also possible that poll-workers,
by reading the name of the person casting her ballot out
loud, could facilitate turnout buying enforcement by
representatives in contiguous polling stations.

Besides aggregating the data to the precinct level, an
alternative to account for spillovers while still using the
more disaggregated data is to control for representation
in the other polling stations in the precinct. In these
regressions, we also control for polling station fixed
effects and indicators of registration of representatives
in the polling station of interest and contiguous ones in
the same precinct.23 Consistent with the existence of
spillovers, we find that the presence of PAN repre-
sentatives in adjacent polling stations is associated with
larger PAN vote shares and smaller PRI vote shares.
Also, we see that the presence of PRI representatives in
adjacent polling stations increases turnout. The main
findings regarding the relationshipbetweenvote shares,
turnout, null votes, poll-workers from the line of voters,
recounts, and the presence of representatives are
consistent with the precinct-level analysis.24

Despite our previous efforts, it is still difficult to say
that the attendance of representatives at polling stations
is as-if-random. While registered representatives might
not show up to the polls for purely idiosyncratic reasons
(weather, sickness, familycommitments,andunexpected
events), there could be factors driving their presence
related to overall support for the party. For example, the
party could have more resources available in a precinct,
improvingmobilizationefforts directedat thevotersand,
because the party can pay more, increasing the chances
that registered representatives show up.

To see whether these concerns are important in
practice, we carry out a sensitivity analysis (Oster 2017).
We find that in order to produce a null effect of PAN
representatives on PAN’s vote shares, selection on
unobservables would have to be 4.5 times larger than

selection on observables, while to produce a null finding
for the PRI, selection on unobservables would have to
be 5.5 times larger than selection on observables. These
results critically depend on assumptions about how
much of the variance in vote shares is explained by
observed and unobserved confounders (Rmax). We
followOster by setting thisR-squared to 1:3~R, where ~R
is the R-squared from the regression of vote shares on
our full set of controls.25 Intuitively, this number
assumes that the variance of the outcome explained by
unobservables is less than that explained by treatment
andcontrols,whichwerechosenwithaneye to including
the most important variables. Even when we assume
that the variance of the outcome explained by unob-
servables is the same as that explained by observables,
we still find that selection on unobservables would have
to be larger than selection on observed controls to
explain away the effects of representatives on their
parties’ vote shares.

STRATEGIC DRIVERS OF
PARTISAN MONITORING

So far, we have been interested in the presence of
representatives as a determinant of electoral outcomes.
We now turn our attention to the strategic drivers of
representation making our key dependent variable the
levels of representation chosen by parties. Consider the
decision of local party officials in a precinct. The party
officials would want to avoid leaving the precinct un-
monitored if they believe their representatives can
counteract the rivals’ representatives from harming
their interests. Similarly, if representatives can take
actions in favor of their parties that are more easily
carried out in the absence of the rivals’ representatives,
the party officials should send representatives to
a precinct if it is not guarded by the competition. These
observations suggest that, parties should monitor the
precinct regardless of their rivals’ representation
choices. Figure 4 presents the payoffs of a simple rep-
resentation game that is aligned with these expect-
ations.26 These payoffs come from the expected vote

FIGURE 4. Representation Based on Electoral
Outcomes

21 See results in Table 5 in Appendix B.
22 Appendix B includes pictures of polling stations illustrating the
point.
23 Appendix C explains how we relabel polling stations to account for
the creation of new stationswhen including polling station fixed effects.
24 See Table 6 in Appendix C.

25 The 1:3~R is the quantity thatwould allow 90%of results in a sample
of papers that used randomized treatments published in five top
economics journals to survive after the adjustment on observables
procedure (Oster 2017, 28). See Appendix F for results.
26 Informedbyhowcampaigns areorganized inMexico,wemodel the
allocation decision at each precinct and not the more centralized
decision of how to distribute campaign resources across different
precincts, which could be captured by a Blotto-style game.
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shares predicted by the models in Table 1 (columns 3
and 6).27

In this game, regardless of what the PRI chooses, the
PAN isbetter off having full representation, but thePRI
has full coverage as a clear choice when the PAN does
not cover all polling stations.28 When the PAN is fully
present, sending representatives is not effective for the
PRI since the PAN’s representatives neutralize the
effectsof thePRI’s representatives.Given this, thePAN
has a flat best response function, always choosing full
representation. Full representation is also the PRI’s
unique best response for all levels of the PAN’s rep-
resentation except 100%, where not having repre-
sentatives is also optimal.

This first approximation to exploring the drivers of
representation assumes that the chosen representation
levels by the parties maximize vote shares. Just as firms
in a market do not maximize revenues but seek to in-
crease profits, parties are likely to consider the costs of
having representatives at the polls in addition to their
impactonvote shares.Representatives’wages fall in the
range of 150 to 300 pesos per day (7–15US dollars) and
there are also bonuses for good performance (Mercado
2013).29 The local party officials might find it more cost-
effective to allocate resources to other campaign ac-
tivities. Costs are also affected by strategic consid-
erations.Aricher party that giveshigher salaries to their
representatives puts pressure on its rival to do the same,
especially in areas with uncommitted voters.

Evenwithout detailed informationon campaign costs
at the precinct level, we can still examine the nature of
the strategic interaction accounting for the costs of
representation as well as the benefits by using the ob-
served variation in representatives’ locations. This is
possible since the observed location of representatives
in the data reflects the optimal decision of a party that
simultaneously considers effects on electoral returns
and costs of representatives. In what follows, we for-
mulate and estimate the parameters of an augmented
formal model of representation giving a precise struc-
ture for the parties’ optimization problem. Our mod-
eling framework follows Bajari et al. (2010), who
provide a general setup for estimation of static games
with discrete actions.30

Strategic Model

Suppose that the PRI and the PAN compete in a district
that contains S precincts. Here, we describe the parties’

interaction in one precinct, and in the appendix, we
generalize the model to include data from multiple
precincts. Parties decide what fraction of polling sta-
tions within a precinct should have representatives.
Given the observed distribution of representation, we
assume that parties take one of three actions: low
representation (L), medium representation (M), or
high representation (H).Apartyhas low representation
if its representatives cover less than 20% of the pre-
cinct’s polling stations, high coverage if the party’s
coverage is 80% or higher, and medium representation
otherwise.Theaction takenbyparty iwill bedenotedby
ai.

Parties maximize precinct-level payoffs by choosing
simultaneously their representation level. The payoffs
are given by

pi ai ¼ k; a�i; xi; eið Þ ¼ x9ibi;k þ 1 a�i ¼ Mf gai;k;M

þ 1 a�i ¼ Hf gai;k;H þ ei kð Þ;
with i2 {PAN,PRI},k2 {L,M,H}, and 1{$} denoting the
indicator function. These payoffs capture the electoral
benefits as well as the costs of running a campaign in the
area (e.g., finding brokers, representatives, or adver-
tising). The a parameters tell us how the rival’s actions
affect the party’s payoffs, whereas bi,k captures the
impact of contextual variables.31

Finally, there are action-specific shocks to the pay-
offs, ei(k).Wecan thinkof these shocksas all factors that
make the party more (or less) likely to succeed in its
efforts to influence the results when using a given
representation level. We assume these shocks are pri-
vate information. Furthermore, they are i.i.d. across
parties and across actions and drawn from a Type I
Extreme Value distribution. The previous assumptions
make this a game of incomplete information with si-
multaneous moves and the equilibrium concept we use
is BayesianNashEquilibrium.A strategy in this game is
a function that gives the party’s level of representation
for a given set of payoff-relevant characteristics and
private shocks.32

In equilibrium, parties will choose the action that
maximizes their expected payoffs so the probability of i
choosing ai is

pi aið Þ ¼ Pr ~pi ai; xi; ei; p�ið Þ$ ~pi ai9; xi; ei; p�ið Þ for all a9i 6¼ ai
� �

;

(1)

where we denote the expected payoffs of party i by ~pi
and p2i gives the other party’s ex-ante probabilities for
each action. The vector of equilibrium probabilities of
both parties’ actions is denoted by p5 (pPAN, pPRI) and
u is a vector that includes all parameters. We write the

27 We set all controls to zero and ignore intercepts. This game is
equivalent to onewhere the covariates takeother values.All non-zero
payoffs are significantlydifferent fromzero.Wecanalso reject thenull
of equality of payoffs across choices fixing the action of the other
party—the exception is the PRI’s choice when the PAN has full
coverage.
28 Wediscretize theaction space in thisway to facilitate theexposition.
An analysis with three levels of representation (low, medium, and
high) or with continuous actions would give the same substantive
conclusions. See Figure 2 in Appendix B.
29 The daily minimum wage in 2016 was 73.04 pesos.
30 Appendix I discusses other differences between the structural
approach and the simple game in Figure 4.

31 We include in xi all controls used in the vote share models. In
addition, we include previous turnout, the vote share difference in the
precinct between the PRI and the PAN in the previous election, the
distance from party i’s closest headquarters to the precinct, and the
distance from the nearest city of the two most populated ones in the
state to the precinct.
32 Given the strategy, ri, theprobability thatonepartychoosesactionk
is then pi ai ¼ kð Þ ¼ R

1 ri xi; ei kð Þð Þ ¼ kf gf ei kð Þð Þdei kð Þ; where f is the
distribution of shocks.
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system of equations implied by (1) compactly as p 5
C(p, x; u).

Given expression (1) and the known distribution of
the private shocks, we can write the likelihood function
of the model and estimate u using the Mexican data.33

Estimation

Following Hotz andMiller (1993), we estimate in a first
stage the action probabilities that enter the likelihood,
p̂, using a multinomial logit with a flexible specification
that only includes exogenous variables.34 Then, in the
second stage, we estimate the structural parameters, u,
by maximizing the likelihood derived from equilibrium
conditions.

One immediate challenge for estimation is that there
couldbe several probability vectors that satisfy thefixed
point equilibrium equation. Without taking the multi-
plicity of equilibria into account, the two-stage esti-
mation procedure would generate inconsistent
estimates (see, e.g., de Paula 2013). Consistency can be
achieved, however, if only one equilibrium is played in
the data. That is, given the same observables in a group
of precincts where there are multiple equilibria, parties
wouldplay the sameequilibrium inall of theseprecincts.
This assumption is sensible in settings inwhich the same
players interact with each other over time under the
same set of rules, as in the case of Mexico.

We also need to satisfy exclusion restrictions to
identify the effects of expectations about other players’
actions on observed players’ choices (Bajari et al. 2010).
In particular, we need to include in xi a continuous
variable that affects each party’s payoff directly but that
is excluded from the payoff equation of its rival.35Using
geo-referenced locations of the parties’ headquarters in
each district, we compute the distance from each of
them to the precinct.36 In this way, the distance from
a PRI (PAN) headquarters to the precinct is an ex-
planatory variable in the first stage when estimating the
PRI’s (PAN’s) action probabilitites, but it is not in-
cluded in the set of variables that affect the PAN’s
(PRI’s) payoffs in the second stage.

More distant precincts impose greater logistical
challenges on the party that could make representation
less likely. The distance from the rival’s headquarter
could, however, potentially affect the party’s own
payoff directly. For example, the distance from a PAN
headquarter might be correlated with how rural the
precinct is, which directly changes the composition of
the electorate. For this reason, we control for

demographics, previous election characteristics, and the
distance to the nearest city out of the twomost populous
ones in the state. We later confirm that the main results
hold once we use an extended set of controls, which
make the identification assumptionmore plausible. The
results of the first stage confirm that distance to a party
headquarters is negatively related to the chances of that
party choosingmedium or high representation (relative
to low) after controlling for all explanatory variables,
their pairwise interactions, and square terms of con-
tinuous variables.37

Given that the distances to the parties’ headquarters
are computed based on their 2015 location, we use the
twomost recent elections inour sample forestimation.38

Finally, we bootstrap across districts to account for the
uncertainty introduced in the first stage when com-
puting the standard errors.39

Strategic Model Results

Table 2 presents the estimated parameters. A co-
efficient can be interpreted as the change in the log odds
for choosing medium (or high) representation relative
to low representation when an explanatory variable
changes by one unit. We see that both parties are more
likely to choose high representation over lowwhen they
expect their rival to cover most polling stations in the
precinct.ThePANis also less likely to choosehigh (over
low) representation when it expects the PRI to have
only medium representation, reflecting a desire not to
exceed the representation level of its rival.

To see more clearly the overall patterns of party
interaction, Figure 5 presents the parties’ best respon-
ses.40 Although both parties try to cover all polling
stations when they expect full representation from their
rivals, the PAN’s response is stronger than the PRI’s. A
second difference between the parties is how they react
to expected medium levels of representation. The PRI
maintains its representation levels constant to changes
in expected medium representation while the PAN
matches the PRI by being less likely to fully cover only
partially covered precincts by the PRI, but increasing
the likelihood of choosing partial coverage in the same
precincts.

Recall that in the analysis based on vote shares
(Figure 4), it was a dominant strategy for the PAN to

33 Appendix H provides the full derivation of the likelihood.
34 We include in the first stage pairwise interactions of all explanatory
variables, the variables themselves, and the square terms of all con-
tinuous variables. A flexible specification is needed, as first stage
estimates of equilibrium probabilitites need to be consistent even
when we do not know how exactly exogenous variables affect those
probabilities.
35 Appendix H describes the intuition for why this exclusion re-
striction identifies the parameters of interest.
36 Wefirst search for theparty headquarters that is located in the same
district as the precinct. If no party headquarters is found, the search
continues to the neighboring districts.

37 The coefficient on the logged distance in the PRI’s medium rep-
resentation equation is 20.127 and the one in the PRI’s high repre-
sentation equation is 20.242. Similarly, for the PAN are 20.054
(medium) and20.046 (high). They are all significant at the 99% level.
38 By excluding 2003, we focus on a period in which all parties had
a stable coverage.
39 The bootstrap uses 500 replications.
40 In these predictions the continuous variables are at their mean, the
governor of the state does not belong to the party, and there are
concurrent local elections. For best responses to medium represen-
tation, we fix the probability of high representation of the opponent to
be 0.6 and restrict the x-axis from 0.1 to 0.4. This ensures the sum of
probabilitiesacrossactions is less thanone.Forbest responses toHigh,
wefix theprobability ofmediumrepresentationof theopponent to the
sample mean, which is below 0.2 for both parties. This allows us to set
the maximum probability in the x-axis to 0.8.
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have full representation.41Although thePANwould like
to have full representation in precincts with and without
representationof thePRI, this is expensive, and it cannot
be done everywhere. The PAN is forced to be more
selective indecidingwheretosendits representativesand
it only bears the costs of more extensive monitoring
where it expects the PRI to do the same. The PRI, on the
other hand, has more resources as well as an established
network of activists and brokers. This is consistent with
the PRI not mimicking the PAN’s choices to the same
degree as its rival regarding medium representation.

Results regarding the presence of third parties in
Table 2 show that the PAN avoids sending repre-
sentatives where third parties have sent theirs in pre-
vious elections. This indicates that the PAN relies on
smaller parties to play the watchdog role in precincts
where it is difficult to send its own representatives. The
PRI, on the other hand, is more likely to fully cover the

precinctwhere third parties sent their representatives in
the previous election. These findings are again consis-
tent with the PRI’s superior organizational capacity.

There is weak evidence that representatives con-
centrate in more competitive areas. Although the
coefficients on the margin of victory and the vote share
difference between thePRI and thePAN in the precinct
are negative, they are not significant.42 Intuitively, we
see that the parties are more likely to cover precincts
with more polling stations, where a governor of their
own party is in power, and in places that are closer to
their headquarter in the district. The coefficients on
schooling suggest that parties have representation in
their natural constituencies, as higher income andmore
educated voters traditionally support the PAN. Finally,
we see that parties are less likely to cover precincts in
states where the federal and state elections are held on
the same day. In those states the number of polling
stations increases as federal and regional elections have

TABLE 2. Representation Model Estimates

Dependent variable:

PRI’s choice PAN’s choice

Medium High Medium High

Strategic allocation:
Rival’s high representation 1.067** 2.937*** 3.278*** 3.203***

(0.413) (0.514) (1.09) (0.893)
Rival’s medium representation 1.944 0.841 1.556 24.358***

(1.606) (1.717) (1.55) (1.345)
Electoral environment:
ln(Polling stations) 2.38*** 1.522** 2.42*** 0.878***

(0.501) (0.517) (0.138) (0.141)
L. Margin 20.77 21.012 20.682 20.688

(0.879) (1.109) (0.548) (0.646)
L. Others’ representatives 0.078 0.165** 20.097** 20.141**

(0.065) (0.07) (0.043) (0.059)
L. Precinct’s difference PAN-PRI 20.276 0.061 0.279 20.056

(0.357) (0.423) (0.234) (0.253)
L. Turnout 21.319** 23.205*** 1.551*** 2.14***

(0.579) (0.687) (0.28) (0.31)
State election 20.471** 20.893*** 20.756*** 21.366***

(0.2) (0.239) (0.102) (0.151)
Other controls:
Governor 0.452** 1.891*** 1.277*** 2.286***

(0.191) (0.239) (0.155) (0.209)
ln(Distance city) 20.121 20.048 0.08* 0.088

(0.075) (0.092) (0.045) (0.059)
ln(Distance to party’s headquarter) 20.166* 20.274** 20.069** 0.002

(0.085) (0.098) (0.034) (0.044)
ln(Population) 0.013 0.054 20.088 20.171**

(0.067) (0.084) (0.059) (0.083)
Schooling 20.157** 20.306*** 0.244*** 0.263***

(0.066) (0.082) (0.048) (0.06)

This table presents maximum likelihood estimates of the parameters of the representative allocation game. Lags are denoted by ‘L.’
Bootstrapped standard errors are in parentheses.
* significant at 10% level, ** significant at 5% level, *** significant at 1% level.

41 The differences in conclusions are not driven by differences in the
set of regressors, nor the way in which we discretize representation
levels as seen in Figure 3 in Appendix B. Appendix I discusses dif-
ferences of the structural approach and the game in Figure 4.

42 We run the model for the year 2009 for which we have data on pre-
electoral polls. The coefficients on the competitiveness variable built
with this information are also not significant.
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their own polling stations. This makes it harder for
parties to find enough representatives.

Theprevious estimations rely on the assumption that,
if the game has multiple equilibria, only one of them is
played in the data. We partially relax this assumption
and allow different equilibria to be played in precincts
with the same observed characteristics that are in dif-
ferent states.43 As a second robustness test, we use an
alternative two-stepestimatorproposedbyPesendorfer
and Schmidt-Dengler (2008) that minimizes the dis-
tance from actions to best responses, obtaining sub-
stantively similar results.44 Similar strategic responses
are also found when we add as precinct-level controls
the share of the illiterate population, government
employees, and the share of dwellings without basic
amenities. This is also the case ifwe include indicators of
whether there were poll-workers from the line of voters
and the number of polling stations in the precinct where

results were recounted in the previous election.45 The
appendix also shows that the estimated equilibrium-
action probabilities from the first stage are similar to
those computed with the best response functions. Re-
assuringly, this diagnostic shows that our results are
compatible with the fixed point equilibrium equation
that is not imposed by the estimation procedure.

THE PRD AS A STRATEGIC ACTOR

So far, we have focused on the strategic choices of the
two main parties at the national level. The third largest
party, the PRD, however, has played an important role
in national politics, even recently disputing the presi-
dency in close elections. Unlike the PRI and the PAN,
the PRD has consistently campaigned against electoral
manipulation and recent evidence shows that the PRD
does not benefit from practices like turnout buying

FIGURE 5. Best Responses to Rivals’ Expected Representation

43 We do this by estimating the first stage action probabilities state by
state. Ideally, we would like to allow for one equilibrium to be played
in each precinct, which would further rule out multiplicity problems.
This is not feasible given the number of elections per precinct.
44 See Table 10 in Appendix H.

45 Where poll-workers from the line were present before, the PRI is
less likely to cover precincts. Also the PRI is less eager to cover
precinctswhere resultswere recountedbefore (seeTables 11 and12 in
the Appendix H).
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(Larreguy,Marshall, andQuerubin2016). Including the
PRD in the analysis allows us to seehow thePRIand the
PANadapt their strategies to the presence of a rival that
is not known to be effective when attempting
irregularities.

Although Vuong tests and Bayesian information
criterion support the more parsimonious two-player
model, there are some interesting findings when

adding the PRDas a player.46 Figure 6 presents the best
responses of all parties. The results indicate that the
PRD’s main competitors do not seem to fear the PRD
choosing full representation, as they either do not react

FIGURE 6. Best Responses to Expected Rival’s Representation (Three Player Game)

46 The BIC for the two-player model is 244,648, and that of the three-
playermodel is 435,530.TheVuongtest iseasily rejected in favorof the
two-player model (test statistic 433.1).
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to increases in the probability of the PRD filling all
polling stations (the PRI) or actually decrease their own
representation levels as a response (the PAN). More-
over, the PRD seems aware of the disadvantages of not
havingapresence inprecinctswherebothof its rivals are
and tries to reach representation levels that match, but
not exceed, that of its rivals. These patterns coincide
with the image of the PRD as a party who battles two
richer challengers that are known to engage in more
irregularities. Interestingly, the only party for which
simultaneously both of its rivals increase medium and
high representation reacting to its higher probability of
full coverage is the PRI. This again supports the qual-
itative accounts that place the PRI as the party that is
expected to engage in more irregularities.

CONCLUSION

This paper presents an empirical study of how parties
competitively allocate resources seeking to offset
actions against their interest taken by their rivals. Our
empirical approach deviates from work on electoral
manipulation that gives a passive role to the parties that
are victims of irregularities and it accounts for the in-
herently strategic considerations in theseenvironments.
We focus on the levels of monitoring chosen by parties
carried out by their polling station representatives. We
find that although parties would like to have repre-
sentation regardless of their rivals’ choices, they have to
be more selective, choosing to fully cover a precinct
when a rival that is known to cheat chooses full rep-
resentation as well.

Methodologically, the estimationof the formalmodel
allows us to take into account the costs of representation
when characterizing its strategic drivers in the absence
of accurate and disaggregated campaign-costs data. A
simpler analysis based on estimates of vote shares linear
models would predict parties choosing high represen-
tation levels regardless of their opponents’ actions. This
simpler electoral outcomes analysis gives us a de-
scription of how parties would react in the absence of
budget constraints, which helps interpret the results of
the augmented model. It also allows us to see the im-
portance of representatives on electoral results and it
presents evidence of how representatives affect vote
shares and counteract rivals representatives’ actions.

In the electoral outcomes analysis, we find that
precincts with representatives have higher votes shares
for their parties, lower ones for their opponents, higher
turnout, and lower null vote shares. We also see
a weaker positive association between poll-workers
from the line of voters and null shares when repre-
sentatives are present, and that the probability of ob-
serving a recount in a precinct is lower when PRI
representatives are present. These patterns are con-
sistent with qualitative accounts of representatives
enforcing turnout buying and preventing tampering
with ballots by partisan poll-workers.

The fact that parties tend to follow their rivals’
expected representation choices rather than avoiding
the rival’s monitors, however, indicates that the main

role of representatives is to protect the interest of their
parties and not to engage in actions that canmore easily
be carried out in the absence of competitors’ repre-
sentatives. It also implies that there is a tendency toward
having fewer polling stations where only one major
party is represented. This can facilitate the job of in-
dependent monitors, who can concentrate their efforts
in the polling stations where only one party is present.

The paper also highlights some difficulties when it
comes to the design of electoral administration rules.
While reading the names of voters who approach
a polling station out loud inhibits multiple voting, it
facilitates the control of voting behavior as carried out
by party representatives in Mexico. Similarly, allowing
voters from the line to serve as poll-workers guarantees
the continuation of the electoral process when official
poll-workers arenot present at thepolls, but it opens the
door to party agents to be directly in charge of the vote
count.More work should be done to assess whether the
costs of parties exploiting these rules to their advantage
outweigh the benefits sought with their initial
application.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

To view supplementary material for this article, please
visit https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055419000108.

Replication materials can be found on Dataverse at:
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/D7ZXZI.
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