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Abstract

What explains ethnic voting? Few studies have been able to credibly test the main
theories of ethnic voting against one another, allowing for a direct comparison of the
evidence for each. This study presents the results of two experiments that help ad-
judicate between competing theories and offer insight into their relative explanatory
power. I find compelling evidence that theories emphasizing the role of social identity
affirmation—rather than ethnicity as an informational heuristic—are best able to ex-
plain ethnic voting. The results suggest that ethnic voting is not primarily a shortcut
used by voters to elect officials that are likely to provide them with material or policy
benefits; it therefore poses a challenge to electing responsive, high-performing officials.
There is also little reason to expect it to dissipate as voters gain greater access to
information about candidates for office.
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Ethnic voting—the tendency to vote for candidates from a voter’s ethnic group—is a

common feature of electoral politics in countries around the world. Voters have been shown

to prefer coethnics in places as diverse as India, Uganda, Belgium, and the U.S. (Carlson

2015; Chandra 2004; Conroy-Krutz 2013; Huber 2012; Pasek et al. 2009; Payne et al. 2010;

Piston 2010). In one particularly stark example, 92 percent of ethnic Kikuyus voted for the

Kikuyu Uhuru Kenyatta—and 98 percent of ethnic Luos voted for the Luo Raila Odinga—in

Kenya’s 2013 presidential election (Ferree, Gibson, and Long 2014).

What explains ethnic voting? When citizens vote primarily for coethnic candidates, is

it consistent with, or contrary to, instrumental voting that seeks to elect officials that share

voters’ policy preferences or successfully carry out voters’ wishes once in office? This article

helps to shed light on these critical questions.

Theories of ethnic voting may be classified into two overarching types of explanation.

The first suggests that ethnic voting occurs as a result of voters using ethnicity as a heuristic

for candidate characteristics about which they lack good information. Thus, voters may use

candidates’ ethnicity as a heuristic for evaluating candidates’ quality and their likely perfor-

mance in office, especially in low-information environments where voters have little additional

information about the candidates to guide their choice (Conroy-Krutz 2013). Alternatively

they may use it as a heuristic not for candidate quality, but rather the likelihood that they

will benefit from a candidate’s decisions about how to target policies and government re-

sources (Carlson 2015; Chandra 2004; Ferree 2006; Ichino and Nathan 2013; Posner 2005).

Meanwhile, a second class of explanations—grounded in social identity theory—suggest that

voters prefer coethnic candidates because they receive a psychological benefit from voting for

or electing politicians who share their social—in this case, ethnic—identity, a benefit distinct

from concerns about candidate performance and potential material or policy benefits (Adida

et al. 2017; Horowitz 1985; Tajfel 1974).
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Importantly, each theory has implications for the way in which information moderates

the relationship between ethnic identity and voting, producing unique predictions about

whether and how access to information affects the link between ethnicity and voting, as

well as whether ethnicity provides actionable information to voters or rather serves a lens

through which information is interpreted. Yet few studies have been able to credibly test the

main theories of ethnic voting against one another, allowing for a direct comparison of the

evidence for each, and evidence from different contexts and research designs has supported

one or the other at different times. This study fills that gap by presenting experimental

results from Kenya—a case where the link between ethnicity and voting is strong—that help

adjudicate between competing theories and offer insight into their relative explanatory power.

Employing data from two survey experiments conducted with nearly 500 voters in 2014, I

compare the evidence for competing theories of ethnic voting against each other. Specifically,

I test 1) how information about politician performance affects voters’ preferences for coethnic

versus non-coethnic candidates; 2) how candidates’ ethnicity affects voters’ perceptions about

their quality and likely behavior in office; and 3) how coethnicity shapes how voters assimilate

information about candidates.

Consistent with a social identity-based theory of ethnic voting rooted in psychological

motivations, I find that 1) voters prefer coethnic candidates, even when they have access

to information about their performance; 2) voters do not believe coethnic candidates to

be any more likely than non-coethnic candidates, on average, to perform well or provide

them with greater benefits once in office; and 3) voters prefer candidates with a history of

good performance, but are more likely to take good performance into account for coethnic

candidates and bad performance into account for non-coethnics. Voters therefore appear to

vote for coethnic candidates because of the psychological benefits they receive from doing

so, and they interpret additional information about candidates in a manner suggestive of

ethnically-motivated reasoning (Adida et al. 2017).
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This study makes several contributions. It is the first study, to my knowledge, that in

addition to assessing the effect of coethnicity on vote choice, provides direct evidence on the

specific information that ethnicity does or does not convey to voters as they assess candidates

for office. While others have inferred how candidates’ ethnicity affects voters’ perceptions

about their likely behavior in office by studying how access to relevant information moderates

voters’ coethnic preferences (Adida et al. 2017; Carlson 2015; Conroy-Krutz 2013), this

study looks directly at how the ethnic match between voter and candidate affects voters’

perceptions about candidate quality and the likelihood that they will benefit from their

election.1 It therefore brings empirical scrutiny to claims about ethnicity as an informational

shortcut that have previously been subject to only indirect tests.

Second, it is the most comprehensive effort to date to credibly compare the evidence

for competing theories of information and ethnic voting against each other. Concerns about

endogeneity and causal inference in the study of ethnic voting have generated a number of im-

portant experimental treatments of the subject (Adida et al. 2017; Carlson 2015; Chauchard

2016; Conroy-Krutz 2013). Yet constraints in their design meant that earlier work was

either unable to examine all potential explanations in tandem (Carlson 2015; Chauchard

2016; Conroy-Krutz 2013), or did not randomize the ethnic match between candidate and

voter (Adida et al. 2017).2 This is the first study to do both, combining the credibility of

experimental results with a design that can test each of the leading theories against one

another.

1Chauchard (2016) analyzes the effect of coethnicity on two general measures of expec-

tations (how well the politician would address constituents’ problems overall and how good

they would be for the respondent personally) but not on vote choice.

2Adida et al. (2017) randomized the provision of information in their field experiment

but not the ethnic match between candidates and voters.
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Finally, while the findings here are consistent with those of Adida et al. (2017), this study

provides more direct evidence of the mechanisms suggested in that work. Specifically, Adida

et al. (2017) infer that voters employ “ethnically-motivated reasoning” when interpreting

information about candidates from the fact that positive information only increases support

for coethnics and negative information only decreases support for non-coethnics, and that

voters recall positive (negative) information about coethnics (non-coethnics) more readily

than negative (positive) information about them. My data allows me to show that voters

in fact believe negative information about non-coethnic candidates more than they believe

such information about otherwise identical coethnics.

By demonstrating that information alone does not reduce—but may in fact increase—

identity-based voting relative to policy or performance-based voting, this study also speaks

to the literature on information and electoral accountability. While early studies suggested

that increasing the information available to voters about government and politician perfor-

mance could improve governance by better holding officials to account (Ferraz and Finan

2008; Pande 2011; Reinikka and Svensson 2005; Snyder and Strömberg 2010), more recent

evidence—including from a multi-country set of field experiments—suggests that the initial

optimism may have been unfounded (Chong et al. 2015; Dunning et al.). The results pre-

sented here support the more pessimistic view that increased access to information is insuffi-

cient for improving electoral accountability. With respect to ethnic voting and accountability

in particular, increased information alone is unlikely to break down identity-based voting in

favor of the type of programmatic or performance-based voting that deemed necessary for

elections to hold leaders accountable.

In the rest of the article, I describe the competing theories of ethnic voting, the role that

information plays in each, and the observable implications that can be used to distinguish

between them empirically. I then describe the research design, summarize the empirical
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results, and discuss their implications for our understanding of ethnic voting and electoral

accountability in divided democracies.

Theories of Ethnic Voting

Theories of ethnic voting may be categorized into two main camps: one arguing that it

results from the use of ethnicity as an informational heuristic, and the other that it man-

ifests as an expression of social identity. Heuristics-based theories suggest that voters use

candidates’ ethnicity as a signal of their quality and/or likely behavior in office (Carlson

2015; Chandra 2004; Chauchard 2016; Conroy-Krutz 2013; Ferree 2006; Ichino and Nathan

2013; Posner 2005). Especially in low-information environments where relevant informa-

tion about candidates is unavailable or difficult to access—a common feature of developing

democracies—such beliefs may be particularly important, with a candidate’s ethnicity one

of few pieces of highly visible information available to voters (Chandra 2004; Conroy-Krutz

2013). Scholars have suggested that ethnicity may serve as a shortcut for two types of in-

formation: 1) overall candidate quality and and likely performance and 2) who is likely to

benefit from policy and resource distribution with the candidate in office.

With respect to candidate quality, voters may vote for coethnic candidates because they

believe them to be, on average, more likely to perform well on any number of dimensions

once in office, such as providing public goods or reducing corruption (Conroy-Krutz 2013).

When voters hold such beliefs—and where other, more direct measures of candidate quality

are unavailable or difficult to access—voters may use coethnicity as a heuristic for candidate

quality and vote largely along ethnic lines, even if they primarily care about how officials

perform and have no intrinsic preference for electing coethnics per se. While ethnic voting

is likely to be most widespread according to this logic when information about candidates

is scarce, ethnic or racial prejudice can affect vote choice even where additional information
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about candidates is plentiful, as in the U.S. (Pasek et al. 2009; Payne et al. 2010; Piston

2010).

Alternatively, a candidate’s ethnicity may serve as a signal of who is most likely to benefit

from their decisions about policy and resource allocation once in office, with voters selecting

coethnic candidates because they believe them to be more likely to make decisions that favor

their group over others (Carlson 2015; Chandra 2004; Ferree 2006; Ichino and Nathan 2013;

Posner 2005). This theory, perhaps the dominant one in recent scholarship, is bolstered by

the observation that politicians often do favor coethnics with respect to the distribution of

state resources (Butler and Broockman 2011; De Luca et al. 2018; Franck and Rainer 2012;

Kramon and Posner 2013; Kramon and Posner 2016; McClendon 2016; Pande 2003).3 Policy-

focused voters may also prefer coethnic candidates if ethnicity is correlated with preferences

over government policy (Lieberman and McClendon 2012).

A second class of theories—those based on insights from social psychology—have largely

fallen out of favor in recent years. Yet research by Adida et al. (2017) suggests that they

should not be discounted. Such explanations, drawing on social identity theory, suggest

that people obtain psychological benefits from seeing their groups do well relative to others

(Tajfel 1974). Applying this idea to electoral politics, Horowitz (1985) argued that voters

derive psychic benefits from supporting coethnic politicians as an affirmation of their group

identity. By this logic, voting for and electing coethnic politicians has intrinsic value for

voters above and beyond any information coethnicity may convey about a candidate’s likely

performance or tendency to favor members of their group. Furthermore, voters may actually

process information in line with their identity-affirming goals, accepting (rejecting) positive

information about coethnic (non-coethnic) candidates and rejecting (accepting) negative

information about coethnics (non-coethnics) (Adida et al. 2017; Kahan 2016; Taber and

Lodge 2006). Since any individual voter is highly unlikely to affect the election outcome, the

3But see Kasara (2007) for evidence of discrimination against coethnics.
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benefits of interpreting information in line with one’s social identity goals may outweigh the

benefits of accuracy in assessing candidates for office (Adida et al. 2017; Kahan 2016).

In short, if social identity goals dominate the way in which voters process information,

then voters incorporate positive information about coethnic candidates because of the psy-

chological benefit they derive from affirming their group identity. Incorporating positive

information leads them to think more highly of the candidate and increase the likelihood

that they vote for them. The psychological benefit does not accrue if the candidate is not a

coethnic, so voters may not incorporate positive information about non-coethnic candidates

or increase their support for them upon receiving it. Similarly, voters are loathe to incor-

porate negative information about coethnics because of the psychological cost of muddying

their group identity. They more readily incorporate such information about non-coethnic

candidates and reduce their support for them in turn.

Observable Implications

Each of these theories have a number of observable implications that can be used to distin-

guish between them empirically. Many of these relate to the role of information in mediating

the relationship between ethnicity and voting.

The Role of Information

Each theory generates distinct predictions about how access to information about candidate

quality and performance should affect the degree of ethnic voting. If coethnicity serves as a

heuristic for candidate quality or effectiveness in the absence of more concrete information

about it, then access to additional information about candidate quality should reduce the

strength of voters’ preference for coethnic candidates, as they no longer have to rely on

this shortcut to gauge candidates’ likely performance (Conroy-Krutz 2013). Thus, in higher

information environments, the tendency to vote along ethnic lines should not be as strong.
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In addition, when there is credible information that candidates are of equal quality, the

preference for coethnic candidates should largely disappear, since the assumption is that

voters care about coethnicity as a signal of candidate quality, not for any intrinsic value that

electing coethnic candidates may provide.

If coethnicity serves as a heuristic for who is likely to benefit from a candidate’s choices

about policy and distribution of resources, then information about candidate quality and

effectiveness should only matter for coethnic candidates (Carlson 2015). If voters believe

that they are only likely to benefit from the actions of elected officials who share their ethnic

identity, then the effectiveness of those officials in, for example, efficiently administering state

resources will only matter if they are members of the voter’s group; otherwise, the benefits

of any additional effectiveness on the part of the official will only go to others. Thus,

information about performance will only affect voters’ preferences over coethnic candidates.

Finally, if voters prefer coethnic candidates, in line with social identity theory, because

of the psychic benefits they receive from voting for or electing them—and if they inter-

pret information in line with their identity-affirming goals—then positive information about

candidate quality should only increase support for coethnic candidates, and negative infor-

mation should only decrease support for non-coethnic candidates (Adida et al. 2017). In

other words, if voters’ primary motivation in supporting coethnic politicians is affirming

their social identity rather than identifying the candidate that is most likely to provide them

with policy or material benefits once in office, then they will only incorporate information

into their assessments of candidates that affirms their group identity: positive information

about coethnics, and negative information about non-coethnics. Positive information will

increase support for the former but not the latter, and negative information will decrease

support for the latter but not the former.
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Additional Implications

The theories suggest some additional observable implications that can be used to distinguish

between them. Both theories of ethnicity as an informational shortcut, for example, imply

that ethnicity conveys some information about candidates to the voters who are evaluating

them. Thus, if coethnicity serves as a heuristic for candidate quality and likely performance,

then voters should in fact see coethnic candidates as more effective and likely to perform

well if elected. Similarly, if coethnicity serves as a heuristic for who is likely to benefit from

the candidate’s actions in office, then voters should believe themselves and their group to be

more likely to benefit from the candidate actions should they win office.

Social identity-based theories, on the other hand, do not suggest that coethnicity provides

voters with any information about a candidate’s quality or likely behavior in office.4 They

do have an additional implication, however: if voters are motivated by social identity goals

and interpret information in line with them, then they should believe positive information

about coethnics more than non-coethnics, and negative information about non-coethnics

more than coethnics.

Research Design

I test the competing theories of ethnic voting against each other with two experiments that

explore their observable implications: 1) a conjoint experiment that asks voters to choose

between two candidates with randomly varied characteristics, including their ethnicity and

record of public goods provision, and 2) a vignette experiment that asks voters about their

4The prediction here does not necessarily go one way or the other. A social identity

explanation does not predict that ethnicity conveys information about likely candidate per-

formance as do the heuristics-based explanations, but neither does it predict that it does

not.
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support for, and perceptions of, a candidate whose ethnic match with the voter is randomly

assigned.

The experiments were conducted with a sample of eligible Kenyan voters drawn from the

towns and surrounding areas of Nakuru, Kisumu, and Narok from March–July 2014. By

design, the sample of 483 included equal numbers of men and women as well as older and

younger and more- and less-educated voters.5 These locations were chosen mainly to sample

from the dominant ethnic groups in the area: the Kikuyu in Nakuru, the Luo in Kisumu,

and the Maasai in Narok. These groups were selected so as to ensure sample representation

of some of Kenya’s most politically salient ethnicities (the Luo and the Kikuyu, bitter rivals

in the national political arena) as well as a less salient one (the Maasai, who often split

their vote between rival camps).6 To increase the likelihood of respondents speaking freely

and openly, all enumerators came from the same ethnic group (tribe) as their respondents

and were fluent in their tribal language.7 Additional information and summary statistics

for the sample can be found in the Online Appendix; Table A1 shows that the sample’s

characteristics are similar to national averages, except for access to electricity, which is

significantly higher due to respondents’ location in urban and peri-urban areas.

Kenya is a quintessential case of an electoral environment with a close association between

ethnicity and voting. Kenyan political leaders rely on the votes of their coethnic base and

construct national political coalitions by forming alliances across ethnic blocs (Mueller 2008;

5“Older” voters were those 35 and above, while “more educated” voters were those that

had completed secondary school.

6The locations were also chosen because of their position as focal points of violence in

recent years since the data were collected as part of a broader project on election-related

violence.

7Recent evidence from surveys across Africa shows that respondents give more honest

and less socially desirable answers to coethnic interviewers (Adida et al. 2016).
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Horowitz 2017), and voters’ ethnic identity is highly predictive of the political parties and

candidates that they support (Ferree, Gibson, and Long 2014; Gibson and Long 2009). In

the 2007 presidential elections, for example, exit polls suggest that 94 percent of ethnic

Kikuyu voted for the Kikuyu candidate Mwai Kibaki, while 98 percent of ethnic Luo voted

for the Luo Raila Odinga; even 86 percent of ethnic Kamba voted for the non-viable (but

coethnic) third candidate Kalonzo Musyoka (Gibson and Long 2009). In 2013, 92 percent

of Kikuyu voters supported the Kikuyu Uhuru Kenyatta while 98 percent of Luo again

supported Odinga (Ferree, Gibson, and Long 2014). In short, Kenya is a clear-cut case of

ethnic voting and thus an appropriate place to study why it occurs.

The two experiments I analyze were implemented as follows.8 In the conjoint experi-

ment, respondents were presented with two potential candidates for president, with infor-

mation about each candidate’s sex, age, religion, tribe, education level, and record in office,

including whether or not they have a successful history of providing public goods in their

constituency and whether or not they have a history of organizing election-related violence.

The candidates’ current office (MP), sex (male), age (50s), and educational level (Bachelors

degree) were held constant, while their ethnicity, record of public goods provision, and alle-

gations of violence are allowed to randomly vary. Specifically, candidates were either from

the respondent’s tribe or one of four other tribes; are assigned either a positive record of

public goods provision, a negative one, or no information about their record either way; and

are said to either have organized youths to engage in violence or to have run a peaceful

campaign when running in the last election (see Online Appendix Table B1 for a summary

of the design). Each candidate had a 50 percent probability of being from the respondent’s

8The research design was described in a pre-analysis plan deposited with the Experiments

in Governance and Politics (EGAP) registry (under the title “The Logic of Violence in

Political Competition”), but with a focus on questions of political violence, the focus of the

broader study. Results for pre-specified Hypotheses 8b, 10, 10a, and 10b are analyzed here.
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tribe and a 12.5 percent probability of being from each of four other tribes; multiple tribes

were included in the non-coethnic condition so that comparisons with the coethnic condition

purporting to estimate the effect of coethnicity would not reflect sentiments particular to

one tribal out-group or another. After receiving the information, respondents were asked to

choose which of the two candidates they prefer to see as president of Kenya.

In the vignette experiment, respondents were presented with a vignette about a can-

didate for county governor that randomly varied the candidate’s ethnicity and history of

violence (see Online Appendix B for wording). As in the conjoint experiment, respondents

were assigned with equal probability to either a coethnic or non-coethnic candidate.9 The

candidate’s history of violence was also randomly assigned, independent of the ethnicity

treatment.10 After receiving the information about the candidate, respondents were asked

the likelihood that they would vote for the candidate described. They were also asked a

number of questions about their perceptions of the candidate’s likely performance in office,

including their likelihood of providing private goods and local public goods to their com-

munity. I combined these questions—three about private goods provision, two about public

goods provision, and 10 about overall performance—into three indices capturing each of three

9Respondents again had a 50 percent probability of being assigned a candidate from their

own tribe and a 12.5 percent chance of being assigned a candidate from each of four other

tribes.

10The violence treatment included four possible histories of violence, including: 1) alle-

gations of arming youths to attack people from other tribes during the last campaign; 2)

allegations of arming youth to defend against attacks from other tribes during the last cam-

paign; 3) allegations of youths committing violence against other tribes in the candidate’s

electoral ward during the last campaign; and 4) no mention of violence. The effects of the

violence treatments on voter support are explored in other work. The overall experimental

design is summarized in Online Appendix Table B2.

12



broad outcomes (private goods provision, public goods provision, and overall performance).

All relevant outcome questions for the two experiments are listed in Online Appendix C.

The research design, and the observable implications described above, yield the following

empirical predictions.

If ethnicity serves as a heuristic for candidate quality , then we should expect the

following. First, respondents in the conjoint experiment should prefer coethnic candidates

when they lack information about candidates’ likely performance in office. Second, voters’

preference for coethnic candidates should subside when they do have such information. In

particular, they should demonstrate no preference for coethnic candidates when they have

the same record of performance as their non-coethnic competitors. Third, respondents in

the vignette experiment should view coethnic candidates as more likely to be effective in

their duties if elected to office.

If ethnicity serves as a heuristic for distributive benefits , then we should expect

respondents in the conjoint experiment to only prefer coethnic candidates when they have a

positive performance record as well, and to only prefer good performers when they are also

coethnics (Carlson 2015). Second, respondents in the vignette experiment should believe

coethnic candidates to be more likely than non-coethnics to provide targeted benefits—

including private goods and local public goods—to them and their community.

Finally, if voters support coethnics for the psychological benefits associated with iden-

tity affirmation , and if they apply ethnically-motivated reasoning in service of their

social identity goals, then we should expect the following. First, respondents in the con-

joint experiment should prefer coethnic candidates regardless of their record of performance.

Second, information about good performance should only increase respondents’ support for

coethnic candidates, while information about bad performance should only decrease sup-

port for non-coethnics. Third, respondents in the vignette experiment, when asked who is

responsible for the violence mentioned in the vignette, should be more likely to attribute
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responsibility to the candidate when they are a non-coethnic than when they are a coethnic.

This may be especially true when responsibility for the violence is less clear cut (more on

this below).

In short, each theory predicts that voters will prefer coethnic candidates under certain

conditions; their main distinguishing features are the conditions under which this preference

should hold. They also imply different predictions about the type of information that co-

ethnicity conveys, and whether coethnicity primarily shapes the processing of, or actually

provides, information.

The empirical approach taken here is similar to Conroy-Krutz (2013) and Carlson (2015),

but with some distinct advantages. First, the type of information that is randomly provided

about candidates in the conjoint experiment is provided independent of the candidates’

ethnicity, whereas the information treatment in Conroy-Krutz (2013) is perfectly collinear

with ethnicity (only negative information is provided about coethnic candidates, and only

positive information is provided about non-coethnics). Second, the experiment analyzes

the differential effects of good, bad, and no information on the link between ethnicity and

voting, whereas Carlson (2015) only analyzes the effect of positive versus no information.11

This is important because ethnically-motivated reasoning suggests that voters will assess

positive and negative information about candidates differently. Finally, Adida et al. (2017)

analyze a field experiment that provides information to voters about incumbent candidates

in a real election. While their study has the advantage of analyzing an intervention in a

11Carlson (2015, 364) chooses this approach because pretesting revealed that that provid-

ing negative information about candidate performance drove support for them to near zero.

I find that a fairly subtle piece of negative information (“The candidate has not yet delivered

improvements in public goods such as health clinics and roads to his constituency”) does

not result in such an effect in the context of this study.
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real-world context,12 the authors are not able to randomize the ethnic match between voters

and candidates; their results are therefore subject to much stronger assumptions about the

conditional independence of coethnicity in their analysis. For instance, voters with coethnic

legislators might be more parochial in their political outlook, confounding the relationship

between performance information and voting, but their analysis cannot control for this. In

addition, the Adida et al. study provides voters with information about MPs legislative

performance, whereas this study provides information about politicians’ record of providing

local public goods, which research suggests is of greater importance to African voters in

evaluating candidates for office (Baldwin 2013; Ichino and Nathan 2013; Posner 2005).

Results

In this section I analyze the results of the two experiments, assessing them in light of the

predictions derived from each theory’s observable implications. Importantly, there is strong

evidence that the experimental randomization was successful; Figures A1 and A2 and Ta-

ble A2 in the Online Appendix show good balance across 30+ pretreatment covariates for

the coethnicity treatment in the conjoint and vignette experiments and the public goods

record treatment in the conjoint experiment, respectively.

Table 1 summarizes the baseline results indicating that Kenyan voters prefer coethnic

candidates. Column 1 displays ordinary least squares (OLS) regression results from the

12While this study analyzes how Kenyan voters assess candidates in a hypothetical rather

than actual election, there is good reason to believe that voters viewed the candidates in

the experiments as realistic examples of their choices at the polls. Specifically, the survey

asked respondents whether the candidate described in the vignette experiment reminded

them of any candidates they knew of that had previously run for office, with 73.4 percent of

respondents answering in the affirmative.

15



Table 1: Average effects of coethnicity on vote choice

(1) (2)
Vote Choice Likelihood of

Voting for Candidate
Coethnic 0.164∗∗∗ 0.859∗∗∗

(0.0268) (0.242)

Positive Public
Goods Record 0.177∗∗∗

(0.0319)

Negative Public
Goods Record -0.0474

(0.0308)
Observations 966 467
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Note: This table presents results from the conjoint experiment (Column 1) and vignette
experiment (Column 2). Standard errors in Column 1 are clustered by respondent. All mod-
els include a constant and control for each of the cross-cutting, independently randomized
violence treatments in each experiment (coefficients not shown).

conjoint experiment showing the effect of coethnicity on the likelihood that a respondent

would vote for the candidate over the paired alternative in the upcoming elections. Following

Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto (2014), I estimate the average marginal component

effect (AMCE), the marginal effect of coethnicity averaged over the joint distribution of the

remaining attributes, including their (independently) randomly assigned history of violence

and record of public goods provision. Standard errors are clustered by respondent. Column

2 displays results from the vignette experiment showing the effect of coethnicity on the

likelihood, on a 1 to 10 scale, that the respondent would vote for the candidate in the

upcoming elections. Both regressions control for each of the cross-cutting, independently

randomized violence treatments; the conjoint experiment model controls for the candidate’s

randomly assigned public goods record as well.
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The results clearly show that Kenyan voters prefer to vote for coethnic candidates; the

effect of coethnicity is positive and highly significant in both the conjoint and vignette

experiments. The findings are therefore consistent with previous accounts about the close

link between ethnicity and voting in Kenya. However, the question remains: why do voters

prefer coethnic candidates?

Ethnicity as a Heuristic for Candidate Quality

As noted earlier, if ethnicity serves as a heuristic for candidate quality, then we should expect

to find that 1) respondents in the conjoint experiment prefer coethnic candidates when they

lack information about candidates’ likely performance in office; 2) voters’ preference for

coethnic candidates should subside when they do have such information, especially when

that information suggests the candidates are of equal quality; and 3) respondents in the

vignette experiment should view coethnic candidates as more likely to be effective in their

duties once in office. What do the results show?

We have already established that Kenyan voters prefer coethnic candidates, on average.

Does this preference recede when they are provided with information about politicians’

performance, as the theory implies? The results suggest that it does not. Table 2 and Figure 1

show that in a model interacting the coethnicity and public goods information treatments,

having information about the candidate’s record in office does not reduce voters’ preference

for coethnic candidates. In fact, if anything, voters’ preference for coethnics increases when

they are provided with information about their performance in office (the marginal effect

of coethnicity is greater when they receive such information).13 Furthermore, the results

in Table 3 show that voters retain a strong preference for coethnic candidates even when

13This difference is not statistically significant, however. Both models presented in Table 2

control for the candidate’s randomly assigned history of violence.
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the two candidates they are asked to choose between have identical records in office (both

positive or both negative).

Moreover, if coethnicity serves as a heuristic for candidate quality, then there should be

evidence that it in fact conveys information about politicians’ likely performance in office.

However, Figure 2 shows that voters do not believe coethnic candidates are likely to perform

better than their non-coethnic competitors; there is no significant effect of coethnicity on

the index of respondents’ perceptions about how the candidate will perform in office (nor is

there a significant effect on perceptions about how they will perform in providing private or

local public goods, specifically).14 Thus, the candidate’s ethnicity does not appear to convey

information about candidate quality as the theory would suggest.

Ethnicity as a Heuristic for Distributive Benefits

Ethnicity may serve not as an informational shortcut for candidate quality, but for the

likelihood that the candidate will favor the voter and members of their community with

distributive benefits. If so, then we should expect respondents in the conjoint experiment

to only prefer coethnic candidates when they also have a positive performance record, and

to only prefer good performers when they are also coethnics, since only under those cir-

cumstances are they likely to benefit from the politician’s efforts if elected. Furthermore,

respondents in the vignette experiment should believe coethnic candidates to be more likely

to provide targeted benefits to them and their community.

14Note that this inference (and others below) relies on the lack of a significant effect of

coethnicity on expectations about the candidate. While it is always possible that the failure

to detect a significant effect reflects a lack of statistical power, it is highly unlikely in this

case. These estimates are precisely estimated, with narrow confidence intervals and point

estimates very close to zero (none greater than 0.1 standard deviations).
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Table 2: Interaction effects of information and coethnicity on vote choice

(1) (2)
Vote Choice Vote Choice

Coethnic 0.101∗∗ 0.101∗∗

(0.0442) (0.0443)

Public Goods Info 0.0210
(0.0379)

Coethnic ×
Public Goods Info 0.0839

(0.0568)

Violence -0.489∗∗∗ -0.484∗∗∗

(0.0257) (0.0261)

Positive Public Goods Record 0.130∗∗∗

(0.0436)

Coethnic ×
Positive Public Goods Record 0.102

(0.0660)

Negative Public Goods Record -0.0880∗∗

(0.0434)

Coethnic ×
Negative Public Goods Record 0.0861

(0.0631)

Constant 0.588∗∗∗ 0.585∗∗∗

(0.0332) (0.0334)
Observations 966 966
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Note: This table presents results from the conjoint experiment. Values of all variables
included in the model were randomly assigned. Standard errors are clustered by respondent.
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Figure 1: Effects of coethnicity on vote choice, by public goods record
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Note: Estimates are marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on the results
from the model presented in Table 2, Column 2.
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Table 3: Effect of coethnicity on vote choice for candidates with identical public goods
records

Vote Choice
Coethnic 0.281∗∗∗

(0.104)

Violence -0.819∗∗∗

(0.101)

Constant -0.0663
(0.0756)

Observations 88

Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Note: This table presents results from the conjoint experiment. The model controls for the
cross-cutting, randomly assigned violence treatment.

The results are not in line with these predictions. Column 2 of Table 2 and Figure 1

show that the positive effect of coethnicity on candidate support is not conditional on the

candidate having a positive record of public goods provision. The coethnic preference is

consistent across candidates with positive, negative, and no records at all. The effect of

having a positive public goods record is not conditional on the candidate being a coethnic

either; having a positive record increases support for candidates whether they are the voter’s

coethnic or not (Table 2, Column 2 and Figure 3a).

Most importantly, if coethnicity is a heuristic for assessing the likelihood that the voter

will benefit from targeted goods provided by the candidate, then respondents should in fact

believe coethnic candidates to be more likely to deliver such benefits to them and their

community. Figure 2 shows, however, that respondents do not believe coethnic candidates

to be any more likely to provide them or their communities with private or local public

goods. Coethnicity therefore does not appear to provide voters with information about the
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Figure 2: Effect of coethnicity on expectations about candidates for office
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Note: This figure presents point estimates and 95% confidence intervals from the vignette
experiment of the effect of coethnicity on three indices representing different aspects of
expected candidate performance if elected to office, controlling for their (randomly assigned)
history of violence. The outcomes are standardized such that the estimated effects are in
terms of standard deviations of each outcome.

likely distribution of benefits and is unlikely to serve as an informational shortcut to that

effect.

Social Identity Affirmation and Ethnically-Motivated Reasoning

A final possibility is that voters prefer coethnic candidates not because ethnicity provides

information about the candidate’s likely behavior in office, but because they receive some

psychic benefit from voting for or electing politicians that share their social (ethnic) identity,
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and they process information about candidates in line with a version of motivated reason-

ing that furthers the goal of affirming that identity. If so, then we should expect that 1)

respondents in the conjoint experiment should prefer coethnic candidates regardless of their

record of performance, 2) information about good (bad) performance should only increase

(decrease) respondents’ support for coethnic (non-coethnic) candidates, and 3) respondents

in the vignette experiment should be more likely to attribute responsibility for violence to

non-coethnic than coethnic candidates, especially when responsibility is less clear-cut. What

do the data show?

In short, the evidence largely supports a theory of social identity affirmation and ethnically-

motivated reasoning. As previously described, Table 2 and Figure 1 show that voters prefer

to vote for coethnic candidates regardless of their prior record in office. Furthermore, a

candidate’s ethnicity does not appear to convey any information to voters about the likely

behavior of the politician once in office (Figure 2). Most telling, however, is the fact that—in

line with the theory’s predictions—the effects of positive and negative information on sup-

port for coethnic and non-coethnic candidates appear to diverge. Figure 3b demonstrates

that negative information about a candidate’s public goods record reduces support among

non-coethnics; the estimated effect for coethnics is approximately zero. And while positive

information increases support for both coethnic and non-coethnic candidates, the effect ap-

pears substantially larger for coethnics (Figure 3a).15 Thus, voters appear to incorporate

15However, while the negative effect of a negative record is only statistically significant

for non-coethnics, and Figure 3a shows an apparently large difference between the effects

of positive information on coethnic and non-coethnic candidates, the coefficients on the

interactions in Table 2, Column 2 show that the difference in the effects between coethnics

and non-coethnics is not statistically significant for either positive or negative information.

This is likely due to lack of statistical power to distinguish between the effects of different

types of information on coethnic and non-coethnic voters.
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positive information about coethnic politicians to a greater extent than they do vis-à-vis

non-coethnics while incorporating negative information about non-coethnics only, a sign of

ethnically-motivated reasoning in support of identity-affirming goals.16

Additional evidence for ethnically-motivated reasoning comes from the vignette experi-

ment, in which respondents were asked who they believed was responsible for the election-

related ethnic violence described in the vignette—the candidate described, another candi-

date, or someone else. Specifically, the vignette included allegations that election-related

ethnic violence occurred in the politician’s district during the last election campaign. The

violence was either unattributed (“youths in his ward were said to have used pangas to at-

tack members of other tribes”), or attributed to the candidate, but framed either as offensive

(“he was said to have provided youths with pangas to attack members of other tribes”) or

defensive (“he was said to have provided youths with pangas to defend against attacks from

members of other tribes”).17 To determine whether voters process negative information about

coethnic and non-coethnic candidates differently, incorporating it more for the latter than

the former, I analyze whether respondents are more likely to attribute the violence described

in the vignette to otherwise identical non-coethnic versus coethnic candidates. Since the

candidate’s actual responsibility for the violence is more ambiguous in the unattributed and

defensive treatment conditions, I analyze the effect of coethnicity on attribution separately

16Note that this result cannot be explained by confirmation bias (i.e. the tendency to more

readily absorb information in line with one’s prior beliefs) because, as Figure 2 shows, voters

do not in fact believe coethnic candidates to be, on average, any higher performing or more

likely to target them with private or local public goods than their non-coethnic counterparts.

Rather, the effect is likely moderated by individuals’ affective response to receiving positive

or negative information about a member of their group.

17Panga is the Swahili word for machete. See Online Appendix B for the complete text of

the vignettes.
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for these conditions; it is under such circumstances that ethnically-motivated reasoning is

most likely to kick in.

Table 4 presents the results. Column 1 shows the effect of coethnicity on attributed re-

sponsibility for the violence in all of the violence conditions, Column 2 for the unattributed

and defensive violence conditions only. They show that voters do in fact interpret infor-

mation about politicians in a manner consistent with ethnically-motivated reasoning; they

are more likely to attribute responsibility for violence to otherwise identical non-coethnic

candidates than to coethnic ones. The effect of coethnicity on the likelihood that respon-

dents attribute responsibility to the candidate is negative and statistically significant for the

more ambiguous unattributed and defensive violence conditions; it is not significant when all

violence treatments combined, suggesting that ethnically-motivated reasoning can only go

so far when responsibility is more clear-cut (as in the offensive violence condition). In short,

voters appear to incorporate negative information about non-coethnic candidates more read-

ily than they do about coethnic ones, suggesting a cognitive process consistent with social

identity-affirming goals. Social identity-based theories appear to best explain ethnic voting

in this context.
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Figure 3: Effects of positive and negative public goods information on vote choice, by co-
ethnicity
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Note: Estimates are marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on the results
from the model presented in Table 2, Column 2.
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Table 4: Effect of coethnicity on attributed responsibility for violence

(1) (2)
Any Violence Unattributed or

Defensive Violence
Coethnic -0.0757 -0.147∗∗

(0.0535) (0.0639)

Constant 0.528∗∗∗ 0.571∗∗∗

(0.0356) (0.0420)
Observations 354 246

Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Note: This table presents estimates from the vignette experiment of the effect of coethnicity
on whether voters attribute responsibility for election-related violence to candidates for office.
Column 1 presents the estimated effect for all forms of violence. Column 2 presents the
estimated effect when the violence referred to in the vignette is not directly attributed to
the candidate or is framed as defensive.

Discussion

This study has provided evidence that social identity theory is best able to explain why

ethnic voting occurs. I find little empirical support for the idea that coethnicity serves as a

heuristic for candidate quality or favorable distribution of material or policy benefits. Voters

do not believe coethnics are more likely to perform better or to target their communities

with goods and services. Information about candidate quality does not reduce the magni-

tude of coethnic voting, and voters’ coethnic preference remains strong whether the available

information suggests that the candidate is likely to be effective or not. In fact, negative in-

formation about candidates only reduces support for non-coethnics, and positive information

appears to increase support for coethnics more than for non-coethnics. Additional evidence

suggests that this can be explained by the fact that voters are more likely to accept negative

information about non-coethnic candidates than coethnic ones. Thus, ethnic voting can be

explained by social identity theory and ethnically-motivated reasoning.
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Of course, just because ethnic voting derives from psychological benefits and motivated

reasoning does not mean that voting decisions are entirely removed from preferences over

policy or effective governance. In fact, while negative information about a politician’s record

of public goods provision only reduces support for non-coethnic candidates, positive infor-

mation increases support for both coethnics and non-coethnics, albeit to a greater degree for

the former. Thus, voters do care, to some extent, about politicians’ performance, not solely

the psychological payoff of electing officials who share their social identity. That the effect of

positive information holds across candidates but the effect of negative information does not

suggests that, in an environment of generally poor public goods provision and disappointing

politician performance, it is positive information that actually moves voters’ priors about

the likely performance of candidates for office.18

Still, the results suggest that voting behavior in Kenya relies heavily on psychological,

identity-based motivations, reducing the likelihood that voters evaluate politicians based on

performance or their objective accomplishments in office. This poses a challenge to the goal

of electing responsive, high-quality leaders that deliver what voters want with respect to

policy and the effective, efficient provision of public goods and services (Banerjee and Pande

2007).

The existence of ethnically-motivated reasoning also suggests that increasing access to

information about politicians in low-information environments is unlikely to break down

18In other words, where voters expect most politicians to perform poorly if elected, positive

information about their past performance is likely to affect their assessment of the candidate’s

likely future performance, while negative information is likely to simply confirm their priors

and do little to change their beliefs about the candidate. Further evidence to this effect

comes from Column 1 of Table 1, which shows that, across candidates, the effect of a positive

public goods record is large and statistically significant, while the effect of a negative record

is essentially zero.
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identity-based voting in favor of performance-based voting, but may reinforce it instead

(Adida et al. 2017). If the goal is to increase performance-based voting in order to promote

more accountable governance, then the solution must be found elsewhere. Reforms might

seek to build the salience of national over subnational identities (Miguel 2004; Weber 1976) or

activate cross-cutting identities that reduce the strength of attachment to any particular one

(Chandra 2005; Dunning and Harrison 2010; Lipset and Rokkan 1967). One way of doing so

may be to promote avowedly multiethnic parties and coalitions with an electoral interest in

reducing the political salience of ethnicity (Nellis, Weaver, and Rosenzweig 2016), perhaps

via constitutional arrangements and electoral institutions that encourage their formation

(Horowitz 1985, 1991). When voters are cross-pressured and politicians are incentivized to

mobilize across ethnic lines, the socio-political salience of ethnicity—and therefore the gains

to identity-based voting and ethnically-motivated reasoning—may begin to break down and

give way to alternative concerns.

The results of this study are likely to apply to other countries’ politics where ethnicity is

salient and ethnic voting is prominent. In fact, the findings largely confirm those of Adida

et al. (2017) from Benin, a country on the other side of the African continent. Differences

with the findings from research conducted in neighboring Uganda (Carlson 2015; Conroy-

Krutz 2013) are likely due to the methodological advantages of the approach taken here, as

described above. In addition, the results comport with a growing literature from the U.S.

on partisanship as a social identity and the role of this identity in shaping how individuals

process information about politics (Mason 2018).

In short, expressive motivations consistent with social identity theory and motivated rea-

soning best explain ethnic voting, with important consequences for democratic accountability

and efforts to improve it. Given these findings and their implications for the ability of voters

to hold politicians accountable, it is perhaps unsurprising that government accountability

tends to be low in countries such as Kenya where ethnic voting remains widespread.
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Online Appendix

A Sample Characteristics and Balance Tests

The sample of Kenyan voters was selected as follows. First, three sites were selected for
their concentrations of three ethnic groups: Nakuru for the Kikuyu, Kisumu for the Luo,
and Narok for the Maasai. These groups were selected since the Kikuyu and Luo are two
of the largest and perhaps the most politically salient groups in Kenyan politics, always
on opposite sides of the political divide. The Maasai, rather, have tended to be a swing
voter group in recent years, often splitting their vote between competing electoral coalitions.
All three areas were sites of violence in previous election cycles pitting ethnic groups on
different sides of the political divide against each other, including during the large outbreak
of violence in 2007/08 (see KNCHR (2008) and Akiwumi, Bosire, and Ondeyo (1999) for
further details).

Once the sites were selected, a sample of neighborhoods in the urban and peri-urban
areas of each town were selected to be included in the sample based on two primary cri-
teria: estimated concentration of the targeted ethnic group and the representativeness of
the neighborhood based on the socioeconomic status of its residents and its access to public
services. Both dimensions were scored based on the expertise of local research assistants.

Once the sample neighborhoods were selected, a central point in the neighborhood was
selected as a starting point using Google Maps, and survey enumerators employed the Afro-
barometer random walk method to select households, and then a random adult from within
each household, to participate in the survey (see Afrobarometer (2014)). Specifically, the
four enumerators would walk in four separate directions from the central starting point and
select each fourth household on their path. If someone came to the door, the enumerator
would have all adults in the household use numbered cards to randomly select a respondent.
If no one answered the door or they were not interested in participating, the enumerator
would move on to the fourth household along their path from their last stop. If the path
they were on did not continue forward, enumerators were instructed to turn and continue
on a path to their right.

As we were only interested in surveying Kikuyu voters in Nakuru, Luo voters in Kisumu,
and Maasai voters in Narok (as well as an equal number of female and male, younger and
older, and more and less educated voters), a first section of the survey was used to screen
respondents to identify whether they met the necessary criteria. Respondents were not told
the criteria for participating in the full survey, just that they would be screened based on
their demographic information and would receive compensation for the survey regardless of
whether they qualified or not. This information was provided in the informed consent script
that was read prior to receiving their agreement to participate in the survey.

Respondents had a choice of conducting the survey in English or Kiswahili. All enumer-
ators were also fluent in the respondents’ tribal language, so they could translate portions
of the survey if needed.
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Descriptive statistics on the sample—and data on national averages for comparison—is
provided in Table A1 below.

Table A1: Descriptive statistics for Kenyan voter survey, N=483

Variable Mean/Proportion Median National Average
Age 34 34 31
Education Some secondary Secondary Some secondary
Radio 0.92 Yes 0.81
Income $164/month $115/month $113/month
TV* 0.72 Yes 0.60
Vehicle* 0.24 No 0.15
Mobile phone* 0.97 Yes 0.85
Electricity* 0.72 Yes 0.40
Running water* 0.32 No 0.30
Owns home* 0.50 No -

Notes: * denotes a binary variable. National Average is calculated from various sources
as follows: Age is median age as at the 2009 National Population and Housing Census.
Education is median education level from the nationally representative Afrobarometer Round
6 survey conducted in 2014. Income is per capita GDP from the World Bank Development
Indicators for 2014. Note that per capita GDP is mechanically lower than average income
in the sample since the sample includes working-age adults only, while per capita income
includes children in its calculation. If only Kenyan adults are considered, average individual
income in 2014 was $195/month. Radio, TV, Vehicle, and Mobile phone ownership are from
the 2014 Afrobarometer Round 6 survey, as is access to Electricity, which is the percentage
of respondents with a connection to the grid and that actually receive power from the grid
at least occasionally. Running Water is the percentage of households stating that they had
access to piped water in the 2009 National Population and Housing Census. Nationally
representative data on home ownership was unavailable.
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Figure A1: Balance on coethnic vs. non-coethnic treatment, conjoint experiment

SexAgeEducationNo. childrenIncome

RadioTVVehiclePhoneHomeownerComputerSat TVElectricityRunning Water

RadioNewspaperTVFriends/family

Local leadersPurpose of electionsImportance of managing economyImportance of combatting corruptionImportance of peace/securityImportance of getting things doneImportance of tribeImportance of services to communityImportance of gifts during campaignImportance of gifts while in officeImportance of services to countryImportance of reducing povertyImportance of providing assistance

Assets

Source of News

Political Views

-.4 -.2 0 .2 .4

Note: Estimates are based on difference in means between treatment and control and are
displayed with 95 percent confidence intervals. All variables are standardized for ease of
interpretation.
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Figure A2: Balance on coethnic vs. non-coethnic treatment, vignette experiment

Sex
Age

Education
No. children

Income

Radio
TV

Vehicle
Phone

Homeowner
Computer

Sat TV
Electricity

Running Water

Radio
Newspaper

TV
Friends/family

Local leaders
Purpose of elections

Importance of managing economy
Importance of combatting corruption

Importance of peace/security
Importance of getting things done

Importance of tribe
Importance of services to community
Importance of gifts during campaign

Importance of gifts while in office
Importance of services to country

Importance of reducing poverty
Importance of providing assistance

Assets

Source of News

Political Views

-.4 -.2 0 .2 .4

Note: Estimates are based on difference in means between treatment and control and are
displayed with 95 percent confidence intervals. All variables are standardized for ease of
interpretation.
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Table A2: Balance on performance information treatment from multinomial logit regression,
conjoint experiment

(1) (2)
No Record Negative Record

Sex -0.0856 -0.0584
(0.134) (0.136)

Age -0.0777 0.141
(0.186) (0.192)

Education 0.294∗ 0.244
(0.171) (0.173)

No. children 0.478∗∗ 0.109
(0.216) (0.228)

Income -0.135 -0.122
(0.159) (0.168)

Radio 0.0446 0.174
(0.161) (0.180)

TV 0.256 0.0252
(0.199) (0.205)

Vehicle -0.0163 0.0148
(0.136) (0.135)

Phone 0.00626 0.293
(0.167) (0.216)

Homeowner -0.250 -0.300∗

(0.162) (0.166)
Computer -0.0424 -0.000505

(0.145) (0.145)
Sat TV -0.0290 -0.225

(0.157) (0.161)
Electricity -0.237 -0.169

(0.174) (0.177)
Running Water 0.0494 0.198

(0.156) (0.159)
Radio -0.114 -0.00413

(0.128) (0.132)
Newspaper 0.0259 0.116

(0.172) (0.172)
TV -0.170 0.246

(0.200) (0.218)
Friends/family -0.279∗∗ -0.0972

(0.127) (0.131)
Local leaders -0.0283 -0.169

(0.141) (0.144)
Purpose of elections -0.144 0.0767

(0.141) (0.143)
Importance of managing economy -0.226 -0.253∗

(0.153) (0.152)
Importance of combating corruption 0.0773 -0.0369

(0.154) (0.149)
Importance of peace/security 0.156 0.106

(0.158) (0.162)
Importance of getting things done 0.0583 -0.118

(0.167) (0.164)
Importance of tribe 0.186 0.0780

(0.144) (0.144)
Importance of services to community 0.187 0.0609

(0.166) (0.162)
Importance of gifts during campaign 0.154 0.123

(0.153) (0.153)
Importance of gifts while in office -0.0213 0.303∗

(0.155) (0.157)
Importance of services to country -0.00835 -0.202

(0.165) (0.167)
Importance of reducing poverty 0.0798 0.338∗∗

(0.165) (0.170)
Importance of providing assistance -0.247∗ -0.0682

(0.147) (0.158)
Constant -0.192 -0.349∗∗

(0.132) (0.142)
Observations 482

Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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B Experimental Design: Experimental Treatments and

Text of Candidate Vignettes

Table B1: Conjoint experiment design

Note: The candidates ethnicity, public goods record, and history of violence were each
independently randomized (thus making each characteristic orthogonal to the other). Each
respondent had a 50 percent probability of seeing a candidate from their own tribe (ethnic
group), and a 12.5 percent probability of seeing a candidate from one of four others. There
was a one third probability of seeing a candidate that had a positive public goods record,
a negative public goods record, or no record provided. There was a 50 percent probability
of seeing a candidate with a history of violence and a 50 percent probability of seeing a
candidate without one.
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Table B2: Experimental design, vignette experiment

Violence Treatments
Violence No Violence

Attributed Violence Unattributed
Violence

No Violence

E
th

n
ic

it
y

T
re

a
tm

e
n
ts Coethnic Coethnic

candidate
+ offensive
violence

Coethnic
candidate
+ defensive
violence

Coethnic
candidate +
unattributed
violence

Coethnic
candidate +
no mention
of violence

Non-coethnic Non-
coethnic
candidate
+ offensive
violence

Non-
coethnic
candidate
+ defensive
violence

Non-
coethnic
candidate +
unattributed
violence

Non-
coethnic
candidate
+ no men-
tion of
violence

Vignette Experiment:
[Mr. Peter Chege/Mr. Peter Onyango/Mr. Peter ole Sankale/Mr. Peter Kipkosgei /Mr.
Peter Bosire] plans to run for Governor in the next elections in 2017. [Mr. Chege/Mr.
Onyango/Mr. ole Sankale/Mr. Kipkosgei/Mr. Bosire]is 51 years old and a member of the
[Kikuyu/Luo/Maasai/Kalenjin/Kisii] tribe. He is currently serving as a County Assembly
Member, having previously served one term as a District Councillor. While in office, he
focused on issues in the health sector. If elected, he promises to create jobs, reduce
corruption, and improve the quality of primary education. [In the last election campaign,
[youths in his ward were said to have used pangas to battle members of other tribes] [he was
said to have provided youths with pangas to attack members other tribes] [he was said to
have provided youths with pangas to defend against attacks from members of other tribes].

Note : Each respondent had a 50 percent probability of seeing a candidate from their own
tribe (ethnic group), and a 12.5 percent probability of seeing a candidate from one of four
others. For example, a Kikuyu respondent had a 50 percent of seeing a Mr. Chege, and a
50 percent chance of seeing either Mr. Onyango, Mr. ole Sankale, Mr. Kipkosgei, or Mr.
Bosire, with an equal chance of seeing each of the latter.
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C Outcome Questions

Pre-Treatment Balance Tests:

What is your sex?

How old are you?

What is your tribe?

What is your religion?

What is the highest level of education you have attained?

What would you say is your average personal monthly income?

Which of the following items do you own?

a) A radio

b) A television

c) A motor vehicle

d) A mobile phone

e) Your home

f) Computer

Do you have a satellite dish/DSTV/cable TV in your home?

Do you have access to electricity in your home?

Do you have access to water inside your home?

What is your marital status?

How many children do you have, if any?

About how often would you say you listen to the news on the radio?

About how often would you say you read the newspaper?

About how often would you say you watch the news on TV?

About how often would you say you get your news from friends or family?
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About how often would you say you get your news from local leaders, including religious
and political leaders?

What coalition of parties do you feel closest to?

Which of the following statements is closest to your views? Please choose Statement 1 or
Statement 2. Statement 1: The main purpose of elections is to hold politicians accountable
and ensure that they choose policies that voters prefer while in office, so voters should use
elections to remove politicians that choose policies they don’t like and keep politicians that
choose policies they do like. Statement 2: The main purpose of elections is to select
politicians who are honest, capable, and have similar preferences to voters.

Please rank the following factors on a scale of 1 to 10 in terms of their importance in
determining your vote choice (1 being not at all important, 10 being extremely important):

a) Candidate’s ability to manage the economy

b) Candidate’s ability to combat corruption

c) Candidate’s ability to maintain peace and security

d) Candidate’s ability to get things done

e) Candidate’s tribe

f) Candidate’s ability to deliver goods and services to your community

g) Gifts that the candidate provides to you during the campaign

h) Gifts that the candidate provides to you while in office

i) Candidate’s ability to provide public services across the country

j) Candidate’s ability to reduce poverty

k) Candidate’s willingness and ability to provide financial assistance to you when you’re
in need

Conjoint Experiment:

Which of these two candidates would you prefer to see as President of Kenya?

a) Candidate 1

b) Candidate 2

c) Neither
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Vignette Experiment:

Measure of voter support:

On a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 indicates that you would never vote for this candidate and
10 indicates that you would definitely vote for this candidate, how likely would you be to
vote for the candidate described above?

Measures of private goods provision:

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would provide gifts (like
money or food) to people like you once in office?

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would help people like you to
pay school fees or cover health expenses?

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would help people like you
financially in case of an emergency?

Measures of local public goods provision:

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would provide public goods
(like roads, schools, or health clinics) to your community?

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would ensure the security of
your community?

Measures of overall performance:

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that this candidate would always do the right thing, no
matter how hard?

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that this candidate would always stick to their principles,
rather than compromising their beliefs?

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that this candidate would be a strong leader?
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On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would be able to effectively
manage the government bureaucracy?

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would act independently,
rather than serving powerful interests?

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what would
you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would effectively fight poverty?

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what would
you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would effectively fight corruption?

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would effectively fight crime?

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would effectively prevent
tribal violence?

On a scale from 1 to 10, 1 indicating very unlikely and 10 indicating very likely, what
would you say is the likelihood that, if elected, this candidate would effectively manage the
local economy?

Measure of attributed responsibility for violence:

Who do you think was responsible for the tribal conflict that occurred in the last election
the candidate ran in? The candidate? An opposing candidate? Some other person or group
of people?
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