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Abstract

Candidate debates have a rich historical tradition and remain an integral part of contemporary
campaign strategy. There is, however, no definitive evidence of whether they affect actual voting
behavior. In the developing world, limited media penetration implies that the effects of publicizing
debates could be more pronounced, persistent and directly linked to electoral outcomes. We exper-
imentally manipulate citizen exposure to debates in Sierra Leone to measure their impacts on, and
the interconnections between, voter behavior, campaign spending, and the performance of elected
politicians. We find strong positive impacts on citizen political knowledge, policy alignment and
votes cast on Election Day. We then document an endogenous response by participating candidates,
who increased campaign expenditure in communities where debate videos were screened in large
public gatherings. Individual treatments disentangle the effects of general political knowledge from
the information conveyed about candidate charisma, and find that both matter. Lastly, debate par-
ticipation enhanced the subsequent accountability of elected Parliamentarians, who demonstrated
greater constituency engagement and development expenditure over their first year in office.
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1 Introduction

Debates between candidates for public office have a rich historical tradition and remain an
integral part of contemporary campaign strategy. In the United States, influential debates
include the Lincoln-Douglas senatorial debates of 1858 and the first televised presidential
debate between Kennedy and Nixon in 1960. More recently, the first Obama-Romney debate
of 2012 generated widespread criticism of the President’s performance and much speculation
about its implications for his re-election prospects (e.g. Shear 2012). Such debates constitute
significant campaign events: a large share of the voting public tunes in to view them; they
generate a flurry of media commentary and analysis of candidate performance; and pundits
pore over polling data to assess their effects on public opinion. There is, however, no definitive
evidence of whether debates have any real impact on subsequent vote shares. Moving to the
developing world, the markedly lower penetration of mass media suggests that the effects
of publicizing debates could be more pronounced, persistent and more directly linked to
electoral outcomes. Given the paucity of reliable political information in these markets,
allowing candidates to stand on equal footing and express their views on key policy issues
could further facilitate the election of more competent candidates. And, by creating a public
record of pre-election promises, debates could ease candidate commitment problems and
enhance the subsequent accountability of elected officials. To evaluate these claims, we
experimentally manipulated citizen exposure to debates to measure their impacts on, and
the interconnections between, voter behavior, campaign spending, and the performance of
elected politicians in the context of the 2012 Parliamentary elections in Sierra Leone.

We worked with the nonpartisan, civil society organization Search for Common Ground
to host, film and disseminate structured, inter-party debates in fourteen constituencies in the
lead up to Election Day. The paper makes four contributions. First, we randomly allocated
a “road show” across polling centers that screened videotapes of the debates in large public
gatherings to capture effects on voters. We document strong positive impacts of watching
debates on political knowledge, policy alignment and importantly, actual votes cast. Second,
we document an endogenous spending response by participating candidates who increased
their campaign expenditure in communities where these screenings were held. This captures
an indirect effect of the experiment on its political market. Third, individual-level treatments
unpack the causal mechanism driving the observed changes in voter behavior. We isolate the
distinct effects of “hard facts” about policy stance and professional qualifications that could
easily be delivered otherwise, from that of information conveyed about candidate charisma
and persuasiveness that is specific to debates. Fourth, we tracked the performance of winning
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of the debate screenings enhances accountability. We document large positive impacts on
constituency engagement and development expenditure by elected officials. It is further
worth noting that the analysis is governed by publicly registered pre-analysis plans.

Large groups of voters were exposed to films of the MP candidate debates via a mobile
cinema that visited 112 of 224 randomly selected polling centers in the five weeks before
the election. We find strong positive impacts of watching the debates on voter knowledge—
of politics in general, and of specific candidate attributes and policy stances; improved
alignment between voter policy preferences and those of their selected candidate; and greater
voter openness to candidates from all parties. Importantly, these gains in voter knowledge
translate into changes in votes cast, where we document a five percentage point average
increase in vote shares for the candidates who performed best during the debates. This
effect is positive and significant in both our exit poll data and in the National Electoral
Commission’s official voting returns. In the context of strong historical ties between ethnic
groups and political parties, we find no net impact of debates on voting across ethnic-party
lines, however document heterogeneous effects that are consistent with theoretical predictions
from Casey (forthcoming).

As one might expect of any intervention that alters voter behavior on a nontrivial scale,
we next document an endogenous campaign response by candidates who participated in the
debates. While the candidates were not informed of which polling centers were assigned to
treatment, the debate screenings were large public gatherings in rural areas with limited
entertainment options, making their locations fairly easy to track. We find evidence that
candidates increased their campaign effort, as measured by gift giving, the monetary value
of gifts, and the number of in person visits, in communities where the screenings were
held. The increase in expenditure is consistent with a “swing” voter investment model if
the debates made exposed areas appear more competitive, either by making expected vote
margins narrower or more uncertain.! Along these lines, we observe a stronger expenditure
response by candidates who performed well in the debate, and particularly for those where
the audience assessment of who ultimately won the debate was closely contested.

A complementary series of treatments administered to individuals disentangles whether
voters respond to the hard facts covered or the more intangible qualities conveyed during
a debate. Specifically, some voters were exposed to brief “get to know you” videos of the
candidates speaking informally about themselves and their hobbies, which capture persona
but not professional or policy information. Others listened to a radio report or journalistic

summary of the debate, which articulated all the specific facts such as policy stances and pro-
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fessional qualifications that arose during the debates, but conveyed nothing about persona.
Still others watched the full debate on a tablet device. We find evidence that voters update
their views of candidates in response to information regarding persona and hard facts, but
that only the combination of the two delivered by the debates moves them into better policy
alignment and triggers changes in actual voting choices.

To isolate the role of priming, we surveyed some control respondents at both the time
treatments were implemented and the election, and others only at the election. We find sub-
stantial priming effects, consistent with Zwane et al. 2011, where specifically the experience
of being surveyed accounts for roughly one third of the overall effect on general political
knowledge. Reassuringly, survey priming does not contribute to knowledge of specific candi-
date attributes or policy stances, nor does it move voters to update their policy preferences
or vote choice. All results hold net of the survey priming effects.

Over the longer term, the publicity of the debate screenings could help solve candidate
commitment problems and enhance the accountability of elected officials. By creating a
public and enduring record of candidate commitments, debates could make reneging on
campaign promises more costly, thereby facilitating greater consistency between pre- and
post-election behavior. By informing voters of these candidate commitments and of the re-
sources available to those elected, debates could foster accountability pressure that enhances
the performance of winning MPs. To evaluate these interrelated claims, the 14 constituen-
cies that participated in the debate were randomly selected from what we anticipated would
be 28 relatively competitive races. We then tracked the performance of all 28 elected MPs
over their first year in office. We find positive effects on constituency engagement, where
for example treated MPs held twice as many public meetings with their constituents. We
also find positive effects on the allocation of the constituency facilitation fund, where the
value of development expenditures that could be verified in the field was 2.5 times greater
for treated than control MPs. We find no evidence for effects on attendance or participation
in Parliamentary sittings, nor on consistency in promoting the MP’s priority sector.

There is a large literature concerning the impact of debates in American politics (see for
example, Jamieson and Birdsell 1990 or Hellweg, Pfau and Brydon 1992 for review). Much of
this work is limited to panel opinion polls, with the familiar identification challenges (Prior
2012). The experimental evidence is inconclusive: one study finds that televised debates
impact voter assessment of candidates (Fridkin et al. 2007), while two others find no mean-
ingful effects on political attitudes (Wald and Lupfer 1978) nor opinions (Mullainathan et
al. 2010). Additional lab experiments find mixed evidence about how the medium of debate
delivery—via television versus radio—affects voter evaluation of candidates (McKinnon et
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tribute to this line of research by testing for the impacts of debates in an information poor
political environment; unpacking voter responses to multiple different slices of information
delivered by debates; and documenting effects of debate exposure on actual votes cast. We
view the scale and intensity of the polling center level public screenings as a new contribu-
tion. Interestingly, we find an effect size of these group screenings on vote shares that is
markedly similar to what Gerber et al. (2011) document in a Texan gubernatorial race for
the most intense “dose” of televised campaign advertising on voting intentions. The effects
in the U.S., however, dissipate very rapidly, reduced to zero in a matter of days, whereas the
impact of our debates persisted over a range of one to five weeks after treatment exposure
and affected choices on Election Day. In Italy, Kendall et al. (2015) evaluate campaign
messages about incumbent valence delivered by telephone in the week immediately preced-
ing a mayoral election, and find similarly sized effects on vote shares. We are not aware of
any other study that links debates to endogenous campaign responses by candidates, nor to
accountability effects on elected officials.

In the field of development economics, our approach of working with political candi-
dates in the course of their actual campaigns follows in the tradition of Wantchekon and
co-authors.? They find that public deliberation between a single party’s representative and
constituents decreases the prevalence of clientelism and increases electoral support for the
participating party in Benin and the Philippines. We instead focus on the interaction be-
tween rival candidates from different parties, where the head-to-head debates were designed
to reveal information about the relative quality and policy differences between candidates.
Testing the efficacy of debates further contributes to the literature exploring the impacts
of information of voting. Ferraz and Finan (2008) and Banerjee et al (2011), among oth-
ers, show that providing specific information about incumbent performance and candidate
qualifications can have large effects on voting. Debates are distinctive in that they provide
more general and comprehensive information about candidates, including information about
persuasion and charisma, which can be considered productive attributes of an effective legis-
lator. Moreover, if no sufficient statistic of political competence is available, the generality of
debates could further be important for three reasons. From a theoretical perspective, com-
prehensiveness eases concerns that increasing transparency along one dimension will simply
reallocate politician effort towards those more observable actions, regardless of their impact
on welfare (e.g. Liessem and Gersbach 2003 on multi-tasking, or Cranes-Wrone et al 2001
and Prat 2005 on pandering). Pragmatically, it makes it harder for politicians to unravel the

impact of the intervention: for example, it is easier for them to discredit a scorecard-style
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information campaign (Humphreys and Weinstein 2012) than a video of their own public
statements. Finally, by covering a range of issues and allowing candidates to make a positive
case, debates may be less likely to discourage voters from turning out when compared to
campaigns that focus exclusively on corruption or other shortcomings (Chong et al. 2015).
The rest of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 explains the institutional context,
research design and econometric specifications. Section 3 discusses evidence for treatment ef-
fects on voters, candidates and elected officials. Section 4 explores survey priming, treatment

effect heterogeneity and social mobilization. Section 5 concludes with policy considerations.

2 Context and Research Design

2.1 Imnstitutional Setting and Motivation

Sierra Leone has 112 Parliamentary constituencies, which are single member jurisdictions
elected by first-past-the-post plurality. The winning MP represents the local area, containing
approximately 40,000 residents, in the national legislature. In these elections, the ethnic
composition of voters in a given constituency predicts the corresponding party vote shares
with remarkable accuracy. These correlations arise from historical ties between the All
People’s Congress (APC) party and the ethnic groups in the North, most prominently the
Temne; and between the Sierra Leone People’s Party (SLPP) and tribes in the South, most
prominently the Mende (see Kandeh 1992). As an example of the contemporary strength of
these loyalties, 89 percent of citizens in the control group of this study reported voting for the
MP candidate from the party that is historically associated with their ethnic group. In this
context, candidate debates remain rare but not unheard-of: Presidential debates were held
before the 2007 and 2012 elections, however in no debate did both major party candidates
participate. The dissemination vehicle, via mobile cinema, was certainly novel.

This study builds on and extends beyond our earlier work. Casey (forthcoming) argues
that the salience of ethnic-party ties in voting may in part be driven by a lack of information
about individual candidates. If so, then providing citizens with information could broaden
their decision calculus, making voting more responsive to candidate characteristics like pro-
fessional qualification, past performance or persuasiveness. Such information should further
encourage citizens to vote across ethnic party loyalties, but only for races where the rival
party fields a sufficiently superior quality candidate. These claims leave open the question
of how to deliver candidate information in a way that is credible, engaging, and accessible
to voters who are predominantly poor, illiterate and geographically remote. It is out of this

challenge that our interest in debates as a vehicle to transmit comprehensive information



about candidates arose. We ask here whether debates are effective in informing voters, and if
so, how voters respond to the new information acquired in evaluating candidates and casting
their vote. Note that our ability to test whether debates move the more specific outcome
of voting across ethnic lines is more limited, as in only one of our 14 constituencies did the
rival party candidate clearly outperform the locally popular candidate during the debate.
The earlier paper also derives implications of ethnic-party loyalties for political com-
petition, campaign expenditure and their interaction with information provision. When
viewed through the lens of a standard “swing” voter investment model, more ethnically di-
verse areas—where the loyalists of both parties hold roughly equal population shares—are
more politically competitive and should thus attract greater campaign resources. Under an
extended information model, as information leads voters to place more weight on individ-
ual candidate attributes, it makes ethnic population shares a noisier predictor of party vote
shares. This uncertainty thereby broadens the set of potentially competitive areas and draws
in additional campaign expenditure. In the current study, we thus test whether candidates
endogenously reallocate campaign expenditure towards areas where debate screenings either
make the race more competitive or make vote margins more uncertain. Exploring candidate
commitment issues via the link between participation in public debates and the subsequent

accountability of elected officials is a new research area for us.

2.2 Treatments and Randomization

Before the 2012 Parliamentary candidates were officially announced, we selected what we
estimated would be the 28 most competitive races for inclusion in our constituency sample.
While we used a variety of metrics to do this—including the 2007 vote margin, the ethnic-
partisan bias favoring one party over the other, and whether the seat changed parties in the
previous election—ex post these races ended up being neither the most nor least competitive
in 2012 (see Appendix Figure 1). The vote margins within our sample thus represent a
broad subset (ranging from 0.14 to 0.75) of the national distribution (which ranges from
0.01 to 0.91). We then randomly selected 14 constituencies from this set, stratifying on
the degree of ethnic-party bias, to host debates (see Appendix Figure 2 for a map). All
randomizations were done on a computer. Appendix Table 1 compares characteristics of
these constituencies, candidates and winning MPs across treatment assignment, and indicates
that the randomization achieved reasonable balance. Our NGO partner, SFCG, invited
candidates from the three largest parties—the APC, SLPP, and the latter’s splinter party,
the People’s Movement for Democratic Change (PMDC)—who were contesting a given seat

to participate in a debate. No other parties won seats in the previous election, and these



three parties respectively held 59, 39 and 9 percent of the current seats in Parliament.

Each of the fourteen debates followed a standardized format. The SFCG moderator
opened the debates by introducing the candidates and explaining the basic roles and respon-
sibilities of office. A casual “get to know you” section followed, where the candidates spoke
informally about where they were from, their family and hobbies. Then five national policy
questions were posed, where each candidate was allowed two to three minutes to respond.
The first policy question concerned the candidate’s top priority for additional government
spending. The second covered plans for how to spend the constituency facilitation fund
(CFF), which is an untied 43.8 million Leones (approximately US$ 11K) grant given annu-
ally to each MP. It is intended to support development projects in, and the MP’s own travel
to and from, their constituency. The third issue asked for the candidate’s strategy to uplift
the youth, where “youth” is defined by the government as 18 to 35 year old adults. This
demographic segment faces high unemployment and their historic disenfranchisement and
frustration were seen by many as a contributing factor to the country’s civil war (1991 to
2002). Fourth was whether the candidate, if elected, would vote in favor of or against the
Gender Equity Bill (GEB), a 30% quota for women’s representation in government that was
introduced but never voted on by the previous Parliament. The last national policy ques-
tion asked for the candidate’s assessment of the implementation of free healthcare (FHC),
a major initiative by the incumbent government to provide free care to children under five
and pregnant or nursing women. Each debate closed with two local policy questions, which
varied by constituency and were tailored to prominent issues in the local area. All debates
were conducted in Krio, Sierra Leone’s lingua franca.

Within the fourteen constituencies selected for participation in the debates, we first
allocated polling centers to the group screening treatment and control arms. All citizens
had to register anew for this election, and the polling centers—typically a primary school or
community center—are where they went to register and then later to vote. This sample drew
in 224 polling centers that had fewer total registered voters (471 on average) and were located
further away from their nearest neighboring polling center (2.4 miles on average) than the
population in general. SFCG took videotapes of the debates on a “road show” to 112 of these
polling centers, selected randomly. In the eight constituencies where there were a sufficient
number of polling centers left over, we randomly allocated 40 of the remaining larger and
closer together centers into the individual-level treatment group. Note that the individual
treatment arms were thus administered in a completely separate set of communities from
the public screenings. A few months before administering any intervention or survey, we
conducted a household listing of registered voters in all 264 polling centers to develop the

sampling frame for individual respondents.



The “road show” or mobile cinema treatment at the polling center level consisted of an
evening showing of the video of the relevant debate projected at a convenient public place,
usually on the side of the polling center itself, in the weeks leading up to the Election. Typical
protocols for these screenings were as follows: host polling center and satellite communities
were notified in advance and invited to attend the screening; 25 randomly selected residents
(using data from the earlier listing exercise) were provided a small incentive (10 cooking
spice cubes) to attend the screenings; the video was played once in a pause and play format
that inserted translation into the relevant local language after each question; and the video
was played a second time with or without translation. A secondary screening was also held
in the largest accessible satellite community earlier the same day, in most cases without
translation. A total of 112 primary and 85 secondary screenings were held, and we estimate
that roughly 19,000 people were thereby exposed to one of the debates.

At the time of screening in treated polling centers, some of the 25 respondents who
received attendance incentives were also surveyed. Specifically: i) 12 respondents completed
surveys both before and after the screening; ii) 4 completed only after screening surveys; and
iii) the 9 remaining were not surveyed but were contacted only to deliver the incentive. We
later conducted exit polls on Election Day and the days immediately after in all 224 treatment
and control polling centers. To avoid any differential attrition or selection across treatment
assignment, the 5,600 exit poll respondents were drawn from the original household listing in
both treatment and control polling centers and surveyed at their residence. In what follows,
we will thus be estimating intention to treat effects, where 82% of exit poll respondents
indicated that they had attended a debate screening, as did 4% of those in the control
group. The comparison of means across treatment assignment for voter characteristics in
Appendix Table 1 validates the polling-center-level randomization.

Within each of the polling centers assigned to individual-level treatments, households
were divided into those with only female registered voters, only male, and both male and
female registered voters (based on the earlier household listing exercise). We randomly
assigned treatment arms to households within each of these bins, and randomly selected
respondents within each household to receive the individual-level treatments and/or sur-
vey(s). The treatment arms at the individual level were as follows: (i) debate treatment,
where individuals were shown the exact same debate screened in polling centers on a per-
sonal handheld device; (ii) “getting to know you” treatment, where individuals were shown
a short video of the same two candidates speaking informally about their hobbies and in-
terests; (iii) “radio report” treatment, where individuals listened to a journalistic summary
of the main policy positions articulated by the candidates during the debates; (iv) surveyed

control, where individuals were given the same survey as the one that accompanied treat-



ments i to iii, but were not shown any media; and (v) pure control, where individuals were
not surveyed until Election Day, and whose only contact with the research team at time of
treatment implementation was to record basic demographics. A sixth arm participated in
a lab-in-the-field experiment (analyzed in our related work) that exposed voters to photos
and 20 second video clips of candidates to assess, for example, whether voters could infer
candidate ethnicity from photographs. No political information was conveyed and the media
snippets did not cover any candidates from the voter’s own constituency. This arm is thus
grouped with the controls.

There were 400 individuals assigned per treatment arm and 600 in the surveyed control
group. Unlike for the polling center level intervention, the exact same respondents who
participated in the individual treatment arms were resurveyed in the exit polls. As we
had perfect compliance and minimal attrition (6 percent overall), average treatment effect
estimates for the individual treatment arms are comparable to treatment on the treated
effects. Appendix Table 2 presents voter characteristics, including attrition, across treatment

arms, and validates that the individual randomization created reasonably balanced groups.

2.3 Hypotheses and Econometric Framework

We registered the first and main pre-analysis plan (PAP) governing this analysis with the Ab-
dul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab on November 20, 2012 before fieldwork for the exit poll,
which is the primary source of data for this analysis, was completed. We later migrated the
PAP when the American Economic Association’s randomized control trial registry opened.
Our entry can be found at https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/26. With data col-
lection efforts spanning 18 months, we established an iterative process for prespecifying our
analysis. We started with an overarching plan and later lodged additional plans and revisions
as one round of data and analysis informed the questions asked in subsequent analysis. The
plans establish five research domains with hypotheses under each domain; group outcomes
under these hypotheses; and specify the econometric framework including subgroup analysis,
dimensions of heterogeneous effects, and which tests are one-sided and in which direction.?
We also show results for more conventional two-sided tests, under conservative specifications
that further exclude control variables, in Appendix Tables 3 and 4. We flag in the main text
estimates that fall from the 95% to 90% confidence level under these adjustments.

The PAP commits to reporting treatment effects for all individual outcomes as well as
mean effects indices by hypothesis, and then adjusting for multiple inference across hypothe-

ses within a domain and across outcomes within a given hypothesis. Compilation of the mean

3See Casey, Glennerster and Miguel (2012) for discussion of PAPs.



effects index follows Kling, Liebman and Katz (2007) to first orient each individual outcome
so that larger numbers imply better outcomes, translate each into standard deviation units
with reference to the mean and standard error of the control group, and then compute the
equally weighted average of all transformed outcomes under a given hypothesis.* Following
Anderson (2008), we then apply family wise error rate (FWER) adjustments at the hy-
pothesis level, which strongly control the probability of making any type-I error; and apply
false discovery rate (FDR) adjustments at the individual outcome level, which control the
expected proportion of rejections that are type-I errors. Note that we do not adjust across
research domains (e.g. across voters in the polling-center versus individual-level treatment
arms), as each domain concerns a distinct sample: covering different actors, datasets and/or
randomizations.’

The PAP lists the following hypotheses for the first research domain (A), which concerns

the effects of the polling center-level debate screenings on voters:

A1l. Exposure to debates increases political knowledge and leads to more informed
voting, including (i) general political knowledge; (ii) knowledge of individual

candidate attributes; and (iii) candidate policy stances
A2. Exposure to debates increases policy alignment

A3. Exposure to debates increases vote shares for the candidate who performed
the best in the debate

A4. Exposure to debates increases the willingness to vote across party lines
A5. Exposure to debates enhances voter openness to other parties

Secondary hypotheses: Exposure to debates (i) mobilizes the public and leads
to greater turnout; (ii) increases the perceived legitimacy of elections; and (iii)

increases interest in politics

Analysis of treatment effects for domain A takes the form:

Yipe = Bo + 0Tpe + X5, JI+Z,, T + Wi W+ ¢, + € (1)

ipc ipc

where outcome Y (e.g. vote choice) is measured for individual i registered in polling center
p within Parliamentary constituency c; T' is an indicator variable equal to one if the polling

center received the debate group screening treatment; X is a vector of indicator variables

4Missing values for individual index component outcome measures are imputed at the random assignment
group mean.

®Note the word “domain” often refers to different groups of outcomes tested on the same dataset. Our
“domains” are quite distinct from that usage and imply a much stronger degree of separation between tests.
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that denote the stratification bin from which exit poll respondents were drawn (where the
bins were constructed by age and gender); Z is a vector of indicator variables that denote the
stratification bin from which the polling center was drawn (where the bins were constructed
by number of registered voters and distance to nearest neighboring center); W is a set of
individual controls determined by a pre-specified algorithm that uses control group data
to select the subset of {gender, age, years of schooling, polygamous marital status, farming
occupation and radio ownership}® that predicts the mean effects index for a given hypothesis
at 95% confidence; ¢ is a set of constituency-specific fixed effects (the level of debate and
candidates); and ¢ is an idiosyncratic error term clustered at the polling center level. The
coefficient of interest is d, which captures intention to treat effects. Unless otherwise stated,
all tests are one-sided in the direction indicated in the statement of the hypothesis. The
PAP further specifies the following primary dimensions of potential heterogeneous effects:
(i) competitiveness of constituency; (ii) candidate performance; and (iii) subgroup analysis
by gender, age and fluency in Krio; which are discussed in Section 4.2.

For the second research domain (B), the PAP lists only one hypothesis concerning the

effects of polling center-level debate screenings on candidates:

B1. Candidate allocation of campaign effort and expenditure is responsive to

debate publicity

Here we are interested in whether campaign investment complements or substitutes for
treatment allocation, and thus conduct two-sided tests. As mentioned earlier, if debates influ-
ence vote shares in a way that makes the races appear more competitive, then a “swing voter”
model would predict greater resources flowing to areas where the debates were screened. Re-
call that while we did not inform the candidates of which polling centers were assigned to
treatment or control, the screenings were large public events whose locations would not have
been difficult to track after they occurred. As such B1 measures an endogenous response of
candidates to the polling center-level treatment assignment. Treatment effects on voters in
domain A thus capture the combination of exposure to debate and the campaign response.
(By contrast, results from the individual-level treatments administered under domain D be-
low capture a “pure” debates effect absent any campaign response.) The econometric speci-
fication is the same as in (1), save the outcomes are linked to individual candidates: e.g., an
outcome Y (such as receiving a gift) is measured for individual i in relation to candidate m
where the individual is registered in polling center p within Parliamentary constituency c.

The PAP repeats the hypothesis above, only now applied to political parties more gen-

erally as opposed to individual candidates, to establish the third research domain (C). Data

bInterest in politics was removed from the pre-specified set as it is potentially endogenous to treatment.
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for this domain were collected in a community-level survey that accompanied the voter-level
exit polls, implying that there are many fewer (by an order of magnitude) observations for
this analysis than for domain B. Survey questions here do not distinguish gifts from different
party representatives, and instead reference any party official or candidate for office, where
the offices include President, MP, Local Councillor, and Local Council Chair, all of which
were contested during the single General Election under study. The hypothesis covers addi-
tional outcome measures, like political rallies and number of posters displayed, that apply
only at the community-level.

For the fourth research domain (D), we registered a separate PAP to govern the analysis
of the individual treatment arms. The hypotheses and outcomes are the same as those
specified for domain A above, but we are now interested in the absolute treatment effect of
each of the three treatment arms (debate, get to know you and radio report) compared to
the control group, as well as the net or relative effect of each treatment arm compared to

the other treatments. Analysis of individual-level treatment arms takes the form:
Y:L'htpc = 50 + 6Thtpc + X;lpcl_'[ + Z;CI‘ + W;htpc\I’ + Cp + gihtpc (2)

where outcome Y (i.e. vote choice) is measured for individual ¢ living in household h assigned
to treatment arm ¢ registered in polling center p located in Parliamentary constituency c; T’
is a dummy variable indicating assignment to treatment arm ¢; X is a vector of indicator
variables that denote the stratification bin from which the household was drawn (where the
bins were determined by the gender composition of registered voters); and Z, W, ¢ and ¢
remain as defined in (1). For each treatment arm, the coefficient of interest is d;, the average
treatment effect for treatment ¢ compared to the control group. The control group is defined
as respondents in both the surveyed and “pure” control arms as well as participants in the
sixth lab-in-the-field arm (who received no information about these MP races). We further
test a series of hypotheses about the relative effects of the different treatment arms that take
the form 0; # d—;. Tests of average treatment effects are one-sided in the direction of the
hypothesis statement, and tests of relative effects are two-sided.

The fifth and final research domain (E), explores medium term accountability effects of
the debate treatment on the candidates who won the seat. This analysis operates at the
highest level of aggregation, where we randomly allocated 14 of the 28 constituencies into
debate participation. We surveyed all candidates in the sampled constituencies pre-election,
surveyed the 28 winning MPs shortly after the election, and tracked the performance of the
winners over their first 18 months in office. During the post-election survey, we also gave the

treated winners a video of the debate they participated in, edited to include only their own
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statements, and explained how many voters had seen their debate. Performance outcomes for
all 28 winners were drawn from Parliamentary administrative records, MP self-reports, and

extensive fieldwork in their home constituencies. There are four hypotheses in this domain:

E1. Accountability pressure of constituent exposure to debates is expected to

increase the activity and engagement level of elected MPs

E2. The publicity of the debates helps solve the candidate commitment problem
and makes their post-election behavior in Parliament more consistent with their

pre-Election promises

E3. Accountability pressure of constituent exposure to debates is expected to

increase post-election engagement with constituents

E4. Accountability pressure of constituent exposure to debates is expected to

increase development expenditure under the CFF

The econometric specification here is:

Yie= By + 0T + XL+ A\, + 4 (3)

where Y. is outcome for MP candidate ¢ who won the seat for constituency c¢, T, is an in-
dicator signaling that the constituency was assigned to the debates participation treatment,
X; is a vector of MP-level controls {gender, public office experience} selected by their con-
tribution to increasing the R? in analysis of the control group data, and ). are fixed effects
for the randomization strata used in the constituency-level assignment (three bins of raw
ethnic-party bias). Tests are one sided in the direction of better performance. Given the
small sample size at this level, standard error estimators that are ro