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money politics influences voters' preferences, their
level of compliance with candidates who provide
incentives, and their loyalty to political parties or
candidates.

The research results show that money politics has a
significant influence on voting behavior, where voters
who receive incentives tend to choose candidates or
parties that provide these incentives. However, this
influence is often temporary and does not guarantee
long-term loyalty. Voter loyalty to candidates who
provide incentives is also influenced by economic
motivations, and voter loyalty tends to weaken due to
the practice of money politics, causing them to more
easily change their support in the next election if there
is a more profitable offer.

To reduce the negative impact of money politics, this
research recommends increasing political education,
stricter law enforcement, and strengthening electoral
institutions. A holistic approach involving the
government, electoral institutions, civil society
organizations and the wider community is needed to
overcome this problem and strengthen democracy in
Indonesia. This research provides in-depth insight into
the phenomenon of money politics and offers
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recommendations for improving the quality of elections
in Indonesia.

1. Introduction

The 2024 general election in Indonesia reveals a phenomenon that is increasingly
emerging, namely pragmatic voting behavior which is strongly influenced by
material incentives. The practice of money politics, where candidates give cash
or basic necessities to voters in exchange for their votes, has become an integral
part of the reality of elections in Indonesia. Various studies and reports on
election results show that material incentives have a significant influence on
voting decisions, both in legislative elections and presidential and vice
presidential elections. This phenomenon reflects the increasingly complex
dynamics of electoral politics and indicates a shift in voter behavior that needs
further analysis.

Voting behavior is an important aspect in the study of political science, especially
in the context of democracy. According to Evans (2004: 3-4), voting behavior can
be analyzed from two different levels, namely the micro level (individual) and
the macro level (society). Analysis at the micro level focuses on factors that
influence individual decisions in choosing, while analysis at the macro level
looks at patterns of voting behavior in a broader context, such as regional or
national trends. The study of voting behavior has been a major focus since the
early 20th century, with early research by Siegfried (1913) exploring voting
patterns in Western France before World War 1.

Indonesia, as the third largest democracy in the world, has unique political
dynamics. The practice of money politics is not a new phenomenon in Indonesia,
but this trend has become stronger in the last few decades. This raises
fundamental questions about the integrity of the electoral process and the quality
of democracy itself. In this context, it is important to understand the existing
models of voting behavior and their relevance to the widespread phenomenon
of money politics.

Various studies have identified that voting behavior is influenced by a number
of complex and interrelated factors. From the existing literature, studies on
voting behavior can be divided into four main aspects, namely:

Voter compliance - how voters respond to material incentives;
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Voter loyalty (voter loyalty) - the tendency of voters to remain loyal to a
particular party or candidate;
Voting decision - the decision-making process by voters in determining their
choice;
Factors that determine voting behavior (voting determinants) - various variables
that influence voting behavior.
A deep understanding of these aspects is very important in analyzing voting
behavior in Indonesia, especially in the context of money politics. Thus, this study
aims to explore more deeply the model of voting behavior, the factors that
influence it, and how money politics influences the preferences and decisions of
voters in Indonesia.

2. Research Method

This research uses a library study and desk research approach by utilizing
reference sources in the form of hardcopy and digital files. Thus, it is hoped that
this study can make a significant contribution to the understanding of voting
behavior in Indonesia and provide insight into the development of fairer and
more democratic election policies.

3. Results and Discussion

The 2024 general election that has just passed in Indonesia increasingly shows a
tendency to strengthen the pragmatic model of voting behavior that really takes
material incentives into account. Various publications of study results and
candidate testimonies conclude that incentives in the form of cash or basic
necessities have a significant influence on candidates' vote acquisition in
legislative elections and presidential and vice presidential elections. The
increasingly strengthening trend of the phenomenon of money politics
encourages the author to look again at the models of voting behavior that are
currently known and their relevance to the development of electoral politics in
Indonesia. This study is based on library research and desk research using
reference sources in the form of hardcopy and digital files.

Voting behavior is the process of determining a person's decision to vote (or not
vote) for a particular party or candidate in a general election. According to Evans
(2004: 3-4), voting behavior can be seen from two different levels of analysis,
namely the micro level (individual) and the macro level (society). Studies of voter
behavior at the micro level carried out in aggregate can produce aggregate data
at the regional or national level. The term election or voting has actually been
known in political science terminology for a long time. Starting from Aristotle to
De Tocqueville, they include the term voting in their works. However, the study
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of voting behavior in a more specific and focused manner was only carried out
at the beginning of the 20th century. One of them was Siegfried (1913) who
conducted research on voting patterns in Western France before World War I
(Evans, 2004: 21).

From various available references, studies on voting behavior can be seen from
at least four different aspects, namely: (1) voter compliance (Schaffer, 2005: 3-4;
Schaffer, 2007: 17-29); (2) voter loyalty (Hirschman, 1970; Anderson and
Srinivasan, 2003; Evans, 2004; Bratton, 2008: 15; Bartels, 2008: 14; Schaffer, 2007:
185); (3) the decision to choose or voting choice (see Lau and Redlawsk, 2006: 3-
8; Evans, 2004: 4; Vicente, 2007: 18; Woshinsky, 2008: 102-132; Zukerman, 205:
229); and (4) factors that determine voting behavior (voting determinants) or
often referred to as models of voting behavior (see Niemi, 2008: 13-15; Evans,
2004: 6-89; Heywood, 2007: 265-269; Liddle and Mujani, 2007).

1. Voter Compliance and Loyalty

According to Schaffer in his book "Election for Sale: the Causes and
Consequences of Vote Buying" (2008), the purpose of vote-buying is for voters to
decide their choice in accordance with the wishes of the party who provides
money or materials. The willingness of voters to follow the wishes of money
politics actors is called voter compliance. In offering money, goods or services to
voters, in general there are three forms of compliance that the giver expects from
the recipient in terms of choosing or not choosing a particular candidate. First,
instrumental compliance, where recipients change or do not change their voting
behavior voluntarily because they receive material rewards. Second, normative
compliance, where the recipient changes or does not change their voting behavior
because they feel they have a moral obligation or a sense of indebtedness to the
goodness or worthiness of the candidate providing the incentive. Third, coercive
compliance, where providing material becomes a kind of bullying to change or
not change voting behavior. The recipient feels afraid if they refuse the gift or
afraid if they do not choose with instructions after the offer has been accepted
(Schaffer, 2005: 9).

By introducing the concept of voter compliance, Schaffer implicitly
acknowledges that vote-buying can change political preferences and voting
behavior. However, he admits that in the practice of vote buying there is no
certainty (uncertain compliance) that the recipient of money or material will
follow the wishes of the giver (Schaffer, 2007: 19). In this case, Schaffer agrees
with Kramon (2009), Bratton (2008), and Stokes (2005).

The practice of vote buying is considered not to be the same as economic
transactions between sellers and buyers, because vote buying transactions are
illegal and in themselves are not protected by applicable law. There is no
obligation for the recipient of money or material to carry out what was promised
by the person giving the material. Schaffer (2005: 6) calls this the "problem of
coercion" that exists in every vote buying transaction.
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Apart from that, the party giving the money or materials also does not have a
means of control to ensure whether the vote buying "transaction" entered into
with the recipient of the money is carried out or not by the recipient of the money
on election day. Because election regulations in many democratic countries
generally state that voting must be done in secret. Apart from that, in the practice
of vote buying, both the giver and recipient of funds or materials can be
threatened with legal sanctions.

Meanwhile, voter loyalty is the tendency of voters' behavior towards a particular
party or candidate, resulting in repeated voting behavior. "Voter loyalty is
defined as the voters' favorable attitude towards a party resulting in repeat
voting behavior" (Anderson and Srinivasan, 2003:16). According to Norris,
loyalty (to the party) is one of the most important aspects of voting behavior -
apart from the form of party competition and the level of voter participation in
elections. "The most important aspects of voting behavior concern patterns of
party competition, the strength of party loyalties, and levels of electoral turnout"
(Norris, 2004: 6).

Economist Albert O. Hirschman wrote the book Exit, Voice, and Loyalty (1970)
which is widely used as a reference regarding the concept of loyalty. According
to Hirschman, members of an organization, whether a business, a nation or any
other form of human grouping, have essentially two possible responses when
they perceive that this organization is showing a decline in quality or benefits for
members: they can leave or exit (withdraw from the relationship) , or, they may
voice or voice (attempt to repair or improve the relationship through the
communication of complaints, grievances or proposals for change). For example,
citizens may respond to increasing political repression in two ways: emigrate or
protest. Likewise, employees may choose to quit a job they are unhappy with, or
express their concerns in an attempt to improve the situation. Dissatisfied
customers can convey it to managers, or they choose to shop elsewhere
(Hirschman, 1970: 14). Loyalty is a situation where there is loyalty to the
organization (as evidenced by politically strong patriotism, or brand loyalty for
consumers), so that exit options can be reduced, especially where the option to
leave is not very attractive (Hirschman, 1970: 21) .

In the context of general elections, loyalty or allegiance will result in repeated
behavior where voters will vote for the same candidate or party. One indicator
that forms loyalty is pastisanship or a sense of closeness to a particular party.
This concept originates from the general election tradition in the United States
since the 1950s, where voting behavior tendencies were measured, among other
things, by their sense of closeness to the Republican Party, Democratic Party, or
Independent. The standard question usually used by the American National
Election Study (NES) is, "Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as
a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or what" (Norris, 2004: 131).

In this research, the concept of voter loyalty is used to determine how strong
material incentive factors (money politics) can change voters' decisions in casting
their votes for certain candidates. Voters who say they will turn away if they
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don't get material incentives are considered disloyal voters or have low loyalty.
On the other hand, voters who remain loyal to their choice even though they do
not receive material incentives are considered voters who have high loyalty. A
study in the Philippines showed that one fifth of the 38 percent of voters who
accepted money politics said they would still vote for the same candidate even
though they did not receive money or other gifts from the candidate in question
(Schaffer, 2005: 6).

2. Voting Decisions and Voting Behavior Models

Viewed based on the main factors that influence voters, Heywood (2007:
266) groups voter behavior into four models, namely: the sociological model, the
party identifications model, and the rational choice model. choice model), and
the dominant ideology model.
The Sociological Model was developed by Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee
(1954) from Columbia University, Lipset and Rokkan (1967), and Butler and
Stokes (1971). This model believes that a person's voting behavior is determined
by their character and sociological background such as class, religion, level of
education, type of work, race, language and region of residence.
The Party Identification Model or Social-Psychological Model developed by
Campbell, Converse, Miller, and Stokes (1960) from Michigan University.
According to this model, a person's political preferences in general elections are
not only determined by the social characteristics of voters, but are also influenced
by psychological factors. Campbell and his friends came up with the concept of
party identification (party identification or partisanship), namely a feeling of
closeness to a particular political party. This concept has become a reference for
many researchers who study voting behavior issues to this day.
The Rational Choice Model originates from the work of Anthony Downs (1956)
and was later developed, among others, by Lewis-Beck (1998). According to this
third model, voting behavior is determined by an assessment of economic-socio-
political conditions at the individual level (egocentric) and at the local-regional-
national level (sociotropic).
The dominant ideology model believes that the process of manipulation and
ideological control will greatly influence voter preferences in general elections
(Heywood, 2007: 268). This model originates from socialist countries which have
a very limited number of political choices. Compared with the other three
models, the dominant ideology model is relatively less developed.
The Sociological Model was developed based on research in Erie County, Ohio,
United States, in the early 1940s. Paul Lazarsfeld and his friends conducted at
least seven panel surveys of 600 respondents, both with the same and different
questions. The main aim of the survey was to find out how voter behavior
changed during the presidential election campaign (Bartels, 2009: 3). Because it
was carried out by researchers from Columbia University, this model is often also
called the Columbia Model. The main conclusion of their research is that voting
behavior is determined by a person's sociological background. The sociological
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background referred to includes, among other things, a person's age, region of
origin (for example: Java, Outside Java), where a person lives (for example: city,
village), gender, race and ethnicity, employment status, socio-economic status,
and orientation. religious. According to the Columbia School, “a person thinks,
politically, as he is, socially. Social characteristics determine political preference”
(in Goodin and Klingemann, 1998: 228).

Figure 2.2. Columbia Sociological Model

This model also states that the campaign process and mass media coverage have
little influence on a person's voting preferences, because when the campaign is
carried out most voters already have a decision regarding the candidate or party
they will choose. The initial publication of the sociological model can be seen in
The People's Choice written by Lazarsfeld, Berelson, Gaudet (1944); and Voting
by Berelson, Lazarsfeld, McPhee (1954). The process of determining choices in
the Sociological Model is depicted in Figure 2.2.

Several years after the research in Erie County, researchers from Michigan
University conducted a national survey leading up to the 1948 United States
presidential election. The survey was initially conducted not specifically to
determine voter behavior, but rather to determine public opinion on foreign
political policy. United States of America. However, “at the end of these
interviews, in order to determine the degree of political interest of the
respondents and their general political orientation, had asked respondents
whether they planned to vote in the upcoming presidential election and for
which party - at the end of the interview ", with the aim of knowing the general
level of interest and political orientation of respondents, respondents were asked
whether they planned to vote in the upcoming presidential election and which
party they would vote for" (Campbell et. all., in Bartels, 2000: 35-50).
Immediately after the 1948 presidential election - partly driven by the failure of
the Gallup Poll to predict President Harry Truman's victory over Thomas Dewey
- Campbell and his friends re-interviewed respondents to find out: (1) the process
of crystallization of voters' votes; (2) collect data on the personal characteristics,
attitudes and demographics of voters and non-voters; and (3) assessing the
influence of a number of political, social and psychological factors on voting
behavior (Campbell et. all., in Bartels, 2000: 35).

One of the findings of the Michigan School based on three surveys leading up to
the US presidential elections in 1948, 1952 and 1956 is that a person's political
preferences in general elections are largely determined by their sense of closeness
to a particular party or ideology that is stable. "The principal motivation behind
voting in the US is party identification, being a long-term stable psychological
affinity for one of the two major parties - the main motivation behind voting in
the United States is party identification, being a long-term stable psychological
affinity for one one of two parties” (Campbell, et. all., in Evans, 2004: 24).
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In contrast to researchers from Columbia University, the Michigan School
strongly believes that the campaign process has a significant influence on a
person's voting behavior. "In terms of the Michigan model's voting 'equation’,
then, the socialization process and individuals' social context provide the
psychological predisposition towards a certain party" (Evans, 2004: 25). Through
the socialization or campaign process, voters are introduced to personalities,
leadership and important issues that will be fought for by the parties and
candidates competing in the election. Campbell and his friends' research was
published in The American Voter (1960) which is still an important reference in
studies of voting behavior to this day. The process of determining voice in the
Socio-Psychological Model is depicted in Figure 2.3 below.

Figure 2.3. Michigan Socio-Psychological Model
(Harrop and Miller, in Evans, 2004: 26)

Meanwhile, the Rational Choice Model was first introduced by Anthony Downs
in his work An Economic Theory of Democracy (1957) and developed, among
others, by Mancur Olson in The Logic of Collective Action (1965). The basic
assumption of the rational choice model is that citizens will act rationally in
political activities. "Each citizen casts his vote for the party he believes will
provide him with more benefits than any other" (Downs, 1957: 36).

The rational choice model believes that a person's voting behavior is determined
based on subjective evaluations of various conditions (economic-political-social)
at the individual and societal levels. Usually the principle of reward and
punishment applies, especially to incumbent candidates. If economic and social
conditions are considered good, voters tend to reward them by re-electing the
candidate or party in power. On the other hand, if economic and social conditions
are deemed to be unfavorable, voters will punish the candidate or party in power
by giving their vote to another candidate or party.

The voter's subjective evaluation can be egocentric (from the perspective directly
experienced by the voter) or sociotropic (an assessment of regional and national
macro conditions). The rational choice model believes that economic factors have
a determining role in a person's voting behavior. Because of this, this model is
often also called the economic model or economic voting model (Dorussen and
Taylor, 2002).

According to Evans (2005: 5), voters tend to choose parties and candidates based
on the benefits obtained or promised. The expected benefits of voting will vary
depending on the voter's background. However, some of the factors that
motivate voters can be: benefits for groups (for example certain policies for the
working class); material benefits (e.g. reduced taxes); managerial competence (eg
improving the quality of public services); focus on relevant issues (e.g.
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environmental policies to reduce pollution); and the defeat of the other party (e.g.
voting for a Conservative party to hold off a Socialist party that voters hate).
Down defines rationality as "engaging in the pursuit of goals in the most
reasonable way possible" or efforts to achieve goals in the most reasonable way
possible. Taking the example of economic activity, Downs gives an example of
"the most reasonable way possible" as a person who pursues his goals through
the best means according to his knowledge, using the least amount of input or
resource input to obtain a high-value output (Downs, 1957: 5). In other words,
rational voters will consider the most cost-effective means of maximizing the
profits they obtain or the most cost-effective means of maximizing his/her gains.
Downs (1957: 6) then added five criteria that must be met for the principle of
rationality as he explained to work. The five criteria are:

(1) Individuals are able to make a decision when faced with various
alternatives.

(2)  Individuals are able to rank their preferences based on order.

(3)  The ranking preferences made by individuals are transitive (for example:
if the individual believes that alternative 1 is better than alternative 2 and
alternative 2 is better than alternative 3, then the consequence is that alternative
1 must be better than alternative 3).

(4)  Individuals will always choose the alternative they like best.

(5)  If these alternatives are presented at different times but in the same
situation, then the individual will always choose the same alternative.

Downs introduced the concept of utility income which he defined as "a measure
of benefits from government activities" or a measure of the benefits from
activities carried out by the government. Utility income will be a consideration
for voters when faced with the choice of choosing the government party
(incumbent) and the party opposing the government (opposition). The benefits
that voters will consider from government activities, for example, could be:
government performance in repairing and cleaning roads, providing clean water
facilities, preserving beaches, handling waste, weather forecasting, and so on
(Downs, 1957: 37).

Downs views politics as a public arena, where rational individual decisions in
the political realm will always consider the benefits for the public, not individual
interests alone. However, at this point Downs' view is not agreed with by the
successors of economic voting theory such as Buchanan and Tullock (1999) and
Olson (2002). According to Buchanan and Tullock (1999: 16), in all aspects of life
including politics, rational individual action "is motivated solely by individual
self-interest in all aspects of his behavior."

Common or group interests will only be effectively fought for in small groups
where the members know each other and all group members are guaranteed to
benefit from the group's interests (Olson, 2002: 35). However, in large groups,
rational individuals will move or act based on their own self-interest. Thus, in a
political context, rational voters are very likely to make the material benefits they
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have obtained or will obtain as one of the considerations in determining their
choice in a general election when there is more than one option.

3. Model of Voting Behavior in Indonesia

Attention to voting behavior in Indonesia has increased for at least the last ten
years, in line with the era of democratic transition which, among other things,
was marked by the presence of free and fair elections. The legislative elections in
1999 and the presidential elections in 2004 were seen by some parties as historical
milestones that marked Indonesia's entry into the ranks of democratic countries
(Bunte and Ufen, 2009: 5; Freedman, 2006: 88).

Free general elections make voters more independent in determining their
political choices. Voters are no longer associated with certain parties or groups
(Bartels, 2009: 226). In this free situation, the results of general elections become
more difficult to predict. This is different from the elections during the New
Order era, where the government's role and intervention in mobilizing the
masses ahead of the elections was very visible. With a limited number of parties,
where there was one dominant party, the results of the New Order elections were
relatively easy to predict (Ghaffar, 1992: 16). Therefore, general elections during
the New Order were never categorized as "free and honest general elections".
The presence of independent public opinion survey institutions has contributed
to increasing attention to voting behavior in Indonesia. Free general elections
require a more scientific approach to determine public opinion and voting
behavior tendencies. Even though it is mostly used for the purposes of winning
elections and post-conflict regional elections, the presence of public opinion
survey institutions has made the concept of voting behavior better known in the
realm of Indonesian politics. The terms popularity and electability have now
become vocabulary that is often heard in the context of political contestation in
Indonesia.

Mulkan (1989) mapped changes in the voting behavior of Indonesian Muslims
based on the socio-religious categorization introduced by Clifford Gertz, namely
Santri, Abangan and Priyayi - known as sect politics. In research on voting
behavior in a village in South Sulawesi, Tagwa and Usman (2004) concluded that
religious figures and local political elites had a very determining influence on
voting behavior among the Muslim community. Mulkan and Tagwa and Usman
use the Sociological Model to explain voter behavior in Indonesia.

Ghaffar (1992) also used the perspective of political sect and social class coupled
with party identification and leadership to examine the consistency and changes
in voter behavior in the New Order elections. Ghaffar combined the concepts
introduced by the Columbia Model and the Michigan Model together.
Meanwhile, Kristiadi's (1996) study places more emphasis on a socio-cultural
approach as an explanation of voting behavior by referring to patterns of
behavior in a paternalistic culture.

More comprehensive research on voting behavior in Indonesia was conducted
by William Liddle and Saiful Mujani (2007) based on the results of several
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national voting behavior surveys. The two researchers concluded that voting
behavior in Indonesia in the 1999 and 2004 elections was strongly influenced by
the leadership of the candidates running and party identification. Meanwhile,
sociological, demographic and religious orientation factors have an insignificant
influence on voting behavior (Liddle and Mujani, 2007: 850). In other research,
the two researchers confirmed the decreasing role of sociological, demographic
and religious orientation factors on voting behavior. In the 2009 elections voters
considered factors such as economic growth and government policies, especially
in the fields of education and health (Liddle and Mujani, 2010: 46). Even though
it uses the concept introduced by the Michigan Model, the study conducted by
Liddle and Mujani indicates that Indonesian voters tend to be increasingly
rational.

The model developed by the Comparative National Election Project
(CNEP) in the 2004 Election includes a number of elements of rationality, where
voters carry out an assessment (evaluation) of a number of aspects such as
leadership, government performance, party performance, as well as the issues
and programs promised by candidates. CSIS research (2008) concluded that
Indonesian voters are increasingly able to assess government performance
consistently in accordance with the realities of their lives.

Figure 2.4. Rational Choice Model
(CNEP, 2004)

The model above does not at all consider monetary or other material incentive
factors as a possibility that influences voter behavior. In fact, the symptoms and
indications of money politics in every general election in Indonesia, both national
and local elections, have increasingly surfaced. Therefore, an alternative model
is needed to explain the factors that influence voters' political decisions in
Indonesia.

The terminology that is often used to describe Indonesian voters today includes:
traditional voters, loyal voters, and rational voters. The term traditional voter
which is often used in Indonesia actually refers to the sociological voter model
initiated by experts from Columbia University (Berelson, et al., 1954) because of
the factors commonly used to explain traditional voters such as regional origin,
ethnicity, age, gender. and so on are largely the same as the factors used in
sociological models. This traditional term emerged because traditionally, from
election to election, the voters in question always give the same political choice
to a particular party. However, with the increasing diversity of political choices
faced by voters, both political parties and candidates changing from time to time,
this traditional claim needs to be re-evaluated.

The term loyal voter is closer to the social-psychological model of voting behavior
introduced by University of Michigan researchers (Campbell, et al., 1960). Voter
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loyalty in this case is directed towards a certain sect, political party, or family
breed that is consistently present on the political stage. This understanding is
similar to the meaning of party identification which is an important finding of
the Michigan School. The term rational voter clearly takes the term from the
tindings of Anthony Downs (1957) as previously explained. Some of the
indicators commonly used to describe rational voters in Indonesia are also the
same as those initiated by Downs and his successors.

In the Indonesian context, where the number and composition of political parties
continues to change from election to election, and the boundaries of
denomination and ideology between competing political parties are increasingly
blurred, the relevance of using sociological and social-psychological models in
Indonesia needs to be re-evaluated. At least, the parameters used to explain the
two models are adapted to Indonesia's social conditions which have experienced
rapid changes in the last three decades since the 1998 reforms. A number of recent
surveys show that loyalty to certain political sects or parties is now decreasing
(LSI Institut, October 2010). It is believed that the pattern of Indonesian voter
behavior is moving in a more rational direction, both rationality driven by
objective-qualitative factors and based on subjective-pragmatic considerations.

4. Conclusion

Voter loyalty in Indonesia, by utilizing a literature study and desk research
approach. Based on the analysis carried out, the following are the main
conclusions of this research:

Money politics is proven to have a significant influence on voting behavior in
Indonesia. The studies analyzed show that giving money or goods to voters can
increase the voter's probability of voting for a particular candidate or party.
However, this influence tends to be temporary and does not guarantee long-term

loyalty.

Money politics can influence the level of voter compliance with the instructions
or preferences of candidates who provide incentives. However, this compliance
is often driven by economic motivations rather than deep political convictions.
Voters who receive money or goods tend to feel morally bound to fulfill their
promises, although this attachment may change if there are greater incentives
from other parties.

Money politics tends to damage voter loyalty to political parties or candidates in
the long term. Voters who are accustomed to receiving material incentives may
become more pragmatic and less loyal, making them more susceptible to
switching support in the next election if a more favorable offer is presented. This
indicates that money politics not only weakens the integrity of elections but also
reduces the quality of democracy.
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The practice of money politics raises a number of serious problems for the
democratization process in Indonesia. Apart from creating injustice in political
competition, money politics also weakens democratic institutions and damages
public trust in the electoral system. The tendency of voters to vote based on
material incentives rather than the vision and mission of a candidate or party
indicates a deficit in political education and democratic awareness.

Several key factors that influence the effectiveness of money politics in Indonesia
include the socio-economic conditions of voters, education level, and political
awareness. Voters with lower economic conditions tend to be more susceptible
to money politics. On the other hand, increasing education and political
awareness can reduce the influence of money politics on voting behavior.

To reduce the negative impact of money politics, there is a need for a holistic
approach that includes increasing political education, stricter law enforcement
against perpetrators of money politics, and strengthening electoral institutions.
Political education programs should focus on increasing voter awareness of the
importance of voting based on the candidate's vision, mission and competence
rather than material incentives. Apart from that, strengthening regulations and
supervision by institutions such as the KPU and Bawaslu is very important to
prevent and crack down on money politics practices.
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