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Big Picture

How do electoral incentives structure the behav- 02
ior of elected officials?

= We found causal evidence that sheriff arrest
behavior differed around election time.

o Use Coarsened Exact Matching to pair elected
Sheriff Agencies with local police departments of
similar size, capacity, and constituency.

Group
- Non-Sheriffs
= Sheriffs

« We know that securing re-election is an
important concern for elected officials.

0.0

« Monthly discretionary arrests declined by about
15% in election years.

o Estimate a “generalized difference-in-differences'

Difference in Means

« Prior work suggests that elected judges and
district attorneys become more punitive
around elections.

— a panel regression with agency and year fixed = Placebo tests found no changes for homicide and

-0.21

effects — modeling the changes in discretionary manslaughter arrests during election years.

arrests between election years and non-election
years for elected Sheriffs and unelected Police
Departments.

Month

Violent Crime Arrests 2005-2014 (Placebo) Next Steps

Introduction

0.2- © Assess the magnitude and significance of the We hope both to widen and deepen this analysis

interaction b.etween election year and elected through adding states and specifications.
status of police agency:.

. : e : L dP g T . = Expand analysis to other states (gain leverage on
00—yttt et e Nenstens @y Placebo test using “stickier' arrest categories, <P Y (& Veras
term length effects)

We test whether discretionary arrest behavior of
elected law enforcement agencies (Sheriffs) change
during election years. Matching a ten-year panel of
Sherift Offices with similar unelected Police Depart-

Difference in Means

which we do not think can be changed easily

ments, we find that Sheriffs have reduced rates | around election time. - Incorporate electoral data; perhaps competitive
y -0.2 . ?

of discretionary arrests during election years. @ Iterate through different sets of matching elections are m(.)derato%rs. | |

The effect-size of reduced discretionary arrests was Montr covariates (Bias-Variance tradeoff). - Analyze potential mediators like density and

racial composition.

substantial, but plausible, equal to about a 17% de-
cline in monthly discretionary arrest rates for sheriffs
agencies during election years.
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Consistent with other studies, we find that electoral timing influences political behavior. However,
unlike existing studies, we find that proximity to elections produces less punitive criminal justice policy.
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