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Abstract

This dissertation consists of three field experiments that explore how information and the social

environment affect accountability and the provision of public goods in developing countries.

The first chapter explores a key constraint on politicians’ ability to deliver public goods: their

inaccurate beliefs about what citizens prefer. Studies on the role of information in political account-

ability usually ask whether citizens know enough about politicians. In this chapter, I ask instead

whether politicians know enough about citizens to adequately represent them. Using original

politician and citizen surveys in Pakistan, I show that politicians hold highly inaccurate beliefs

about citizen preferences. In collaboration with a large political party, I conduct a field experiment

with 653 politicians to understand how politicians respond when they receive information on

citizen preferences. I find that politicians who receive information make recommendations to

their party leadership that are closer to what citizens prefer. Directly elected politicians are more

responsive than indirectly elected ones. Politicians are more responsive to information about

women’s preferences compared to men’s preferences. I interpret my results using a simple model

of belief updating and responsiveness. The model suggests that higher responsiveness to women’s

preferences should be expected if politicians are less confident in their prior beliefs about women,

for which I find evidence in the data. This paper shows that politicians’ inaccurate beliefs constrain

accountability and public good provision in developing democracies. My results point to the need

for better channels for the flow of information from citizens to politicians—channels that include

those who are currently underrepresented.
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Politicians are less confident in their prior beliefs about women because women engage less fre-

quently in politics. The second chapter (co-authored with Ali Cheema, Sarah Khan and Shandana

Khan Mohmand) asks whether constraints on women’s participation lie with women themselves,

or with the men in their households who act as gatekeepers. We conduct a field experiment in

Lahore, Pakistan to test how a canvassing campaign aimed at increasing women’s turnout should

be targeted within the household. We randomly assign 2500 households to one of four conditions:

no canvassing visit, a visit targeted at men, a visit targeted at women, or both. We find large

increases in women’s turnout when the visit targets only men or both men and women. Targeting

women alone is insufficient to improve their turnout. Using a costly behavioral measure of support

for women’s role in democracy, we find that canvassing men increases their demonstrated support

for women’s role in democracy two months after the election. Households where both men and

women were treated see greater political discussion among men and women, and men in these

households are more likely to have provided women logistical support to vote. The results suggest

that engaging men is necessary to reduce gender gaps in political participation, particularly in

contexts where women do not enjoy full decision-making power over their own participation.

Do voters care about how connected their candidates are? The third chapter of this dissertation

(co-authored with Michael Callen, Ali Cheema, Adnan Khan, Farooq Naseer and Jake Shapiro)

investigates this question in the 2015 local government elections in Pakistan combining: (i) data on

ties between candidates, higher level politicians, and bureaucrats; (ii) a large-scale field experiment;

and (iii) election outcomes. Before the election, voters considered local candidates’ connections

important and expected local politicians to help them access services provided by other levels of

government. Providing voters information on connections increased support for more connected

candidates, but information on past party performance did not. More connected candidates

received more votes and were more likely to win office, but there was no electoral benefit to past

service provision. The results provide novel evidence of the importance of political connections for

electoral outcomes and show that forward-looking expectations based on candidate characteristics

and an understanding of higher-level political process play an important role in vote choice.
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Chapter 1

No Representation Without Information:

Politician Responsiveness to Citizen

Preferences

1.1 Introduction

Information frictions cause market failures in many domains.1 Do such frictions exist in politics? If

so, how do they affect accountability and public good provision? Studies on the role of information

in accountability usually ask whether voters know enough about politicians’ actions to sanction

them [see e.g. Banerjee et al., 2011, Dunning et al., 2019]. In this paper, I ask instead whether

politicians know enough about voters to adequately represent them. This is important because

without this knowledge, even well meaning politicians would be unable to provide the public

goods that citizens desire.

I first examine the extent to which local politicians in Pakistan possess accurate information about

citizen preferences by surveying politicians and citizens. Second, I test whether local politicians

respond to new information on citizen preferences by conducting a field experiment in partnership

1See Handel and Schwartzstein [2018] for a review.
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with the second-largest political party in Pakistan. Third, I test whether politicians’ response

varies by the type of politician who gets information and the type of citizens whose preferences

are provided. Finally, I observe how politicians’ demand for further information responds to

treatment. I interpret my findings using a simple model, which suggests that responsiveness

should be higher when beliefs are less accurate, when politicians are less confident in their

prior beliefs, and when they place a higher weight on citizen preferences compared to their own

preferences.

I start by establishing that politicians have highly inaccurate beliefs about citizen preferences. My

sample includes 653 local politicians and 4,578 voters in Lahore. Politicians are only marginally

more accurate than a random guesser. They correctly guess which one of two policies is preferred

by the majority 59 percent of the time. I introduce a measure of accuracy that provides a fine-

grained random guess benchmark across issues. When asked what citizens prefer, politicians score

15 on average, which is far closer to the random guess benchmark (0) than to perfect accuracy

(100). I use the sampling distributions of citizen preferences to show that this result is not driven

by noise in measurement.

My measures of accuracy show sensible variation across issues. Beliefs about local issues that

these politicians handle directly (such as drainage and piped water) are more accurate compared

to issues (such as unemployment and infrastructure projects) that are the de jure responsibility of

higher levels of government. Even on these local issues, however, they are closer to the random

guess benchmark than to perfect accuracy. Strikingly, politicians are not more accurate about

groups they interact more frequently with (i.e. men and supporters of their own party). This

suggests that political contact may be unrepresentative, preventing politicians from using larger

samples to become more accurate.

Showing this information gap is not sufficient to establish that what politicians know has con-

sequences for accountability and public good provision. An information gap could reflect that
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politicians do not care what citizens prefer.2 I find that politicians show a high demand for

information under the status quo: two-thirds (67%) of politicians sign up for a report about citizen

preferences and customize it to their liking.3 Even though they demand this information, however,

it is possible that they act in the same way after receiving it.

I next ask whether experimentally alleviating the information gap affects how politicians act. I

conduct this field experiment in partnership with the second-largest political party in Pakistan.

Two-thirds of the 653 local politicians in my sample are randomized into receiving information on

citizen preferences. Treatment politicians are further randomized into receiving the preferences of

one out of six sub-populations defined along two dimensions: gender (men only, women only

or both) and partisanship (supporters of their own party or voting age citizens in general). Each

treatment politician receives information on six out of nine issues while control politicians do not

receive any information.4

I measure responsiveness by observing what local politicians recommend to their higher tier party

leadership, which is the primary way in which they influence outcomes for citizens. Under the

status quo, recommendations are made on a frequent but informal basis. Working with the party,

I develop a formal “policy recommendation mechanism”. The party sends its local politicians an

official letter soliciting their recommendations and promises to use these recommendations in

policymaking, ensuring that the stakes are real.

I find that politicians respond to information about citizen preferences. When presented with

this information, they are 7.6 percentage points more likely to recommend the policies supported

by the majority of citizens. This is a 14.5 percent improvement over the control group in which

2e.g. because they are driven by opportunities for rent-seeking or by their own views of what is best

3These sign-ups are not for the experimental treatment, but instead for a secondary report that is delivered after
the experiment is conducted and outcomes are observed. All 653 sample politicians are part of the experimental
randomization.

4This design allows me to estimate effects at the politician-issue level. My dataset contains 9 observations for each
politician. Treatment is assigned both at the politician level and at the issue level within politician. See Section 1.4.3 for
more details.
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only 52.5 percent of recommendations are in line with the majority’s preference. Treatment effects

on recommendations elicited by a party representative on the phone a few days after treatment

are similar, indicating that responsiveness is not due to demand effects and that the effects of

information do not quickly dissipate. I show that treatment effect do not operate through an

increased perceived importance of citizen preferences by cross-randomizing an explicit priming

treatment. This shows that the information gap limits politicians’ ability to provide the public

goods citizens desire.

Next, I ask whether responsiveness varies by the type of politician who receives information and

by the type of citizen who preferences are provided to politicians. To examine variation by politi-

cian type, I estimate heterogeneity in treatment effects by whether politicians are elected directly

or indirectly. To examine variation by citizen type, I estimate responsiveness to sub-treatments in

which politicians are provided with information on (i) their party’s supporters or everyone, and

(ii) men, women or both genders. These results are causally identified since sub-treatments are

randomly assigned.

I find that directly elected politicians are significantly more responsive than indirectly elected ones.

The former category includes politicians who are directly elected on a ward member or union

council chair position, while the latter category includes appointed woman councilors and union

council vice chairs who run on a joint ticket with the chair.5 This result is robust to (i) manually

controlling for the demographic characteristics of politicians, and (ii) when controls are selected

from the 104 available politician covariates using a machine learning method. This is compatible

with my model in which directly elected politicians are more responsive because they place a

higher weight on citizen preferences, suggesting that politicians’ incentives affect responsiveness.

Politicians are not more responsive to the preferences of their own party’s supporters (7.1 per-

centage points) versus the electorate at large (8.1 percentage points). This shows that politicians

5Randomization was stratified by politician type.

4



do not use new information to discriminate in favor of their core supporters.6 Responsiveness to

information on women’s preferences is substantially higher compared to information on men’s

preferences. When presented with data on women’s preferences, politicians are 10.9 percentage

points (20.8 percent) more likely to recommend the policy supported by the majority. When

presented with data on men’s preferences, the corresponding increase is 5.8 percentage points

(11.0 percent). In a context where women are largely excluded from political networks, this

indicates that returns to increased meaningful participation by women may be high.7

Why do politicians respond more to information on women’s preferences? Under my model, this

occurs because they are less confident in their prior beliefs about women compared to men. When

they receive a new ‘signal’ about women, they place a higher weight on this signal and hence

update their beliefs more. I provide suggestive evidence for this channel using survey responses

showing that politicians are thrice as likely to state that they know more about the preferences of

men than women. I provide evidence that is inconsistent with other explanations. Beliefs about

women are not less accurate, and politicians do not believe that responding to women might

provide greater electoral returns or that the party expects greater responsiveness towards women.

Next, I explore how exposure to information affects politicians’ demand for more information.

If information is considered to have diminishing returns, exposure to information may decrease

politicians’ demand for more information. I test this by offering politicians in my sample an option

to sign up for a report on citizen preferences, to be delivered in the near future. Signing up for a

report involves making detailed choices about the contents of the report and the mode of delivery,

making it costly. The most relevant choice is the dimension along which citizen preferences should

be reported: gender, partisanship, class or age.

6My model explains why politicians may not respond differentially to their own party’s supporters versus the
electorate at large. There are two counter-acting influences that balance out: (i) they are more confident in their prior
beliefs about their own party’s supporters, which results in lower belief updating and hence lower responsiveness, and
(ii) they place a higher weight on the preferences of their own party’s supporters which results in higher responsiveness.

7In other co-authored experimental work, I show that nonpartisan canvassing reduces the gender gap in political
participation - but only when it targets men and not when it targets women. This result indicates that men act as
‘gatekeepers’ [Cheema et al., 2019].
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I find that instead of decreasing demand, treatment increases politicians’ demand for information.

This increase is only observed, however, on the one dimension that control politicians do not

consider important: age. Demand for information on the preferences of young, middle-aged and

elderly citizens doubles from 6% to 12%. Demand for information along the three dimensions that

are popular among the control group (gender, partisanship and class) remains unaffected. This

constitutes suggestive evidence that exposure to information makes politicians more attentive to

dimensions they do not consider important otherwise.

These results imply that politicians’ inaccurate beliefs about citizen preferences are a constraint on

politicians’ ability to deliver. Our understanding of low accountability and inefficient public good

provision in developing countries is thus missing an essential ingredient: politicians’ inaccurate

beliefs. These findings also raise the question of why politicians do not exert greater effort to

acquire better information about citizen preferences when they value this information and are

responsive to it. I provide suggestive evidence that the reasons are gendered: they believe they

do not need more information about men, and social norms prevent them from acquiring more

information about women.8 One counterintuitive implication is that direct contact may undermine

representation as politicians become overconfident in their inaccurate beliefs about men.

This paper contributes to several literatures in economics. It ties in with literatures on information

frictions in various domains such as the market for used cars [Akerlof, 1978], labor [Schönberg,

2007], housing [Anenberg, 2016], health [Handel and Kolstad, 2015], energy [Allcott and Taubinsky,

2015] and agriculture [Hanna et al., 2012]. I find that similar problems plague political ‘markets’,

which is a stark finding since politicians have incentives to be well informed.

What affects public good provision is a central question for development economics. Researchers

have investigated potential determinants of public good provision including corruption [Ferraz

8In other experimental work, I document the high relative costs that parties face when engaging with women.
When the party monitors the effort of its workers in an electoral campaign, workers increase their effort on men but do
not increase their effort on women [Liaqat, 2019b].
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and Finan, 2011, Reinikka and Svensson, 2005, Banerjee et al., 2012],9 the effectiveness of state

personnel [Bertrand et al., 2015, Rasul and Rogger, 2018, Khan et al., 2015],10 and clientelism or

vote buying [Anderson et al., 2015, Finan and Schechter, 2012] among several others. This paper

is the first to show that what politicians know about citizens may affect how public goods are

provided.

In doing so, it also makes a contribution within political economy to the rich literature on the role

of information in democratic accountability. We have mixed evidence on whether informing voters

about politicians results in better selection and improved accountability [Banerjee et al., 2011,

Wantchekon, 2003, Fujiwara and Wantchekon, 2013].11 Casey et al. [2019] show that informing

party leaders about voter preferences improves candidate selection. This paper complements

these studies by showing that informing existing politicians also improves representation. This

finding is critical for contexts where altering selection is hard due to high barriers to entry such as

expensive electoral campaigns or dynastic politics.12

This paper also contributes to the literature on when policy shifts in line with women’s prefer-

ences. Chattopadhyay and Duflo [2004] show that public good provision shifts towards women’s

preferences when village council head positions in India are randomly reserved for women. Lott

and Kenny [1999] show that women’s suffrage in the United States was followed by increases in

9See Olken and Pande [2012] for a review.

10See Finan et al. [2015] for a review.

11See Pande [2011] for a review and Dunning et al. [2019] for results from a set of coordinated studies. More recent
work shows that the effects of improved information may be enhanced when the issue is salient for voters [Boas et al.,
2019] or when the sanctioning mechanism is more explicit or salient for politicians [Grossman and Michelitch, 2018,
Banerjee et al., 2019]

12In its focus on politicians’ beliefs and actions, this paper also ties in closely with the literature on legislator
knowledge and responsiveness in the American politics subfield in political science. A set of papers including Miller
and Stokes [1963] and Tausanovitch and Warshaw [2014] study responsiveness by observing correlations between
enacted policies and public opinion data. Causal evidence is limited and mixed. Butler and Nickerson [2011] find that
providing legislators with public opinion data moves their voting behavior on a highly salient issue, but Kalla and
Porter [2019] show that legislators do not access such information or update their beliefs when they do access it. This
paper complements these studies by providing the first causal measure of responsiveness to citizen preferences in a
developing democracy, and showing that politicians in Pakistan do value such information. This paper also provides
the first causal estimates of responsiveness to the preferences of different subgroups of citizens.
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government spending in line with women’s preferences. This paper suggests that in the absence

of large exogenous shifts in women’s representation as politicians or voters, policy may still shift

closer to women’s preferences if existing politicians are better informed about what women want.

A common argument for decentralization in private and political organizations is that lower-tier

agents have an informational advantage [Mookherjee, 2006, Dessein, 2002]. There is little to no

direct empirical evidence on whether this informational advantage exists [Dal Bo et al., 2019].

This paper shows that contrary to these expectations, agents at the lowest tier may not have the

information needed to make better decisions. At the same time, by showing that directly elected

politicians respond to new information, this paper validates a common argument for political

decentralization, namely that the incentives of decision makers at the decentralized tier are tied

closely to their performance in the locality [Seabright, 1996].

Within behavioral economics, this paper joins a group of studies including Hjort et al. [2019],

Banuri et al. [2017] and Vivalt and Coville [2017] that capture policymakers’ beliefs in a realistic

setting and examine the relationship between these beliefs and behavior.13 It advances this nascent

literature by being the first paper to study how prior beliefs shape policymakers’ responsiveness

to citizen preferences.

The rest of this paper proceeds as follows. In Section 1.2, I present relevant contextual details. In

section 1.3, I introduce my conceptual framework and set up a simple model of belief updating

and responsiveness. In Section 1.4, I describe the data on citizen preferences and politician beliefs

as well as the experimental design. In Section 1.5, I present results on how accurate politicians’

beliefs are. In Section 1.6, I present experimental results on politician responsiveness to citizen

preferences. I conclude in Section 1.7 by commenting on the policy relevance of these findings

and suggesting avenues for further research.

13Most studies involving belief elicitation take place in the laboratory [Schotter and Trevino, 2014] which has
considerable costs in terms of ecological validity and the representativeness of subject pools.
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1.2 Context

1.2.1 Local Politicians in a Developing Metropolis

This study is set in Lahore, the capital of the Punjab province in Pakistan and the 9th most

populous city in the world. Studying urban governance in Asia is especially important since more

than than half the global population (55%) lives in urban areas, and more than half (54%) of global

urban dwellers live in Asia [DESA, 2018].

I focus on politicians at the lowest-tiers of elected government, referring to them as ‘local’ politi-

cians. They serve in four different positions at the level of the Union Council (UC) and the ward

within the UC, as depicted in Figure 1.1. These positions are (i) directly elected politicians at

the ward level known as ‘Ward Councilors’, (ii) directly elected Union Council chairpersons, (iii)

Union Council vice-chairpersons on a joint ticket with the chairperson and (iv) woman councilors

appointed on reserved seats by the party. The politicians in the first three categories are almost all

men. Even though there is no such legal requirement, parties tend to award tickets for directly

elected positions to men, using the reserved seats for women in every Union Council as an excuse

to deny these positions to women.
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UC Chair 
Elected Directly by UC 

Councilors 
Elected Directly by Ward  

UC Vice Chair 
Elected On Joint Ticket

Woman Councilors 
Indirectly Elected by 

Council

 89 Union Councils (UC)  
(Population ~ 40,000 each)

6 Wards per UC 
(Population ~ 6,700 each)

Figure 1.1: Structure of Union Councils in Lahore

Politicians in the first two categories (Ward Councilors and UC chairpersons) face a direct

re-election incentive, while the incentives for the last two categories of politicians are tied less

directly to voters. Much like Vice-Presidential candidates in the United States, the career prospects

for UC vice-chairpersons depend upon the preferences of the main ticket-holder.14 Similarly,

candidates for women councilors are appointed by each party at the union council level, and

whether one or both reserved positions for women councilors go to a party is determined by the

party’s vote share for the UC chairperson candidate.

These politicians are deeply embedded in the communities they live in. The average politician has

14Devine and Kopko [2013] find that Vice-Presidential candidates in the US are not even able to affect the outcome
of their home state in presidential elections in the United States
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lived in the neighborhood for 41 out of their 47 years. They form an integral part of their political

party’s machine at the local level. This machine is typically headed by the party’s candidates for

parliamentary constituencies. In my sample, 90% of local politicians campaign for their party’s

parliamentary candidates in general elections. Local politicians thus serve in a dual capacity: as

local elected representatives, and as party workers.

1.2.2 How Local Politicians Influence Public Good Provision

They influence outcomes for citizens in two main ways: by directly influencing the provision of

local services and by transmitting recommendations to higher tier politicians.15 The latter is the

primary way in which they influence outcomes, for two reasons. First, Union Councils receive a

limited discretionary budget and often depend upon transfers from higher tiers. Second, even on

the local service delivery issues over which they have de jure jurisdiction and decision making

power, the bureaucracy involved in delivering these services is often centralized. This implies that

local politicians must channel their agenda through higher tiers of political leadership who are

the counterparts of senior bureaucrats.

In cases where local politicians directly provide local services, it is hard to empirically isolate

responsiveness at the individual politician level. These decisions are subject to group decision

making processes within the Union Council, the political vision of the party in general, and a

range of logistical and bureaucratic hurdles. An observed outcome cannot be cleanly attributed

to an individual politician. The literature on responsiveness in the United States municipalities

suffers from the same empirical issue [see e.g. Tausanovitch and Warshaw, 2014]. My method of

operationalizing responsiveness described in the next section provides a way of identifying an

individual politician’s responsiveness on a given issue.

The second, and more dominant, way in which local politicians influence outcomes for citizens

15Since local elections are partisan, there are often close connections between local and higher-level politicians
within a given area. I show in other work that voters recognize these connections and consider them important in their
voting decisions [Liaqat et al., 2019a]
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is by transmitting their recommendations to a higher-tier decision maker. This is an important

function that local politicians play within their party machine. These recommendations may be

about (i) local services that are provided by local government but where some consequential

decisions are taken at a higher tier or about (ii) public services or policies that are under the

jurisdiction of higher tiers of government but where the decision making process is informed by

the views of local politicians.16 In the status quo, local politicians transmit their preferences to

higher tier politicians in an informal manner through communication with the parliamentarians

in their area or at party meetings or summits. In my sample, two-thirds of local politicians had

met their area’s parliamentarian to make recommendations at least once in the previous month

and almost all had such meetings with their area’s parliamentarian in the year leading up to the

survey.

1.2.3 How Local Politicians Engage with Citizens

Local Politicians frequently engage with citizens. In a companion book chapter, I document

evidence of frequent contact between citizens and local politicians [Liaqat et al., 2019b]. Using an

original survey of 2,150 citizens, I show that close to 10 percent of citizens report contacting their

local politician in the previous 12 months. This is broadly consistent with the median politician’s

claim that they meet close to 40 citizens a week .

While politicians engage frequently, they do not engage with a representative group of citizens.

Those who contact politicians are meaningfully different from the average voters in terms of their

demographic and personality characteristics, in terms of the issues they care about and how they

wanted local budgets to be allocated [Liaqat et al., 2019b].

Women are much less likely to be in contact with politicians compared to men [Liaqat et al.,

2019b]. Similarly, Khan [2019] shows that there are sizable gaps in the level of politicians’ contact

16These higher-tier decisions may be taken by a higher tier politician (such as the area’s Member of National
Assembly, the Chief Minister of Punjab or the the Minister of a particular provincial department) or a political body
(such as the national or provincial parliament or the political party’s executive committee). Anecdotal pictorial evidence
of these two ways in which local politicians influence outcomes are presented in Appendix E
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with men and women in Faisalabad, a district close to Lahore in Punjab province. This gender

gap is not restricted to direct contact: women are 12 percentage points less likely to vote [Cheema

et al., 2019], 15-24 percentage points less likely to attend rallies and corner meetings [Khan, 2019],

and 21 percentage points less likely to be targeted by canvassers [Liaqat, 2019b].

1.3 Theoretical Framework

Does information about citizen preferences affect the decisions that politicians make? The answer

to this question depends on (i) how accurate and precise their prior beliefs about citizen preferences

are and (ii) the extent to which they care about these preferences. In section 1.3.1, I describe

the informational environment of politicians. In section 1.3.2, I develop a simple model of belief

updating to show how the informational environment and politician incentives affect the extent to

which politicians respond to citizen preferences.

1.3.1 The Information Environment of Local Politicians

To understand the beliefs of local politicians in Pakistan about what citizens prefer, we must

consider the duality of their role. Their first role is that of elected representatives and the second

is that of workers or brokers in a party machine that is at times clientelistic. Pakistani local

politicians share this characteristic with politicians in other clientelistic democracies [Novaes, 2014].

The literature on elected politicians in the United States [Miller and Stokes, 1963, Fenno, 1977] and

brokers in clientelistic democracies [Stokes, 2005, Kitschelt et al., 2007, Stokes et al., 2013] argues

that knowing what citizens want is central to these roles.17 Yet, recent studies from the United

show that legislators [Broockman and Skovron, 2018] and congressional aides [Hertel-Fernandez

et al., 2019] in the United States have systematically biased beliefs about citizen preferences. While

there is no existing evidence of how well brokers know what citizens prefer, the first direct tests

17For elected politicians, this aligns with the normative ideal of a delegate who acts in line with citizen preferences
as opposed to a trustee who acts according to his own better judgment [Fox and Shotts, 2009]. For brokers, this
knowledge is used (under the logic of clientelism) to target individual gifts or local services in exchange for votes.
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of the ability of local brokers to predict the vote choice of their constituents have found that local

leaders in India and Ghana do not have good knowledge about the partisan preferences of voters

[Schneider, 2019, Brierley and Nathan, 2019].18

What accounts for these systematic misperceptions by legislators in the United States and brokers

in the developing world? One primary way in which politicians find out what citizens prefer

is by direct contact with them [Fenno, 1977, Miler, 2009]. If direct contact takes place in an

unrepresentative manner, it may result in politicians having biased and inaccurate beliefs about

citizen preferences [Butler and Dynes, 2016]. There is evidence of unrepresentative contact in

Pakistan [Liaqat et al., 2019b] and the United States [Broockman, 2014, Broockman and Skovron,

2018].19 Any misperceptions that arise as a consequence of lack of representation in contact are

even more likely to occur in young democracies such as Pakistan where large-scale polling is not

the norm and politicians must rely on direct contact with voters for information about the policy

preferences of citizens. This leads to the expectation that local politicians have inaccurate beliefs

about citizen preferences. As a result, even in the absence of clientelism, corruption, vote buying

or a preference for pork-barrel spending, representatives would end up making policy decisions

that are not in line with average citizen preferences.

When do we expect variation in the accuracy and precision of politicians’ beliefs? Since they

engage with citizens more explicitly on local issues, we expect them to experience more equitable

representation and therefore more accurate beliefs about local issues compared to higher-tier

issues. While contact with women is less common than contact with men, it is not necessarily the

case that beliefs about women are expected to be less accurate. If contact with both men and

women is unrepresentative to a similar extent, politicians can end up with similarly inaccurate

beliefs about either gender. It is important to consider not just the first-order beliefs (how accurate

18In line with these findings, recent scholarship has begun to question the centrality of this mechanism in sustaining
a clientelistic equilibrium [Muñoz, 2014, Mares and Young, 2016, Hicken and Nathan, 2019]

19These studies show that politicians are much more likely to be contacted by constituents of their own race or
partisan affiliation.
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politician beliefs are), but also the second-order beliefs (how accurate politicians think they are).

Given that gender is a far more salient and easily observable dimension than the dimensions

along which men self-select into contact, it is expected that politicians are more aware of their

lower contact with women, compared to being aware that they speak to a non-representative

sample of men. In other words, the relatively higher rates of contact may lead them to become

overconfident in how well they know the preferences of men.

The prediction of large gaps in politicians’ knowledge leads to the expectation that politicians will

respond to new information by adjusting their beliefs towards true citizen preferences. The extent

to which they update their beliefs is expected to depend not only on the accuracy of their beliefs,

but also the precision. In other words, for a given level of accuracy, politicians will update their

beliefs more if they are not very confident about their prior beliefs. The extent to which updated

beliefs translated into increased responsiveness will depend on the weight that politicians place

on these preferences. Even in the presence of objectives that run counter to citizen interest, it

remains the case that politicians’ future career prospects are linked to citizens’ assessments to

some extent. We expect, therefore that local politicians will place some positive weight on citizen

preferences, hence allowing their updated beliefs to translate into responsiveness. 20

Politicians whose incentives are tied more closely to voters are expected to be more responsive to

citizen preferences. The long tradition of work on electoral accountability through the sanctioning

mechanism [see e.g. Barro, 1973, Ferejohn, 1986b, Austen-Smith and Banks, 1989] predicts that

elections solve the moral hazard problem in that politicians exert effort to perform up to the

point where they cross a re-election threshold set by voters. This theoretical literature and

20By “responsiveness”, I refer to the relationship between the services or policies that local politicians attempt
to deliver, and signals from citizens about what services or policies they prefer. Politicians are responsive if they
implement or takes action to support the service or policy that citizens prefer, conditional on having received a signal
about what citizens prefer.In adopting this definition, I follow Przeworski et al. [1999b] except for two important
deviations. One is a devolution down to an individual politician rather than the ‘government’ as a whole whose
responsiveness they are broadly interested in. Second, I expand their definition beyond a consideration of policies by
explicitly including preferences over public services. This is because far more often than advising on policy decisions,
local politicians are concerned with and have influence over the provision of public services compared to the legislators
that Przeworski et al. [1999b] and other defining works before them such as Miller and Stokes [1963] and Eulau and
Karps [1977] study. In Section 4, I describe in detail exactly how I operationalize this definition.
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even subsequent complications introduced in the sanctioning framework [for a review see

Ashworth, 2012b] do not take into account politicians’ information about what citizen prefer.

Notwithstanding this omission, it follows from this literature that if a politician’s incentives are

tied closely with voters’ evaluation of their performance, they would place a greater emphasis on

the preferences of citizens when taking decisions.

Since belief updating depends both on the accuracy and precision of priors, I expect that politicians

will respond more to women’s preferences since they have equally inaccurate but less precise

priors about women’s preferences. On the other hand, given similar levels of both accuracy and

precision about the beliefs of their own party’s supporters versus the population in general, we

expect that they do not respond differentially to these two groups.

1.3.2 A Simple Model of Responsiveness through Belief Updating

To formally illustrate my theoretical expectations about politician responsiveness to new informa-

tion about citizen preferences, I set up a simple model of belief updating. In this model, a local

politician is making a decision about what to recommend to their higher-tier party leadership on

a set of issues. They can recommend that the party pursue policy M which is preferred by the

majority of citizens or policy N which is not. The politician’s decision depends on their beliefs

about citizen preferences and on their own preferences.

Prior Belief Formation

The interactions politicians have with citizens could be unrepresentative of citizen preferences

in a number of ways. They could be (i) speaking to an unrepresentative sample of truth-telling

citizens who reveal all their preferences, (ii) speaking to a representative group of truth-telling

citizens who selectively reveal some of their preferences, (iii) speaking to a representative or

unrepresentative group of lying citizens, or (iv) imperfectly recalling from fully representative

interactions. Each of these possibilities could lead to politicians having inaccurate beliefs. Below,

I sketch out how one of these possibilities leads to inaccurate beliefs, namely when politicians
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interact with an unrepresentative group of truth-telling citizens who reveal all their preferences to

the politician.

The politician acquires their prior belief about citizen preferences through direct interactions

with citizens. They are trying to ascertain what share of the population prefers policy M over

policy N. They form their beliefs entirely through direct interactions, by taking the average of the

preferences expressed to them by the citizens who contact them. I assume that politicians are not

aware that the citizens who come to them are not a representative sample of the population.21

The mean and variance of these beliefs are denoted by µ0g and variance σ2
0g respectively, where g

indicates the group that the belief is about. For instance, the politician has separate beliefs about

men and women, or about the supporters of their own party or supporters of other parties. g

could also denote the entire population.

Within g, there exist two sub-groups: A that contacts politicians at a higher rate r and B that

contacts politicians at a lower rate τr where 0 ≤ τ ≤ 1. Sub-group A comprises proportion a

of g while sub-group B comprises the remaining 1− a. From the members of group A and B,

m− β and m respectively prefer policy M to policy N, with (m− 1) ≤ β ≤ m without loss of

generality. The politician is not able to observe sub-group membership. The preferences of each

of the sub-groups approximate a normal distribution by the Central Limit Theorem since they

are a sum of many independent Bernoulli trials. The mean of the politician’s prior belief is the

average of the two subgroup preferences weighted by their contact with the politician. Since the

politician’s belief is a linear combination of two independent distribution of preferences that are

each normally distributed, the beliefs follow a normal distribution with the following mean:

µ0g =
ar

ar + (1− a)(τr)
(m− β) +

(1− a)τr
ar + (1− a)(τr)

(m) (1.1)

In comparison, the true proportion is:

21Enke [2015] shows in a laboratory setting that such ‘selection neglect’ is a fairly common phenomenon. This
implies that this theory does not apply to beliefs across visible ascriptive characteristics such as gender. It applies
within gender categories, to beliefs about men and beliefs about women respectively.
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θ0g = (a)(m− β) + (1− a)(m) (1.2)

This leads to the following linear distance between true preferences and prior beliefs:

dist0g =
aβ(a− 1)(τ − 1)

τa− τ − a
(1.3)

In the absence of any divergence in preference (β = 0), contact rates (τ = 1), or grouping (a = 0, 1),

the distance equals zero. The absolute rate of contact (r) does not enter into the expression for

dist0g and therefore does not affect the accuracy of the prior. Similar to any sampling process from

the same population, however, more contact implies that the mean belief is more precise. Whether

the politician overestimates or underestimates support for the popular policy M depends on

whether β is positive or negative. β is negative when the high contact group A supports the policy

M more than the low contact group B, and is positive in the opposite case. A negative β implies a

positive distance which corresponds to the politician overestimating support for policy M because

they interacted disproportionately with group A that supports policy M more. A positive β

implies the opposite. The extent to which the politician’s belief is inaccurate depends on the

extent to which the sample is representative (τ) and the extent to which preferences diverge (β):

Proposition 1a: Beliefs become less accurate with rising divergence in preferences. ∂dist0g/∂β =

a(a − 1)(τ − 1)/(τa − a − τ) < 0. Case 1: β < 0. A decrease in β implies higher divergence in

preferences and an increase in the positive distance, hence less accurate beliefs. Case 2: β > 0. An increase

in β implies higher divergence in preferences and a decrease in the negative distance, hence less accurate

beliefs.

Proposition 1b: Beliefs become less accurate with rising divergence in contact rates. ∂dist0g/∂τ =

aβ(a− 1)/(τa− a− τ)2. Case 1: β < 0 =⇒ ∂dist0g/∂τ < 0. Distance is positive (underestimate) and

decreasing, which implies higher accuracy as τ increases. Case 2: β > 0 =⇒ ∂dist0g/∂τ > 0. Distance is

negative (overestimate) and increasing, which implies higher accuracy as τ increases.

This simple setup shows that it is possible for politicians to end up with inaccurate beliefs by
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coming into contact with an unrepresentative sample of citizens, regardless of the number of

citizens they contact.

Belief Updating and Responsiveness

In this model, when the politician receives an external shock to their prior beliefs about citizen

preferences, they update their beliefs using Bayes’ rule. Assuming that this external data is

obtained using a representative survey of citizens, it is distributed as:

pg(µDg|µ0g) ∼ N (µDg, σ2
Dg) (1.4)

If the prior and likelihood are both normally distributed as above, then the normal prior acts as a

conjugate prior and the posterior is also normally distributed as follows:

pg(µ1g|µDg) ∼ N (µ1g, σ2
1g) (1.5)

where

µ1g =
σ2

Dgµ0g + σ2
0gµDg

σ2
Dg + σ2

0g
(1.6)

and

σ2
1g =

σ2
Dgσ2

0g

σ2
Dg + σ2

0g
(1.7)

The politician uses these posterior beliefs to decide which of two policy options to recommend

to their higher tier leadership on a given issue. The policy that is in fact preferred by a majority

is denoted M while the other option is denoted N. The politician’s propensity to recommend

policy M over N is increasing in his expected utility from recommending policy M, which can be

characterized as:

EUM = α([ ∑
g∈G

(γg)(µ1g)) + (1− α)(z) (1.8)

where γg is the weight the politician assigns to the preferences of those in group g, with

∑g(γg) = 1. G could include various ways of dividing the population, but the two most relevant

for this paper are gender and partisanship. µ1g is the politician’s posterior beliefs about group g.
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The politician derives utility z from a range of factors other than representing citizen preferences.

These could include self-interest that runs counter to citizen interest (e.g. corruption), self-interest

that is in line with citizen interest (believing that citizens do not know what is good for them

but will realize later and will vote for the politician) or benevolence (doing what the politician

thinks is right regardless of whether citizens will vote for the politician or not). Finally, α and

1− α are the weights assigned to citizen preferences and z respectively. This simple framework

allows me to make the following predictions about how politicians are expected to respond to

new information about citizen preferences. receiving an unbiased signal moves the politician’s

posterior belief closer to the truth.

Proposition 2a: Politicians will update their beliefs towards the truth and respond to new information.22

Proposition 2b: Politicians who place a higher weight on citizen preferences are more responsive.

In my experiment, there are politicians with both direct and indirect election incentives. Assuming

that directly elected politicians have a closer link with voter and a higher re-election incentive, it

follows that directly elected politicians are expected to be more responsive.

Proposition 2c: Politicians are expected to respond more to new information when their prior beliefs are less

precise.

In my experiment, less precise beliefs map on to beliefs about women. I expect politicians to

respond more to women’s preferences compared to men’s preferences, because the standard

deviation of prior beliefs is expected to be higher for women.

22In an extension of the model in Appendix A.3, I show that politicians will respond even if the mean of their prior
beliefs is accurate, as long as their prior belief is not very precise. The intuition is that the distribution of an accurate
but imprecise belief has some mass below the threshold that makes a politician recommend M over N.
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1.4 Data & Experimental Design

To test whether politician information is a constraint on democratic accountability, I first estimate

how accurate politician beliefs about citizen preferences are, and then randomly provide politicians

with accurate information on citizen preferences to test how politicians respond. The sample

for this study consists of 653 elected representatives in 89 geographically contiguous UCs in

Lahore.23 My estimates of accuracy are based on comparisons between directly elicited citizen

preferences and politician beliefs about these preferences. Next, to test whether politicians

respond to citizen preferences, I partner with the second-largest political party in Pakistan to

operationalize responsiveness as local politicians’ high-stakes recommendations to their higher

tier party leadership. Under this design, I experimentally provide local politicians accurate data

on the preferences of citizens from sub-populations and observe effects on their recommendations

to test my predictions on responsiveness.

1.4.1 Citizen Preferences

As the first step in testing how well politicians know citizen preferences, I gather data on what

citizens prefer on nine local and higher tier issues. These include three local service trade-offs and

six higher-tier service or policy trade-offs. I pick these issues based on what citizens identify as

issues that matter to them in a baseline survey.24 The data comes from original surveys with 4,578

randomly selected voters living across 458 wards in 89 Union Councils, within the boundaries

of 4 National Assembly constituencies in Lahore.25 Each of the nine issues are coded as binary

choices. I aggregate citizen preferences to the level of the National Assembly. Within each National

Assembly, I also calculate the preferences of six sub-populations: (i) entire sample, (ii) all men

in the sample, (iii) all women in the sample, (iv) supporters of PML-N, (v) men who support

23The study location was chosen to exclude areas close to the Indian border and high income residential societies
where local government has limited responsibility.

24One of the issues is an exception to this rule - a Punjab government scheme to provide subsidized motorbikes to
women. All nine issues are listed in Appendix A.4.1

25I describe the sampling strategy in Appendix A.4.2
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PML-N and (vi) women who support PML-N. For instance, on the local issue of solid waste versus

drainage, a citizen’s choice is coded as a binary variable for whether they think solid waste is a

bigger issue or drainage is a bigger issue. These preferences are aggregated in the way described

above, giving percentages of respondents in each of the six subpopulations who think solid waste

or drainage is a bigger issue.

1.4.2 Politician Beliefs

Using original surveys with 653 local politicians elected from the same Union Councils, I estimate

how accurate politicians are about citizen preferences. Each politician is asked what citizens in

their National Assembly constituency prefer on each of the nine issues. To test whether beliefs are

differentially accurate by the gender or partisan affiliation of citizens, I randomize which one of

the six sub-populations each politicians is asked about. For instance, a politician randomized

into being asked about the preferences of men in their National Assembly constituency is asked

questions of the following form: “In your opinion, what proportion of men in your National

Assembly constituency stated that solid waste is a bigger issue than drainage?” Politician beliefs

are thus measured on a 0-100 scale, denoting the politician’s belief about the percentage of citizens

who stated that, for instance, solid waste is a bigger issue than drainage. Citizen preferences are

also on the same 0-100 scale, denoting the actual percentage of respondents in that sub-population

who stated that solid waste is a bigger issue than drainage.

I construct several measures to compare politician beliefs to aggregate citizen preferences. I start

by calculating the simple linear and quadratic distances between politician beliefs and citizen

preferences on sub-population i about policy issue j as follows:

distanceij = belie fij − truthij (1.9)

distance.sqij = (belie fij − truthij)
2 (1.10)

The linear distance penalizes each marginal deviation from the truth equally, while the quadratic

distance penalizes each marginal deviation to a greater extent. These distance are not satisfactory
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measures of accuracy for two reasons. First, the maximum possible distance between politician

beliefs and citizen preferences depends on the actual citizen preferences. If 40 percent of

respondents in a sub-population think solid waste is a bigger issue than drainage, the maximum

possible distance between these preferences and politician beliefs is 60 - which would occur if the

politician stated that 100 percent of respondents think drainage is a bigger issue than solid waste.

On the other hand, if 0 percent of respondents in a sub-population think solid waste is a bigger

issue, the maximum possible distance is 100. The second reason why a simple distance is not

a good measure of accuracy is that it does not provide us with a benchmark against which to

adjudicate the accuracy of beliefs.

I introduce a measure of belief accuracy that solves both these problems. This measure normalizes

the simple linear distance between politicians’ beliefs and citizen preferences by the average

distance between the true preferences and a randomly thrown dart k on the one dimensional 0-100

number line, when n such darts are thrown. This denominator ranges from 25 to 50. The lowest

value of 25 occurs when the ‘true’ proportion is at 50 percent, and the highest value of 50 occurs

when the ‘true’ proportion is at either of the two extremes of 0 or 100. This original measure of

accuracy can be expressed as:

accuracyij = 100− (
distanceij

(∑n
k=1 dartk − truthj)/n

∗ 100) (1.11)

An accuracy score of 100 means that the belief about citizen preferences is perfectly accurate. An

accuracy score of 0 means that the belief is only as accurate as a random dart thrown on the

number line, while a negative accuracy score means that the belief is less accurate compared to

the random dart.

1.4.3 Experimental Design

In partnership with the PML-N, the second-largest political party in Pakistan, I design and imple-

ment a field experiment to test how local politicians respond to data about citizen preferences. The

experimental intervention involves providing politicians with accurate data on citizen preferences,
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with sub-treatments designed to test whether politicians respond differently to men’s preferences

versus women’s preferences or the preferences of their party’s supporters versus the general

population. This experiment allows me to test hypotheses about politician responsiveness to

citizen preferences.

Randomization

Sample politicians are randomized into a control group or one of six treatment groups, as

shown in Figure 1.2. This randomization is stratified by the National Assembly constituency

the politician’s UC is situated in, and the position the politician serves in. Politicians placed in

each of the six treatment groups receive the preferences of a different subpopulation.26 For each

treatment politician, I randomize the six issues on which they receive information. I block this

randomization on three issue categories, such that treatment politicians always receive data on

two out of three issues within each of the three issue categories. This design yields 9 observations

for each politician. For treatment politicians, 6 of these are treatment observations and 3 are

within-treatment controls. For control politicians, all 9 are control observations.

26Table A.2 in the appendix shows that the randomization achieved balance.
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Figure 1.2: Two-Stage Randomization Design

Treatment: Data on Citizen Preferences

The experimental treatment involves providing politicians with a report on what citizens in their

National Assembly constituency prefer. This report is provided during an in-person visit by a

member of the research team, who explains both the data gathering process and the summary

statistics included in the report. Appendix A.5 shows such a sample report. The reports are

customized for each politician based on data gathered through random surveys of 4,578 voters.

This treatment mimics what a preference gathering exercise by the politician may look like.
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Outcomes

The primary outcome of interest is politicians’ policy recommendations to their party’s

higher-tier leadership. In order to credibly implement this outcome measure, I develop a

partnership with the Pakistan Muslim League - Nawaz to create a formal “policy recommendation

mechanism”. This partnership is borne out of a desire within the party to develop better

informational channels. Under this mechanism, the party leadership issues a letter to their

party’s local elected representatives in Lahore, asking them to make recommendations on each

of the policy issues in question and stating that they will take these recommendations into

account when making decisions. Politicians make these recommendations on a pre-formatted

recommendation letter by indicating their preferred choice on a set of nine issues. Making

each choice involves a trade-off between two options. Importantly, they make these recom-

mendations in private and hand over their filled recommendation form in a sealed envelope.

The party seeks local politicians’ recommendations on both local and higher-tier issues. This

mimics the status quo under which local politicians not only influence outcomes in their de jure

role of local services, they also engage with the party leadership on higher-level services and policy.

This main outcome variable is carefully designed to capture a signal of policy support from the

politicians that is consequential for future policy decisions taken by the party leadership. Despite

these design features, however, the policy recommendations are a step removed from direct

outcomes observed in the real world. This raises the question of how well these recommendations

correlate with even higher stakes decisions taken by local politicians in the past on local issues.

To answer this question, I show in Table A.1 in the appendix that the recommendations on local

issues are correlated with budgetary allocations made by local politicians in the past. To test

robustness to a recommendation elicitation mechanism that does not take place in the same

meeting, a random subset of politicians are asked for their recommendations a few days after

the meeting, on the phone. This alternate measure is deployed to assuage potential concerns of

experimenter demand effect given that the recommendation forms are filled by local politicians in

the same meeting during which those in treatment are presented with data on citizen preferences.
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These phone calls are made a few days after treatment, on behalf of the party’s district leadership.

Recommendations elicited using both these mechanisms are very similar, as shown in the results

section.

1.5 Results: Accuracy of Politicians’ Beliefs

In this section, I present results on the accuracy of politicians’ beliefs about citizen preferences

and the responsiveness of politicians to information about citizen preferences. Section 1.5.1 shows

that citizen preferences follow expected patterns and Section 1.5.2 shows that local politicians

hold highly inaccurate beliefs about these preferences.

1.5.1 Citizen Preferences

The partisan differences in preferences are small but statistically significant. The gender differences

are larger, in line with expectations from the literature. Some of the issues being considered in

this study show a high degree of polarization in public opinion, while others show fairly broad

agreement. Given that these issues are framed as trade-offs or binary choices, polarization is

indicated by how close the aggregated citizen preferences are to 50 percent. The most polarizing

issue is that of whether women should be given subsidized motorbikes by the Government of

Punjab, under a program known as “Women on Wheels”, where overall support for the program

is very close to 50 percent. The least polarizing issue is whether the supply of piped water or local

roads is a bigger issue at the local level. More than 80 percent of respondents indicate that the

supply of piped water is a bigger issue. This is likely a result of the large number of road projects

undertaken in Lahore in the previous two tenures of the PML-N led Government of Punjab

and the significantly higher quality of current road infrastructure compared to water infrastructure.

How different are the preferences of men and women? The answer to these varies considerably

given the issue under consideration, as shown in Figure 1.3a. The smallest gender differential

in preferences exists on the least polarizing issue: water supply versus local roads. The biggest

gender differential is seen on the issue of whether street lights or water filtration plants are a
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bigger issue at the local level. Close to 45 percent of men as opposed to less than 30 percent of

women prioritize street lights. The greater prioritization of drinking water among women is

consistent with previous evidence from a similar context. Khan [2017b] demonstrates that women

in Faisalabad district in Punjab show a much higher preference for drinking water than men even

though they are not usually responsible for actually carrying water. She argues that this gender

differential in preferences in arises due to the greater burden of care that falls upon women when

a child falls sick due to water-borne diseases.

Are preferences for these issues defined along partisan lines? Figure 1.3b shows that this is rarely

the case. The largest difference in preferences between supporters of the two main parties PML-N

and PTI is less than 10 percentage points. The two issues on which the largest differentials are seen

are national level issues. The first is whether corruption or unemployment is a bigger national

issue, and the second is whether water shortages or electricity shortages are a bigger national

issue. PTI supporters are 7-8 percentage points more likely to indicate that corruption is a bigger

issue, which is expected given that anti-corruption has been the main campaign slogan of the PTI

since its inception.

1.5.2 Accuracy of Politician Beliefs

This sub-section shows that politician beliefs about citizen preferences are highly inaccurate

- but that their beliefs are significantly more accurate on local issues compared to higher tier

issues. Politicians are equally inaccurate about men and women, and about the supporters of

their own party versus the general population. This suggests that there is substantial potential for

improvements in politicians’ existing information about citizen preferences.

Politicians’ beliefs about citizen preferences are not much more accurate than a random guessing

benchmark. Politicians are only correct about which of two policies the majority prefers 59% of

the time, which is only marginally better than the random guesser who would guess correctly

half of the time. As shown in Panel A of Table 1.1, politicians score an average of 15 on

the accuracy score introduced in equation 1.11. This score is far closer to the random guess
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(a) By Gender

(b) By Partisan Support

Figure 1.3: Citizen Preferences by Issue
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benchmark (0) than complete accuracy (100). Politicians’ beliefs are on average 25 percentage

points away from citizen preferences on a 0-100 scale. Figure 1.4 plots the raw data on politician

beliefs against citizen preferences as visual evidence of how stark the information gap is. This

shows that politicians do not know enough about citizen preferences to adequately represent them.

This result is robust to several potential concerns. One such concern is that noise in the measure-

ment of citizen preferences may contribute to the high degree of measured inaccuracy. To address

this concern, I estimate the sampling distribution of the mean of citizen preferences and test what

proportion of politician beliefs lie within a 95% confidence interval of the mean. I compute the

confidence interval using the following:

CIisc = ˆpisc ±
√

ˆpisc(1− ˆpisc)/nsc (1.12)

where ˆpisc refers to the proportion of citizens from subgroup s in constituency c who support the

policy on issue i and nsc refers to the number of citizens from subgroup s in constituency c who

were interviewed. Since I consider the preferences of 6 subgroups in 4 constituencies on 9 issues, I

am computing 216 distinct distributions. If my measure is biased against finding accuracy due to

sampling noise, I would expect that a large proportion of politician beliefs would be within the

95% confidence interval. Instead, I find that only 9.4 percent of politician beliefs fall within the

relevant confidence interval, while 90.6 percent do not.

If politicians typically deliberate amongst themselves before making a decision, then an individual

politician’s belief may matter less than the distribution of politicians’ collective beliefs about a

particular quantity. To test whether politicians are collectively accurate, I compute the sample

mean and standard error of politician beliefs about each of the 216 quantities politicians were

asked to estimate. The mean number of politicians who report beliefs on each quantity is 30,

with a standard deviation of 11. Using the mean and standard deviation, I compute the 95%

confidence interval of politicians’ collective beliefs about each of these 216 quantities. I find that

for 64 percent of these quantities, the 95% confidence intervals of politicians’ collective beliefs and

citizen preferences do not overlap at all. This indicates that even if we allow for the possibility
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Figure 1.4: Raw Data on Citizen Preferences & Politician Beliefs

Notes: This figure plots the raw data on politicians’ beliefs against the raw data on citizen preferences. The y-axis of
each dot signifies a sample politician’s belief about citizen support on a given issue, while the x-axis indicates against
the proportion of citizens in that national assembly constituency who indicated support for that policy. The dashed
line indicates where perfectly accurate beliefs would lie, and the blue plus signs indicate how far an average random
guess would be from perfect accuracy. Black dots thus indicate beliefs that are more accurate than a random guess,
and red dots indicate beliefs that are less accurate than a random guess. Politician beliefs do not follow any systematic
patterns of being close to citizen preferences. Given that each issue is defined as having two policy options, to eliminate
arbitrariness along the x-axis I randomize which of the two policy options is plotted. For example, on the local roads
vs. water pipes issue I randomize whether each dot indicates support for and beliefs about local roads or water pipes. I
also include random noise of 4 percentage points on average in order to better illustrate the clustering of beliefs.
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that politicians deliberate amongst themselves before reaching a decision, they are more likely

than not to be substantially inaccurate.

Finally, this result is not driven by the fact that citizen preferences are aggregated at a higher level

(parliamentary constituency) instead of the local politician’s own constituency. There are two

reasons why preferences are aggregated at the NA level. First, obtaining a precise estimate of

citizen preferences at the Union Council or ward level would be prohibitively costly. Second, the

NA constituency is a salient and meaningful unit for these politicians since they campaign for the

higher-tier politicians running for parliament. Their natural ‘cohort’ is the other local politicians

in the same national assembly constituency with whom they interact with on a regular basis.

To test if this decision has a cost in terms of measuring accuracy, I compute average citizen

preferences in the actual constituency of each politician and compare their belief about citizen

preferences in the larger national assembly constituency to the average citizen preferences in their

own constituency. If politicians are systematically more accurate about their own constituency,

then we would expect to see a higher accuracy score using this comparison. In fact, I find that the

accuracy score is 13 when politician beliefs are compared to average preferences in their own

constituency alone, which is not distinguishable from the accuracy score of 15 computed using

citizen preferences in the larger national assembly constituency.

Collectively, the tests reported above point to politicians not being well informed about what

citizens in their area prefer on important policy and service delivery issues - but they also highlight

substantial variation in politician’s knowledge of these issues. What explains variation in accuracy?

I test whether the type of issue, the type of politician and the sub-populations whose preferences

are being guessed explains variation in the accuracy of politician beliefs. First, I test whether

politicians are more accurate about local issues compared to non-local issues using the following

equation:

Ypi = β1Locali + γp (1.13)
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where Ypi is a measure of the accuracy of politician i’s belief on issue p, Locali is an indicator for

local issues and γp are politician fixed effects. Secondly, to test whether certain types of politicians

are more accurate, I estimate the following equation:

Ypi = β1Chairi + β2ViceChairi + β3WomanCouncilori + γq (1.14)

where Chairi, ViceChairi and WomanCouncilori are indicators for three of the four positions local

politicians serve in, with general members as the omitted category. γq are National Assembly

constituencies times issue fixed effects to partial out the effects of differential accuracy across

issues and constituencies. Finally, to estimate whether beliefs about certain sub-populations are

more accurate, I estimate the following two equations:

Ypi = β1Womeni + β2Meni + γq (1.15)

Ypi = β1OwnPartyi + γq (1.16)

where Womeni, Meni and OwnPartyi are indicators for whether the politician was asked about

the preferences of women only, men only or the supporters of their own party. These are run

as two separate equations since the elicitation of beliefs was cross-randomized along these two

dimensions and this approach allows me to pool observations.

Beliefs about local issues are significantly more accurate compared to beliefs about higher tier

issues, as shown in Panel B of Table 1.1.27 The average accuracy score for higher-tier policies is

7.4 with a standard deviation of 65.8. The accuracy score for local policies is higher by 22.1 on

average, which is a 0.33 standard deviation difference from higher-tier policies. While politicians

know more about local issues, their beliefs about these local issues are also far closer to the

random guessing benchmark than complete accuracy, indicating that there is considerable room

for improvement. There are no stark differences in how accurate politicians serving in different

positions are, as shown in Panel C of Table 1.1. Union Council Chairs and Woman Councilors

27In addition, Figure 1.6 shows the raw data separately for local and higher-tier issues, and Figure 1.5 shows the
distribution of accuracy scores for local and non-local.
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are marginally more accurate than General Members, but these differences are only statistically

significant at the 10% significance level. There are no differences in accuracy along the directly vs.

indirectly elected dimension highlighted in Section 2.

Even though politicians interact with men on a far more frequent basis than with women, the

accuracy of beliefs about women’s preferences are not significantly different compared to beliefs

about men, as shown in Panel D of Table 1.1.28 Similarly, Panel E shows that even though

politicians interact more regularly with the supporters of their own party, their beliefs about the

supporters of their own party are not differentially accurate.

The finding that politician beliefs about both men and women are equally inaccurate is in contrast

with politicians’ confidence in their beliefs about men and women. A random 45% of sample

politicians were asked whether they believed they knew more about the preferences of men, knew

more about the preferences of women or knew both equally well. Almost thrice as many (46

percent) male politicians stated that they knew more about the preferences of men, compared to

those who stated they knew more about the preferences of women (16 percent).29 This disconnect

between the accuracy of politician beliefs and their confidence in these beliefs is consequential for

how they process new information about citizen preferences.

The low accuracy of politician beliefs raises the question of whether politicians think of this as a

problem and in fact want more information on citizen preferences. I find that there is high demand

for information about citizen preferences. After the elicitation of priors, sample politicians were

asked whether they would like a report based on a future survey of citizen preferences. In order

to sign up, the politicians had to provide and verify a phone number and had to make detailed

selections about the nature of the report they wanted, which imposed a time burden. Two-thirds

28In addition, Figure 1.7 shows the raw data separately for beliefs about men and women, and Figure 1.5 shows the
distribution of accuracy scores for men and women.

29In comparison, the majority of politicians (55%) stated that they know the preferences of their own party’s
supporters as well as those of other parties, indicating less of a disconnect between accuracy and confidence
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Table 1.1: Accuracy and its Correlates

A: Mean Accuracy

(1) (2) (3)
Accuracy

Score
Linear

Distance
Squared
Distance

Mean 14.59 -25.56 -1012.19
(0.83) (0.25) (16.98)

B: Accuracy by Issue Type

(1) (2) (3)
Local Policies 22.06*** 6.27*** 427.31***

(1.67) (0.52) (33.71)

Mean for Higher-Tier 7.39 -27.60 -1149.63
C: Accuracy by Politican Type

(1) (2) (3)
Chair 5.57* 1.78* 126.38**

(3.16) (0.92) (61.38)
Vice Chair -2.63 -0.82 -26.23

(2.73) (0.80) (55.13)
Woman Councilor 4.42* 1.35** 81.84*

(2.33) (0.69) (47.44)

Mean for General Members 13.76 -25.83 -1030.47
D: Accuracy by Citizen Gender

(1) (2) (3)
Men 3.23 0.83 49.70

(2.20) (0.65) (45.66)
Women 2.94 0.54 16.82

(2.12) (0.63) (44.39)

Mean for All Genders 12.83 -25.94 -1028.01
E: Accuracy by Citizen Partisanship

(1) (2) (3)
Own Party’s Supporters -2.15 -0.67 -46.56

(1.76) (0.52) (36.61)

Mean for General Population 15.81 -25.19 -984.65
# Observations 5797 5797 5797

Notes: All regressions are at the level of a politician’s beliefs about citizen pref-
erences on a particular policy. Panel A uses politician fixed effects while the
remaining three columns used National Assembly constituency times issue fixed
effects. Standard errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. The
outcome variable for Column (1) is an original ‘accuracy score’ constructed using
the method described in Section 4. The outcome variables for columns (2) and (3)
respectively are the negative linear and quadratic distance between the politician’s
prior and true citizen preferences (negatives are used for ease of comparison with
the accuracy score). ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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(a) Beliefs about Local versus Higher-Tier Policies

(b) Beliefs about Men versus Women

Figure 1.5: The Distribution of Accuracy

Notes: This figure shows density plots of the accuracy of politicians’ beliefs about citizen preferences, aggregated at
the level of the individual politician. The measure of accuracy used is my original ’Accuracy Score’ introduction in
Section 4.2. The score is benchmarked against random guesses (0) and perfect accuracy (100).
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(a) Beliefs about Local Issues

(b) Beliefs about Higher-Tier Issues

Figure 1.6: Raw Data for Local and Higher-Tier Issues

Notes: This figure plots raw data on citizen preferences and politician beliefs in the same manner as Figure 1.4, except
that Panel (a) shows data on local issues and Panel (b) shows data on higher-tier issues. See notes for Figure 1.4 for
more details.
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(a) Beliefs about Men

(b) Beliefs about Women

Figure 1.7: Raw Data for Beliefs about Men and Women

Notes: This figure plots raw data on citizen preferences and politician beliefs in the same manner as Figure
1.4, except that: Panel (a) shows data on women’s preferences and politicians’ beliefs about women, and
Panel (b) shows data on men’s preferences and politicians’ beliefs about men. See notes for Figure 1.4 for
more details.
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(67 percent) of control group politicians signed up for these reports. While this suggests that

these politicians do place value on information about citizen preferences, the experimental results

provides more credible evidence of how politicians’ actions respond to this information.

1.6 Experimental Results: Politician Responsiveness

Does the information gap matter? Section 1.6.1 shows that politicians are responsive to new

information about citizen preferences. Section 1.6.2 explores differential responsiveness by sub-

treatments, politician types and issue types, showing that politicians respond significantly more to

women’s preferences compared to men’s preferences. Section 1.6.3 provides evidence consistent

with the theory that higher responsiveness to women’s preferences is driven by less confidence

in prior beliefs about women. Section 1.6.4 shows that treatment increases demand for more

information.

1.6.1 Do Politicians Respond to Information about Citizen Preferences?

Estimation Strategy

I estimate the pooled treatment effect on politician responsiveness using the following regression:

Ypi = β1Treatmentpi + β2Withinpi + γs (1.17)

where Ypi is an indicator for whether politician p’s recommended the policy preferred by the

majority on issue i to their higher-tier party leadership, Treatmentpi is an indicator for whether

politician p received data on citizen preferences on issue i, Withinpi is an indicator that takes the

value 1 when politician p received data on citizen preferences on issues other than i but not on

i itself, and γs are strata fixed effects, where the strata are defined by the National Assembly

times politician position blocks on which treatment was stratified. Standard errors are clustered

at the politician level, where treatment is first assigned. Alternatively, I also show results using

politician fixed effects to focus on the differences between treatment and within-treatment control

observations.

39



Main Results

Politicians respond to citizen preferences. When provided accurate data on citizen prefer-

ences, politicians are significantly more likely to recommend the policies that the majority

prefers. In the control condition, politicians recommend the policy that is supported by the

majority 52.6 percent of the time. If politicians were randomly choosing which policy to

recommend, we would expect them to recommend the policy preferred by the majority 48.1

percent of the time.30 In the control condition, therefore, politicians are only marginally more

likely to recommend popular policies in treatment than they are to recommend unpopular policies.

Receiving data on citizen preferences results in a 7.6 percentage point increase in the likelihood

that politicians recommend the policy preferred by the majority. This is a 14.4 percent increase over

the control mean of 52.6%, as shown in Column (1) of Table 1.2 and in Figure A.3. This effect is

statistically significant with a p-value of less than 0.001 across a range of empirical specifications.31

Threats to Validity

One possible concern about the validity of the primary outcome variable is that of experimenter

demand effects. Many features of the experimental design are aimed at preventing or minimizing

such effects. The core design feature that does so is that the recommendations are sought

through a signed letter by the party’s district president, which promises that the politician’s

recommendations will be taken into account in policymaking. This raises the outcome beyond a

lab-in-the-field or survey measure of policy support, since the recommendations carry real stakes.

In rare cases where sample politicians doubted the authenticity of this letter, they contacted the

party leadership directly and received verbal confirmation of the authenticity of the letter and the

genuine intent of the leadership to use the recommendations. Another feature that reduces the

possibility of demand effects is that the recommendations are not observed by the research team

30Given that eight out of the nine policy issues are binary choices while the third is a three-way choice

31Politicians are not only responsive when they underestimate support but also when they overestimate support, as
shown in Figure A.8. Panel 1 of Table 1.7 shows that on average, overestimators’ responsiveness is positive but not
statistically distinguishable from 0, while underestimators respond significantly more than overestimators.
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Table 1.2: Experimental Results: Pooled Treatment Effects

Outcome: Recommended
Majority’s Preference

(1) (2) (3)
No FE Strata FE Politician FE

Preferences Treatment 0.076*** 0.076*** 0.056***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.017)

Within-Treatment Control 0.021 0.021
(0.018) (0.018)

Constant 0.525*** 0.525*** 0.539***
(0.011) (0.011) (0.008)

# Observations 5797 5797 5797

Notes:All regressions are at the politician-policy level. Column (1) does
not employ any fixed effects. Column (2) employs strata fixed effects while
Column (3) employs politician fixed effects. The dependent variable is
an indicator for whether the policy option recommended by the politician
was the option preferred by a majority of the relevant subset of citizens.
Standard errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. ∗p <
0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01

member delivering treatment and politicians are clearly asked before making recommendations to

seal their recommendation letter without showing it to the research team. Despite these features,

I entertain the possibility that some demand effects may have crept into the recommendations

made on the same day.

To test whether this concern is valid, I use an additional recommendation elicitation mechanism

in a random subset of Union Councils (40 out of 89). A few days after treatment, politicians

in these Union Councils received a phone call on behalf of the district office of PML-N asking

them to answer a few questions that will assist the party leadership in their decision making.

No connection was made to the team delivering data during this phone call and the questions

were worded differently from the wording used in the recommendation form. The issues in

question are quite commonplace and politicians have conversations about them on a daily

basis. Policy recommendations elicited using phone calls show similar treatment effects, as

shown in Table 1.3 and Figure A.4. Column 1 of Table 1.3 shows that receiving data on citizen
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preferences on a particular policy makes it 5.8 percentage points more likely that the politician

will recommend the majority’s preference on that policy. This is very similar to the treatment

effect on recommendations given using the written form for the same sample, which is shown

in Column (2) of Table 1.3. This indicates not only that treatment effects are not driven by

experimenter demand effects, but also that the information is not forgotten in the matter of a few

days, which is an encouraging finding.

Table 1.3: Experimental Results: Recommendations using Phone Calls

Outcome: Recommended
Majority’s Preference

(1) (2)
Call Written

Any Preferences 0.058*** 0.065***
(0.020) (0.021)

Within-Treatment Control 0.006 0.019
(0.024) (0.024)

Constant 0.580*** 0.570***
(0.015) (0.016)

# Observations 2749 2749

Notes: All regressions are at the level of a politician’s recom-
mendation about a policy. Standard errors are clustered by the
individual politician. Columns (1) and (3) use policies recom-
mended during a phone call on behalf of the party as the outcome
variable. Columns (2) and (4) use policies recommended us-
ing the written ’recommendation form’ as the outcome variable.
∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01

A related concern is that presenting politicians with this data may either prime them to think that

citizen preferences are important where they previously did not think so and thus impose an

experimenter demand effect through a different channel. I use an explicit cross-randomized exper-

iment to show that treatment effects are not driven by priming about the importance of citizen

preferences. I explicitly cross-randomized attempts to either accentuate or dampen any such prim-

ing or social experimenter effects. This was achieved by explicitly reading out a scripted message

about the importance of either citizen preferences (the ‘citizen prime’) or their own preferences (the
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‘politician prime’) while handing them the recommendation form. If such priming has an effect on

responsiveness regardless of whether it is accompanied by new information, we would expect to

see a positive average treatment effect of the citizen prime and a negative average treatment effect

of the politician prime. If such priming has an effect only in the presence of new information, we

would expect to see a positive interaction effect of the preferences treatment and the citizens prime.

As shown in Table 1.4, there is no evidence of either an average treatment effect of the citizens

prime or a positive interaction effect. In fact, the interaction effect is negative and marginally

significant. Using an equivalence test, we can go further and conclude that at the standard

significance level of 0.05, we can reject any average treatment effect of the citizens prime above 2.4

pp. Within the preferences treatment group, we can reject any treatment effect of the citizens

prime above 0.5 pp. The minimum effect we can reject within the preferences treatment group is

lower since the interaction between the citizens prime and the preferences treatment is negative.

Considering that the average treatment effect of the preferences treatment is 7.6, we can conclude

that after accounting for potential priming, the average treatment effect is at least 7.1 pp.

The negative interaction effect between the preferences treatment and the citizens prime

indicates that politicians are not a subject pool that are amenable to straight-forward priming or

manipulation. If anything, attempts to guide them in a particular direction may backfire, which

serves as suggestive evidence that the observed effect of the preference treatment may be an

underestimate. During the pilot stage of this experiment, I observed a related phenomenon. The

pilot involved testing the effect of explicitly telling politicians how accurate their prior beliefs

were. Politicians, particularly those with inaccurate beliefs, were visibly upset after being told

their accuracy score and in some cases spent a long duration of time explaining why they believed

their prior views were correct. Far from being obliging towards the surveyor and giving into

any perceived experimenter demand, they did the opposite and refused to believe in the data on

citizen preferences. After this pilot, I amended the preferences treatment to its current subtle form

and discarded the treatment that involved explicitly providing politicians with an accuracy score.
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Table 1.4: Sensitivity to Primes on the Importance of Preferences

Outcome: Recommended
Majority’s Preference

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Politician Prime Politician Prime Citizen Prime Citizen Prime

Primed 0.000 -0.004 -0.003 0.026
(0.016) (0.020) (0.015) (0.020)

Preferences Treatment 0.075*** 0.091***
(0.016) (0.017)

Treat * Primed 0.006 -0.059**
(0.030) (0.029)

Within-Treatment Control 0.021 0.023
(0.018) (0.018)

Constant 0.564*** 0.526*** 0.564*** 0.518***
(0.008) (0.012) (0.008) (0.012)

# Observations 5797 5797 5797 5797
Positive Effect Threshold 0.027 0.039 0.024 0.005
Negative Effect Threshold 0.023 0.035 0.027 0.073

Notes: All regressions are at the level of a politician’s recommendation about a policy. Strata fixed effects are
included. Standard errors are clustered by the individual politician. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01

A further test is whether politicians can be explicitly primed away from citizen preferences. If

the preferences treatment is able to make politicians think that citizen preferences are more

important than they are, then an explicit message saying that a politician’s own preferences are

important should depress the effect of the preferences treatment. I find no evidence that this

cross-randomized message has such an effect, as shown in Column (1) of Table 1.4.

Finally, responsiveness is not driven by a particular tier to which the recommendations are

being sent. In the status quo, there is variation in the level at which politicians make their

recommendations. Sometimes, recommendations are made in meetings with the district level

party leadership while on other occasions, they are made at a higher forum in the party’s central

office. To test whether the level at which the recommendation is being made matters for the extent

to which politicians are responsive, I randomize sample politicians into receiving either a generic

letter stating that their party leadership is requesting their recommendations or a letter stating the
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party president is requesting their preferences. As shown in Table A.4 in the appendix, the tier at

which these recommendations are being made does not affect the extent to which politicians are

responsive to citizen preferences.

External Validity

Applying the findings to other contexts merits careful consideration. First, while the design

of this study allows for considerable analytical leverage by yielding measures at the level of

the individual politician’s behavior on a particular issue, it does have trade-offs. In particular,

this study does not directly estimate the effect of consultations on decision-making. While the

robustness of the main effects to a medium-run outcome measure demonstrates that politicians

are responsive to information about citizen preferences even after they have had the chance to

consult with others, these findings must still be read together with studies including Zelizer

[2019] that explicitly test such effects.

Second, this study takes place in a context where politicians primarily acquire information about

citizens through direct contact. The finding that politicians misperceive citizen opinion also

replicates in the United States [Broockman and Skovron, 2018], but there is mixed evidence on

whether they care about this information [Butler and Nickerson, 2011, Kalla and Porter, 2019].

This may be because politicians in the United States have access to other sources of information,

including frequent opinion polling. Whether my findings on differential responsiveness due to

incentives and prior beliefs translate to other contexts remains a question for further research.

Third, the politician behavior studied in this paper is not directly observable to citizens, and

therefore the results do not incorporate the effects of giving citizens access to information about

politician performance. Since Grossman and Michelitch [2018] and Banerjee et al. [2019] find that

making information about politicians’ performance public makes politicians more responsive, this

paper’s effects may be an underestimate.
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1.6.2 Differential Responsiveness

In this section, I test whether responsiveness varies by the type of politician and the subgroup of cit-

izens whose preferences are provided to politicians. In Appendix ??, I test whether responsiveness

varies by the type of issue on which they are making recommendations.

Are Directly Elected Politicians More Responsive?

First, I test whether politicians whose incentives are tied more closely to voters are more responsive

to citizen preferences. The politicians that are part of this study’s sample are serving in four

different positions, two of which face direct elections (ward member and union council chairperson)

and two face indirect elections (union council vice-chair and woman councilor). The differential

incentives they face are discussed in Section 1.2. I estimate differential treatment effects on

politician responsiveness using an equation of the following form:

Ypi = β1DirectTreatedpi + β2 IndirectTreatedpi + β3 Indirecti + β4Withinpi + γs (1.18)

where DirectTreatedpi and IndirectTreatedpi are indicators that take on the value 1 when politician

i is directly or indirectly elected respectively and receives treatment on policy p, and Indirecti is

an indicator for whether politician i is indirectly elected, to capture whether there are differences

in the control group among directly and indirectly elected politicians. γs are National Assembly

constituency times issue-group fixed effects. To test any further differentials within the ‘direct’

and ‘indirect’ types, I estimate a similar equation, replacing ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ with the four

politician types.

Directly elected politicians are significantly more responsive than indirectly elected ones, as

shown in Panel A of Table 1.5 and Figure A.5. Directly elected politicians who receive data on

citizen preferences are 9.4 percentage points more likely to recommend the policy supported by

the majority, which is an 18.4 percent change over the control mean of 0.510 and is statistically

significant at the 1% level. The average treatment effect for indirectly elected politicians (i.e.

vice-chairpersons and women councilors) is not statistically distinguishable from zero. The
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differences in treatment effects on directly and indirectly elected politicians is statistically

significant, with a p-value of 0.028. This difference is robust to manually controlling for a range of

demographic controls and to selecting controls using LASSO, as shown in Columns (2) and (3) of

Table 1.5 respectively.

Table 1.5: Experimental Results: Pooled Treatment Effects by Politician Type

Outcome: Recommended Majority’s Preference
Panel A: By Type

(1) (2) (3)
No

Controls
Manual
Controls

LASSO
Controls

Direct Treated 0.094*** 0.095*** 0.083***
(0.016) (0.016) (0.017)

Indirect Treated 0.028 0.031 0.024
(0.027) (0.027) (0.028)

Indirect 0.054*** 0.062*** 0.086***
(0.020) (0.020) (0.025)

Within Treatment Control 0.021 0.022 0.012
(0.018) (0.017) (0.019)

Constant 0.510*** 0.548*** 0.658***
(0.012) (0.041) (0.066)

# Observations 5797 5788 5797
P-Value Direct = Indirect 0.028 0.031 0.044

Notes: All regressions are at the politician-policy level, and employ strata fixed effects where
a strata is a set of three issues within the same national assembly constituency. Standard
errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. The dependent variable is an
indicator for whether the policy option recommended by the politician was the option preferred
by a majority of the relevant subset of citizens. Column (2) controls for demographics
including age, education, language, assets, house ownership, and length of residence in the
area. Column (3) uses controls picked by LASSO (that predict the outcome or treatment or
both) from all available covariates on politicians. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01

UC chairs are significantly more responsive (15.3 percentage points) than ward members (8.5

percentage points) and UC vice-chairs (2.8 percentage points) to treatment, as shown in Panel

B of Table 1.5. The two categories of politicians that are indirectly elected (vice-chairs and

woman councilors) show very similar treatment effects (2.8 percentage points and 2.7 percentage
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points respectively), with both being statistically indistinguishable from zero. Indirectly elected

politicians are likely to recommend the majority’s preference in the absence of treatment. This

raises the question of whether the lower treatment effects among indirectly elected politicians

may be driven by a ceiling effect. The significantly higher effects among UC chairs indicates that

there is no such limit to responsiveness that may explain the lower responsiveness of indirectly

elected politicians.

These results have two direct implications. First, being directly dependent upon voters for re-

election is associated with politicians being more responsive to citizen preferences. Second, it is

not the case that this direct dependence results in politicians being closer to citizen preferences in

the absence of good data on what citizens prefer. In fact, it may be the case that when politicians

do not have to be selected on the usual popularity dimensions, they may be more likely to be

selected along some other desirable dimension of quality.

Whose Preferences are Politicians More Responsive To?

Second, I test whether politicians respond differentially based on whose preferences are being

provided to them. This involves testing differential responsiveness to women’s preferences

compared to men’s preferences and differential responsiveness to the preferences of their own

party’s supporters compared to the general population. I perform these tests by estimating the

following two equations:

Ypi = β1TreatMenpi + β2TreatWomenpi + β3TreatBothpi + β4Withinpi + γs (1.19)

where TreatMenpi, TreatWomenpi and TreatBothpi are indicators for whether politician i received

data about men, women or both men and women respectively, and

Ypi = β1TreatPartypi + β2TreatAllpi + β3Withinpi + γs (1.20)

where TreatPartypi and TreatAllpi are indicators, respectively, for whether politician i received

data on issue p about the supporters of their own party or regardless of partisan support.
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Politicians are more responsive to the preferences of women compared to those of men, as shown

in Column (2) of Table 1.6 and Figure A.7a. When presented with the preferences of women

in their national assembly constituency, politicians are 10.9 percentage points more likely to

recommend the policies that women prefer - which is more than a 20 percent increase over the

control group. In comparison, being presented with data on men’s preferences results in a 5.8

percentage point increase in the likelihood of recommending policies that men prefer. The p-value

on this difference is 0.033. There is no differential responsiveness by the partisan affiliation of

citizens whose preferences are presented, as shown in Column(1) of Table 1.6 and Figure A.7b.

Figure 1.8 summarizes the experimental results presented in this section.

Table 1.6: Experimental Results: Sub-Treatment Effects

Outcome: Recommended Majority’s Preference

(1) (2)
Party Sub-treatments Gender Sub-treatments

Own Party 0.071***
(0.017)

All Citizens 0.081***
(0.018)

Within-T Ctrl 0.021 0.021
(0.018) (0.018)

Men 0.058***
(0.020)

Women 0.109***
(0.020)

Both Genders 0.062***
(0.020)

Constant 0.525*** 0.525***
(0.011) (0.011)

# Observations 5797 5797
P-value Own Party=All 0.593
P-value Men=Women 0.033

Notes: All regressions are at the level of a politician’s recommendation about a policy.
Strata fixed effects are included. Standard errors are clustered by the individual politician.
∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Politicians Respond to New Information About Citizen Prefer-
ences (p < 0.001)

Directly Elected Politicians Respond More to New Information
(0.028 < p < 0.044)

Politicians Do Not Respond More to Information on Own
Party Supporters’ Preferences (p = 0.593)

Politicians Respond More to Information on Women’s Preferences
compared to Men’s (p = 0.033)

Figure 1.8: Experimental Results in One Figure
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1.6.3 Why do Politicians Respond More to Women’s Preferences?

In this subsection, I explore potential mechanisms for why politicians respond more to women. I

rule out the possibility that politicians respond more to women because of differential expectations

of electoral rewards or because they are pandering to their party. Next, I explore whether

differential responsiveness arises from the structure of politicians’ priors. While accuracy is not

differential by gender, politicians believe that they know more about men than they do about

women. I conclude that this is the likely channel that explains greater responsiveness towards

women.

The standard rational choice explanation of this result is that politicians respond more to women’s

preferences simply because they perceive greater electoral returns to this responsiveness. Given

that women vote at lower rates in Pakistan and that parties mobilize women at lower rates

[Cheema et al., 2019], it may be argued that politicians perceive that there is more room for women

to reward responsiveness by turning out or that they expect women to appreciate responsiveness

more since they do not often see attention from parties.

To test this mechanism, I ask a random subset of sample politicians the effect that they think

responding to women’s preferences would have on their electoral success among women, on a 1-5

scale. Another random subset is asked the same question about responding to men’s preferences.

In total, 292 out of the 653 sample politicians are asked this question. Figure 1.9 shows that

politicians believe that responding to both men and women has high electoral returns - but do not

have a belief that the returns are differential.
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Figure 1.9: Perceived Effect of Responsiveness on Electoral Success

A second potential channel is that politicians think that their party wants them to pay more

attention to women, and local politicians end up pandering to their party’s wishes by responding

more to women’s preferences. To test this mechanism, I explicitly ask a random subset of sample

politicians how they think their party leadership wants them to allocate their attention between

men and women. Figure 1.10 shows the distribution of responses to this question, with higher

numbers indicating that they believe the party wants them to allocate more attention to men. The

modal response is 50, indicating that they believe the party does not want them to discriminate,

with more people to the right of the modal response (indicating more attention to men) than the

left. This result allows me to rule out this explanation, since even if they were to pandering to

their perception of the party leadership’s wishes, we would not see greater responsiveness to

women.
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Figure 1.10: Politicians’ View of Whether Party Wants More Attention to Men or Women

Finally, I turn to explanations related to the prior beliefs of politicians about men’s preferences

versus women’s preferences. The most straight-forward explanation would be that politicians

know more about men than they do about women and hence are able to update more in response

to new information. This explanation is not supported by the results already shown in Section

1.6.2, indicating that politician beliefs are equally inaccurate about men and women.

I find evidence for another belief-based explanation, one that is grounded in politicians’ second

order beliefs. Politicians think they know more about men than they do about women, and

therefore place more weight on signals they receive about women’s preferences compared to

men’s preferences. To test this explanation, I ask a random subset of politicians the simple

question of whether they think they know more about men’s preferences or women’s preferences

or whether they think they know both equally. The distribution of responses is given in Figure

1.11. The modal response for male politicians is that they know men’s preferences better, and

this response is about three times as likely as responding that they know women’s preferences

better. The differential responsiveness to women’s preferences is also driven by male politicians,
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as would be expected given this result. Given these results, I conclude that the likely explanation

for greater responsiveness to women resides in these second-order beliefs of politicians.

Figure 1.11: Male Politicians’ Perception of Whose Preferences They Know Better

Consistent with the explanation that politicians are less confidence in their beliefs about women

than their beliefs about men, I find that politicians respond to women’s preferences even when

their prior beliefs overestimate true support. Column 2 of Table 1.7 shows that when presented

with women’s preferences, politicians in treatment who overestimated support for the policy

are 8.7 percentage points more likely to recommend the majority’s preference compared to

overestimators in the control group. There is no effect on overestimators of being provided with

information on men’s preferences. These results are consistent with the model of responsiveness

in section 2.2, where politicians respond more to women’s preferences in both the overestimation

and underestimation case.
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Table 1.7: Experimental Results: Heterogeneity by Whether Prior was an Underestimate

Outcome: Recommended
Majority’s Preference

(1) (2)
Pooled Treatments Sub-Treatments

Preferences Treatment 0.034
(0.024)

Underestimate (0/1) -0.297*** -0.297***
(0.023) (0.023)

Treat * Underestimate 0.053*
(0.030)

Within-Treatment Control -0.003 -0.003
(0.029) (0.029)

Within-C * Underest 0.029 0.029
(0.036) (0.036)

Treat: Men’s Pref. -0.003
(0.031)

Treat: Women’s Pref. 0.087***
(0.030)

Treat: Both’s Pref. 0.024
(0.033)

T-M * Underestimate 0.075*
(0.038)

T-W * Underestimate 0.030
(0.039)

T-B * Underestimate 0.046
(0.042)

Constant 0.738*** 0.738***
(0.019) (0.019)

# Observations 5797 5797
Notes: The regression is at the politician-policy level. It employs strata fixed effects and standard
errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. The dependent variable is an indicator
for whether the policy option recommended by the politician was the option preferred by a majority
of the relevant subset of citizens. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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1.6.4 Does Treatment Affect Demand for Information?

How does receiving information on citizen preferences affect demand for information? The

answer to this is important both for understanding the value politicians place on information and

also for considering the policy implications of this study. If receiving information depresses future

demand, then policies should be designed to take maximum advantage of the limited window

available before demand for information goes down. If receiving information increases future

demand, then policymakers should consider a more regular delivery of information to politicians.

It is also important to consider details about the information to be provided to politicians. It is

possible, for instance, that receiving information has a generally positive effect on demand for

information, but has a counteracting negative effect on demand for information on the dimensions

along with information is first provided.

To test these questions, I offered politicians the option of signing up for a report on the preferences

of citizens in their national assembly constituency, to be delivered a few weeks after the initial

visit. In order to sign up, politicians had to undertake three time-consuming tasks. One, they

had to provide and verify a phone number on which they could receive the reports through

the ‘What’s App’ multimedia messaging platform. Second, they had to review four hard-copy

versions of different report formats and make a choice about which one they would like. Third,

they had to review a list of nine issues and choose five out of these nine issues on which their

customized report would be based.

Table 1.8 reports the results on demand for information. As mentioned in Section 5.1, 67 percent

of control group politicians signed up for a report, which indicates a high demand for new

information in the absence of accurate prior beliefs about citizen preferences. In comparison, 73

percent of treatment politicians sign up for the report. This difference of 6 percentage points (or 9

percent) is not distinguishable from zero at conventional levels of statistical significance, with a

p-value of 0.12.

When we break the choices down by the kind of report they signed up for, however, we see
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Table 1.8: Experimental Results: Effects on Demand for Information

Outcome: Demand
for Report

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Any Report By Gender By Class By Age By Party

Citizen Preferences Treatment 0.06 0.01 -0.01 0.06** -0.00
(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03)

Constant 0.67*** 0.22*** 0.19*** 0.06*** 0.20***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03)

# Observations 653 653 653 653 653

Notes: The regression is at the politician level. It employs strata fixed effects and standard errors are clustered at the level
of the strata. The dependent variable is an indicator for whether the politician signed up for a report to be delivered in the
near future on citizen preferences. Column (1) uses demand for any report as the outcome variable. Columns (2) to (5)
use demand for reports along each of 4 possible dimensions as the outcome variable. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01

a pattern. The three dimensions on which demand was previously high (gender, class and

partisanship) observe no differences in demand. The one dimension along with demand was

lowest for the control group (age), sees a doubling of demand. This increase in demand for

reports along the age dimension is statistically significantly with a p-value of 0.01. I take this

as suggestive evidence that being exposed to new information about citizen preferences results

in local politicians becoming more curious and open about information that they tend not to

consider important under the status quo.

1.7 Conclusion

Studies on the role of information in democratic accountability tend to focus on the extent to

which voters know about politicians. I ask instead whether politicians know enough about voters

to adequately represent them. The descriptive evidence in this paper shows that politicians are

insufficiently informed about citizen preferences. The experimental evidence shows that this

lack of information is a constraint on democratic accountability. In a setting where politicians

primarily acquire information about citizen preferences through direct contact with voters, this

paper shows that mere contact does not necessarily lead to substantive representation. Instead,
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higher levels of contact with an unrepresentative sample may even undermine representation as

politicians become overconfident in their beliefs.

This study makes an important contribution by establishing the beliefs of politicians as an

essential ingredient of accountability. How these beliefs are formed, the ways in which these

beliefs are biased, and how they are updated is central to how citizen voice gets represented in

political decision making. The central contribution of this paper is that even in the existence of

corruption, voter misinformation and other accountability gaps, politicians are responsive to

better information about what citizens care about to varying degrees depending on the nature of

their prior beliefs.

These findings have several direct policy implications. Informational failures on the part of

politicians lead to the underrepresentation of marginalized populations and add to a disconnect

between citizens and politicians, which adversely affects citizens’ trust in democracy. To address

these problems, political parties should institutionalize better mechanisms for the flow of

information from citizens to politicians. These mechanisms should pay particular attention to

including those citizens that are underrepresented in existing channels. One such mechanism

that complements existing informational channels is to introduce regular opinion polling and

establishing think tanks within parties with the capacity of interpreting and using these opinion

polls. Another mechanism that improves current informational channels is to increase the

descriptive representation within parties of those who are less likely to directly contact politicians.

Civil society organizations also have a role to play in promoting the dissemination of better

information and creating platforms where marginalized citizens can engage with politicians. This

role is especially important in cases where electoral incentives or institutional inertia discourage

parties from engaging in internal reform.

This paper suggests exciting avenues for further research, which I pursue in ongoing companion

papers. The high degree of responsiveness to women as a result of structural barriers begs the

question of how this equilibrium shifts when these barriers are partially removed. Recent reforms
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aimed at increasing women’s descriptive representation in local elections in Pakistan provide

an opportunity to study this question. While such a reform increases the quantity of women

representatives, concurrent mobilization campaigns can also potentially increase the quality of

women representatives through the selection channel. Furthermore, women’s participation in

deliberative forums can increase the accuracy of politicians’ beliefs about women’s preferences,

bringing policy closer to women’s preferences.
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Chapter 2

Canvassing the Gatekeepers: A Field

Experiment on Increasing Women’s

Turnout in Pakistan1

2.1 Introduction

Inequalities in political participation between men and women are ubiquitous in democratic

settings around the world. Even as the gender gap in voter turnout has closed in some established

democracies [Kapoor and Ravi, 2015, Kostelka et al., 2019] it remains a particularly salient

concern in Pakistan, where it was 9.1 percent, with 11 million fewer women than men voting

in the most recent national election. Narrowing this gender gap has potential implications

for the representativeness of democracy, distribution of resources, and the content of policy.

Evidence from the extension of suffrage in the United States shows that women’s franchise

is followed by increases in state governments’ expenditures, local public health spending,

public school spending, and higher probability of enactment of prohibition laws, in line

with women’s distinctive preferences [Carruthers and Wanamaker, 2015, Lott and Kenny,

1999, Miller, 2008]. This points to the promise of material improvements in women’s lives

1Co-authored with Ali Cheema, Sarah Khan and Shandana Khan Mohmand.
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as a result of greater gender equality in political participation. Moreover, there is untapped

potential for the better representation of these preferences: Liaqat [2019a] finds that local

politicians in Pakistan are responsive to new information about women’s preferences, even

more so than information about men’s preferences. Multiple studies document the existence

of systematic gender gaps in preferences over welfare policy and public goods in sub-Saharan

Africa [Gottlieb et al., 2016], India [Brule and Gaikwad, 2017, Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004],

Indonesia [Olken, 2010], and Pakistan [Khan, 2017a]. However, as long as stark inequalities in

participation persist in these contexts, women’s preferences risk going unheard and unrepresented.

In this paper, we investigate how to increase women’s electoral participation in a setting where

women may not have full agency over the decision to participate. We build on an established

experimental literature that studies the efficacy of door-to-door canvassing for improving voter

turnout in elections in the United States [Gerber et al., 2008], which has been recently extended to

other contexts [Pons, 2018, Giné and Mansuri, 2018]. The strategy of directly canvassing voters

to encourage them to turnout implicitly seeks to ease the constraints to political participation –

motivational, informational or otherwise – that lie with individual voters themselves. We develop

a theory of "male gatekeeping" which emphasizes the role of men in constraining women’s

political participation by limiting women’s autonomous decision-making power over whether to

turn out to vote. If men indeed act as "gatekeepers" as we suggest, it may be necessary to engage

them directly to effect change in women’s participation.

To test this theory, we conduct a field experiment in partnership with civil society organizations

(CSOs) in Lahore, Pakistan to study how targeting a canvassing campaign encouraging women

to vote affects women’s turnout. Our sample consists of 2,500 households which are randomly

assigned to one of four conditions: no canvassing visit (Control), a visit by a female canvasser

targeted to women in the household (T1), a visit by a male canvasser targeted to men in the

household, or two visits by a female and male canvasser targeted to women and men respectively

(T3). This random variation allows us to explore how targeting canvassing efforts at different

household members changes outcomes of women’s turnout. We observe turnout by visually
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verifying indelible ink marks placed on voters’ thumbs in the 2018 election. We also use a

behavioral measure to test whether the campaign has effects on men’s support for women’s

political participation beyond the election. Finally, we explore effects on a set of self-reported

attitudinal and behavioral outcomes through an endline survey conducted with male and female

respondents in the study households.

We report three main results in this paper. First, targeting only women with a canvassing

campaign (T1) is ineffective in improving women’s turnout. The canvassing campaign increases

women’s turnout only when it is targeted at men (i.e. under conditions T2 and T3). Women’s

turnout increases by 8.0 percentage points (significant at the 5% level) when the campaign is

targeted at both men and women in a household (T3), and by 5.5 percentage points when it is

targeted at men only (T2), an effect that is significant at the 10% level. The additional effect of

targeting women in a household when men are targeted (i.e. the difference between T3 and T2)

is not statistically significant; however the additional effect of targeting men when women are

targeted (i.e. the difference between T3 and T1) is distinguishable at the 5% level.

Second, we find that when the canvassing campaign is directed at men, it has lasting effects

on their support for women’s political participation beyond the election. Two months after

the Election, we offer men in our sample households the option to post a sticker on the

entry-way to their residence. Male respondents are randomized into receiving a sticker

with a generic pro-democracy slogan, or a sticker with a with a slogan endorsing women’s

essential role in a strong democracy. Men in the control group are 5 percentage points

less likely to accept a sticker endorsing women’s political participation compared to a

general pro-democracy sticker, but this differential is more than fully alleviated for men in

the households where both men and women were targeted with the campaign prior to the election.

Third, an endline survey administered roughly two months after the General Election shows no

lasting effects of the campaign on women’s political knowledge, interest in politics, or sense

of political self-efficacy. We do, however, find that in households where the intervention was
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targeted at both men and women (T3), male and female survey respondents are significantly

more likely to report discussing politics with each other. Furthermore, both men and women in

these household report that men provided logistical support to women on election day so that

they could vote. This suggests that targeting both men and women affects certain outcomes that

require within-household interaction i.e. discussion and sharing of resources. We do not see

changes in these outcomes when only women (T1) or only men (T2) are targeted.

One concern with improvements in women’s political participation achieved through canvassing

men may be that such participation is especially unlikely to reflect women’s distinctive preferences.

We measure the degree to which women’s participation is autonomous by asking whether women

in our sample self-identify with a more autonomous woman in a vignette when given an option

of 3 women with varying levels autonomy. We do not find that women’s autonomy decreases

under any variation of the treatment by this measure.

This paper speaks to a rich literature on the sources of gender gaps in political participation. A

number of studies point to deficits in political knowledge, interest, motivation, ambition, time and

civic skills on the part of women themselves. Other work points to the failure of political actors to

mobilize women into participation at the same rate as men. However, there has been considerably

less attention to the constraints emanating from other household members, in particular men.

Our study provides suggestive evidence that constraints on part of men within households may

be at least partially responsible for lower political participation by women.

Finally, this paper shows that it is possible to improve women’s participation on the margins

without changing the structure of political networks, or radically altering the incentives and

resources of parties to target women at greater rates. This is important because changing the

incentives of political workers to encourage them to canvass women in this context is hard. Liaqat

[2019b] documents the high relative costs that parties face when engaging with women due to

strong norms of gender segregation that difficult for male canvassers to directly speak with

women. When the party randomly monitors the effort of its workers in an electoral campaign,
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workers increase their effort on men but do not increase their effort on women. In a context where

parties face high costs to engage with women directly, engaging with men may be a good first

step to improve outcomes for women.

The rest of this paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2.2, we sketch out a conceptual framework for

understanding women’s political (under)participation and present a theory of male gatekeeping

as a constraint on women’s participation. In Section 2.3, we provide relevant contextual details

on elections and women’s political participation in Pakistan. In Section 2.4, we describe our

experimental design and our outcome data. In Section 2.5, we show experimental results on

turnout and secondary outcomes including men’s supportive behavior after elections. We conclude

in Section 2.6.

2.2 Women’s Political Participation and the Role of Male Gatekeepers

What explains consistently lower rates of political participation among women, and relatedly, what

works to improve women’s participation? In this section, we first consider the potential of classic

models of political participation in answering these questions, and highlight key insights from

recent work on gender gaps in political participation. Next, we advance the theoretical debate by

describing how male gatekeeping – an explanation that has received little attention in existing

literature – constrains women’s participation. Finally, we discuss what different explanations

imply for the scope for change in levels of women’s participation.

2.2.1 Existing Explanations

Resources

Resource based models of participation emphasize the role of time, money and civic skills as

determinants of an individual’s likelihood to participate in a variety of political activities [Brady

et al., 1995]. Insofar as these resources are unequally distributed across men and women, this

gap in resources may explain the observed gender gap in political participation. Moreover,

this gap in resources may be particularly pronounced in developing and low income contexts,
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where women’s labor force participation rates are lower, they are less likely to have schooling,

and have a higher burden of household responsibilities [Robinson and Gottlieb, 2019, Pande, 2011].

The empirical evidence for resource-based explanations is mixed. In the case of the United States,

Verba et al. [1997] note that “women’s disadvantage with respect to such critical political resources

as education, income, and civic skills does not fully explain the relatively small gender gap in

activity”; Atkeson and Rapoport [2003] find that within the US, gender gaps in political attitude

expression persist even after accounting for a set of resources. Why don’t equal resources among

men and women yield equity in participation? One explanation is that men and women may

perceive their individual resources differently, e.g. Karpowitz and Mendelberg [2014] find that

even after controlling for civic and social abilities, women are less likely to believe that they are

able to effectively speak up at public meetings (qtd. in Preece [2016]). Examining the gender gap

in 20 African democracies, Isaksson et al. [2014] note that individual-level “resource variables”

such as income and education are not important determinants of electoral participation by men

and women, but seem to have more predictive power for inter-electoral participation, which

potentially involves more resource intensive activities.

Engagement and Socialization

Given that the gender gap in resources does not fully explain gaps in participation, Verba

et al. [1997] draw attention to gender differences in political interest, information, and efficacy,

broadly categorized as "political engagement". It is only once these differences in engagement

are considered along with resource differentials that one can explain the observed gender gap

in participation. Prima facie, the systematically lower levels of political engagement by women

may be considered indicative of a lower preference or “taste” for politics. Verba et al. [1997] are

reluctant to attribute this difference in taste to individual level differences, and instead urge

inquiry into “political socialization”. Socialization into particular gender roles that deem politics

as a primarily male domain may inhibit women’s willingness to both accumulate and use the

resources necessary for political participation. Importantly, they find that the gender gap in

political information is non-existent in the domain of school politics: “the political realm that has
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traditionally been defined as an appropriate one for women and that has been most welcoming to

them.”

Norms and Cultural Explanations

Recent work exploring political engagement and participation in matrilineal societies provides

further support for the idea that resource gaps alone have limited explanatory power for

understanding gender gaps in participation. Brule and Gaikwad [2017] find that the gender

gap in political participation among patrilineal societies in Meghalaya, India is fully reversed

in materilineal societies; however they argue that it is not just inequity in resources but rather

the culturally sanctioned inequity in resource distribution that belies the gap in participation and

political economy preferences between men and women in patrilineal societies. Robinson and

Gottlieb [2019] similarly show that the gender gap in political participation and engagement is

significantly lower among matrilineal ethnic groups compared to patrilineal and mixed-system

ethnic groups in a set of African countries. Furthermore, they show that the effect of matrilineality

does not seem to operate through the conferral of greater land or educational resources to

women in these groups. Rather they argue that matrilineality shapes different, more progressive

expectations about gender roles at the community level, which are transmitted inter-generationally.

Isaksson et al. [2014] find that the contextual distribution of resources among men has potential

implications for women’s political participation: specifically, a higher share of men with secondary

education is associated with a greater probability of women voting. While the mechanism driving

this relationship is not specified or tested, the authors suggest that higher levels of education

among men may be correlated with less conservative gender norms that are more supportive of

women’s participation.

Mobilization

Brady et al. [1995] also points to “isolation from the recruitment networks through which citizens

are mobilized to politics” as a potential explanation of non-participation. The gendered exclusion

from recruitment networks is well documented in the case of being recruited to run for office: Fox
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and Lawless [2010] document substantial differences across similarly situated men and women in

recruitment to run for public office in the United States.

However, the mobilization gap also extends to voting and recruiting women to participate in

other facets of political life in their capacity as citizens. A set of recent papers documents and

seeks to explain this gap in the case of South Asia. Prillaman [2017] develops and tests a theory

of “family-centered clientelism” in which parties target households/families as units and seek

only to mobilize the (usually male) head of household in rural India. Goyal [2019] finds a similar

gender gap in political contact and electoral mobilization in urban India. She attributes this to

the overwhelmingly male composition of the pool of brokers and intermediaries responsible for

mobilization: these male intermediaries face high costs of contacting women during mobilization

campaigns both due to women’s absence from local public spaces, and conservative norms of

interaction between men and women. In urban Pakistan, Liaqat [2019c] finds that randomly

monitoring the effort of political workers increases workers’ contact with male voters, but not

with female voters: these findings are testament to the high costs male party workers face in

contacting women due to social norms in our context. Finally, in a survey of adult men and

women in Faisalabad, Pakistan, Khan [2017a] finds that women are not just significantly less likely

to report being personally encouraged to vote by a party worker or candidate, but also by friends

and relatives, indicating that the mobilization gap persists even within the social networks that

women are a part of.

2.2.2 Male Gatekeepers

For the purposes of this paper, we define "gatekeepers" as actors who exercise some level

of control or decision-making power over women’s political participation. In existing work

on women’s political participation and representation, the term has largely been employed

to characterize party elite and actors such as interest groups who have formal and informal

decision-making power over women’s entry into the electoral candidate pool. [Kunovich and

Paxton, 2005, Fox and Lawless, 2010, Cheng and Tavits, 2011, Crowder-Meyer, 2013, Luhiste, 2015].
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Brulé [Forthcoming] uses it to characterize “pivotal local officials” who exercise control over the

on-ground enforcement of women’s property rights in India.

When it comes to women’s entry into politics as voters rather than as candidates, gatekeeping

at the elite level may involve control over the passage and enforcement of reforms that enable

women’s political participation. Legislators at pivotal moments such as the passage of suffrage in

the US and Western Europe are a clear example of gatekeepers of women’s electoral participation

as voters. In the case of Pakistan, where similar to many postcolonial democracies universal

suffrage has existed since the time of independence, we do not have a parallel instance of formal

legislative gatekeeping over women’s voting in the country’s history. However, in recent elections,

political and village-level elite have imposed informal collective bans to prevent women from

voting in entire constituencies and localities2. These bans are an extreme, but rare, exemplification

of male elites’ gatekeeping of women’s voting. Although concentrated to a handful of localities,

bans like this receive the bulk of media and activist attention when it comes to coverage of the

gender gap in turnout in Pakistan. Importantly they also inform policy efforts to address the gap.

The focus on elite behavior however, elides attention to what we characterize as everyday forms

of gatekeeping undertaken by male household members, and which, we argue, is critical for

understanding the gender gap in political participation in our context. A conceptual difference

between the examples of elite level gatekeeping around women’s voting which we have described

above, and the everyday forms we wish to draw attention to, is that while the former targets

women as a collective group, the latter is directed towards proximate, individual women, often

those in the same household.

We conceive of everyday forms of gatekeeping as encompassing a set of practices involving male

gatekeepers that can work separately or together to limit women’s autonomy over the decision of

whether or not to participate in political life. A common example of such a practice is that of

2During the 2013 elections, civil society organizations documented multiple instances where women were barred
from voting through informal agreements between political parties and male village leaders
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seeking permission, which applies not just to women’s political participation, but their public

mobility and participation in public life more broadly. In our study sample in urban Pakistan,

60% of surveyed adult women (compared to 16% of adult men) report that they have to seek

permission to leave the house. Among single women, most report having to seek permission from

both a male and a female family member (parents), and among married women, most report

having to seek permission from their male spouse. Thus, male family members – spouses and

otherwise – are routinely in the position to grant or deny permission to women to leave the home.

When it comes to voting, women’s expectations that they will have permission to go and vote are

high: 92% of women respond “yes” when asked whether they think they would get permission

to go and vote; 95% of women and 91% of men believe it is appropriate for women to vote.

However, the practice of permission inherently carries with it the possibility of denial. We also ask

respondents whether it would be appropriate for men to stop (i.e. deny permission to) women

from voting under certain circumstances and find that substantial proportions of both men and

women find denial of permission appropriate if a woman is expected to vote differently than her

husband, if it is expected that there will be long lines (and women would have to wait outside the

polling station), if voting will interfere will household chores, or if fights are expected to break

out on election day. Figure 2.1 shows the distribution of responses to this question among 2500

male and female survey respondents in the study sample.

Moreover, the practice of permission as a form of gatekeeping is not consequential as only insofar

as permission can be denied, but the very necessity of seeking permission – even if it is likely to be

granted – implies an extra step in the decision of participation involving another decision-maker

that women have to engage in. If negotiating permission is costly, and there is at least some

uncertainty over whether it will be granted, women may choose not to seek permission in the

first place. Furthermore, we do not suggest that the denial of permission necessarily implies that

women will certainly not participate, they may choose to challenge the denial until permission is

granted, or choose participate covertly regardless of denial. Nevertheless this involves some extra

69



Figure 2.1: Proportion of survey respondents who respond that it is appropriate for men to stop women from voting
under certain circumstances

cost on part of women to participate.

Another way in which everyday gatekeeping may manifest is not directly through men’s control

over women’s decision to participate, but indirectly via their control of the resources that are

necessary for participation. In the case of voting, the most obvious of these resources is a means

of transport from the home to the polling booth. 92% of households in our study sample own a

motorbike, but anecdotally, we know that women rarely drive these motorbikes, and are in fact

reliant on male household members for transport. While this may first seem to follow the logic of

a resource-based explanation, we wish to stress the distinction between ownership and control of

resources. In the case of transport for instance, it may be possible for women to have access to a

shared resource like a motorbike without necessarily owning it. At the same time, women may

in fact own resources on paper, without exercising full control over their use (see e.g. Agarwal
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[1994] on women’s control over land).

Finally, gatekeeping behavior by men may also manifest as the enforcement of/reluctance to

negotiate gender roles within the household that constrain women’s political participation, and

participation in public life more broadly. For instance, even if men explicitly grant permission to

women in their household to participate, and are willing to share the necessary transportation

resources required for participation, but unwilling to renegotiate the division of household labor

in a way that would free up women’s time to participate, participation may not be a viable option

for women.

We do not suggest that gatekeeping is a one-sided phenomenon whereby male household

members engage in gatekeeping practices, and women are deterministically constrained by

them. Indeed, we expect women to be actively engaged in bargaining processes over issues of

permission, resource sharing and renegotiation of household relations including the division

of household labor. However, women’s willingness to engage in bargaining and their ability to

achieve a desired outcome will then be subject to the factors that determine intra-household

bargaining power more broadly.

While existing explanations for the gender gap in participation take individual women’s autonomy

over their decision to participate for granted, a perspective that accounts for male gatekeepers

involvement in this decision complicates the story and suggests that a fuller explanation for

women’s relative under-participation must take men who are proximate to them into account.

2.2.3 Scope for change and theoretical expectations

What do different theoretical accounts of the gender gap in political participation imply about the

potential for change? In other words, what do they tell us about "what works" to close the gender

gap? Theories of participation that emphasize individual level resources imply that change can

occur through improvement in the level of resources that are predictive of participation. While

closing the gender gap in of some resources e.g. income and years of schooling, may involve
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longer-term structural changes, one can imagine potential for improvements in information and

political knowledge in the short term. In line with this, Giné and Mansuri [2018] find that an

informational campaign directly targeting women in the lead-up to the 2008 elections in Pakistan

increases women’s turnout. On the other hand, theories privileging cultural and norms-based

explanations for the gender gap give reason to be pessimistic about short-term improvements

in resources. Gottlieb [2016] finds that a civic education course delivered to men and women

in Mali improves both men and women’s levels of political knowledge, but only increases civic

participation among men and in fact depresses levels of participation among women. She

suggests that the short-term improvement in women’s resources, which occurs absent of any shift

in social norms, in fact results in a situation whereby “women self-impose limits to future civic

participation and men erect new barriers as a form of backlash”.

Theories highlighting the role of the gender gap in motivation and political engagement also seem

to imply a longer-term pathway to change involving a need for more gender-equal socialization in

”institutions of non-political life” [Verba et al., 1997], and/or greater representation of women in

positions of political leadership, which could engender greater engagement by women as citizens

over time. On the other hand, Preece [2016] finds that it is possible to narrow the self-reported

gap in political interest in the short term simply by providing women with positive feedback

about their performance on a test of political knowledge in the context of a survey, suggesting

that “gendered psyche” pertaining to political engagement may be malleable on the margins.

Mobilization-based theories highlighting women’s exclusion from political networks would imply

either a need for the expansion of women’s networks outside the home to generate greater political

participation [Prillaman, 2017], or a need for the transformation of existing political networks

to include more women [Goyal, 2019]. In Pakistan, Liaqat [2019b] documents the challenges

associated with expecting male-dominated party worker networks to mobilize women voters:

when a party randomly monitors the effort of its workers in an electoral campaign, workers

increase their effort to reach out to male voters, but do not increase their effort to reach women.

This is in part due to strong norms of gender segregation that difficult for male canvassers to
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directly speak with women.

Do canvassing campaigns affect women’s turnout?

In this paper, we study whether– absent structural changes in the gender gap in resources,

long-standing gender norms, the composition of party networks or women’s access to alternate

networks of mobilization – an intervention comprising a short-term canvassing effort undertaken

by non-partisan civil society organizations can improve women’s turnout. The canvassing

campaign involves both the provision of information on how to participate, and motivational

messaging emphasizing the importance and potential benefits of greater political participation by

women. If targeted only at women, we would expect such a campaign to increase women’s turnout

if the binding constraints to women’s participation– whether informational (resource-based),

motivational (engagement-based) or both – lies with women themselves. However, our proposed

theory of male gatekeeping suggests that women may not enjoy autonomous decision making

power over the decision to participate in politics, and are instead subject to various constraints on

part of men. If this is the case, we would expect that it is either necessary to directly engage men

to engender a change in their gatekeeping behavior which would make it possible for women

to participate, or effect some substantial change in women’s position within the household that

would provide them greater autonomy and decision-making power. The latter is of course

difficult to achieve in the short-term, and so we take this status quo as given for the purposes of

the intervention.

Thus, to test whether male gatekeeping is indeed a relevant binding constraint on women’s

participation, we randomly vary whether the non-partisan canvassing visit is targeted at (i)

women only, (ii) men only or (iii) both men and women in households. Additionally, given

existing findings of within-household mobilization, it is possible that canvassing women (men)

positively influences the turnout of other men (women) in the household thus we are also

interested in effects on men’s turnout.
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Do canvassing campaigns affect men’s broad support for women’s participation?

Canvassing campaigns are primarily targeted at increasing turnout in a particular election.

Potential voters are flooded with messages from partisan and non-partisan actors in the days

leading up to an election, but such messages drop off after the election. It is possible that

canvassing campaigns do not have long-lasting effects in general, which may also extend to our

gendered canvassing campaigns. While voting is one primary way in which women can get

their voice heard and be represented in decision making, other types of political participation

such as participating in community meetings, protests, etc. are also important. If men constrain

women from voting, it is even more likely that men may constrain women from participating

in these more costly activities. To test whether the effects of our intervention on men’s support

for women’s participation persist beyond the election, we design and implement an original

behavioral measure of men’s support of women’s political participation. The implication of

observing positive treatment effects on this measure would be that a short-term intervention can

affect not only turnout, but also non-electoral political behavior.

Do campaigns affect non-electoral outcomes?

Beyond the main effects on turnout, we are also interested in testing potential effects on the

correlates of electoral turnout, and other forms of political behavior. It may be possible for

example to see improvements in women’s political knowledge, interest and self-efficacy as a result

of a campaign directly targeted to women, even if these do not translate into increased political

participation.

Other outcomes may require directly targeting men, or both men and women. These include

household discussions about politics, men’s logistical support for women’s political participation,

and perceived norms of women’s political participation. While women can certainly initiate

political conversations by themselves, it may be the case that political conversations are more

likely to take place when both men and women within a household have received a canvassing

treatment. Similarly, while an intervention with women alone could result in women demanding
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a fairer allocation of resources necessary for participation e.g. transport. However, a more likely

outcome is that the actual allocation of household resources can only be changed if we target

those who own and control the resources i.e. men.

2.3 Context

Pakistan is a federal parliamentary democracy, which has witnessed multiple cycles of

authoritarian and democratic rule since independence in 1947. General elections for the

national legislature are held on a first-past-the-post basis for 272 seats. Voting takes place at

polling booths, located within polling stations in constituencies. Polling booths for men and

women are always separate, and there exists a mix of gender segregated and mixed polling stations.

The last general election of 2013 was a landmark in Pakistan’s democratic history as it represented

the first civilian transfer of power from one democratically elected government to another. It

was the most widely contested election in Pakistan’s history and was deemed by local and

international observers to be the freest and fairest in the country since 1970 (Cookman and Wilder,

2013). However the potential for true democratic consolidation in Pakistan is undermined by the

fact that while universal franchise, a widely accepted prerequisite for democracy, exists on paper,

it is absent in practice. In some exceptional cases this is a result of explicit informal agreements

between village leaders and political parties . However even in the absence of outright bans,

women lagged behind men in terms of voter registration3 and turnout4.

Various actors have been involved in the drive to improve women’s electoral participation in

the 2018 elections, and much of these efforts have been focused on closing the registration

3The gap in voter registration stems from a gap in legal identification – women over the age of 18 are less likely
than men to have a National Identification Card (NIC), which is tied to automatic inclusion on electoral rolls

4although gender disaggregated turnout data from 2013 is not available, there is a visible gender gap in turnout in
self-reported survey measures, and comparisons of overall turnout at male-only and female-only polling stations in
selected areas
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gap5. However, sizable gender gaps in participation exist even among registered voters, in-

dicating that constraints beyond lack of legal identification continue to limit women’s participation.

We conduct the study in Pakistan’s second largest city: Lahore. A previous study conducted

by Cheema et al. [2017] in Lahore finds significant gender gaps in in self-reported turnout

among registered voters, along with gaps in other forms of inter-electoral participation such

as communicating with party workers and local representatives. Moreover, they also find that

women are about 10% less likely to have been contacted by a party representative to vote in the

last local election, which points to a wide mobilization gap in this context.

2.4 Experimental Design & Data

We study a field experiment involving a non-partisan election canvassing campaign, randomly

varying which gender the campaign targets within the household. We measure effects on turnout

by observing indelible thumb ink impressions, on a range of potential secondary outcomes

by undertaking an endline survey, and on a costly behavioral measure of men’s support for

women’s political participation beyond the election. We describe the sample in Section 2.4.1, the

randomization in Section 2.4.2, the intervention in Section 2.4.3 and the outcome data in Section

2.4.4.

2.4.1 Sample

The sample for this study is comprised of 2500 households across 500 wards, which is the lowest

administrative and political unit. The 500 wards are drawn from 94 Union Councils (local

administrative unit) in the northern part of the city of Lahore. The union councils are spread

across seven national electoral constituencies (NA-124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 130) and each union

5In 2015, the Free and Fair Elections Network – a coalition of 30 domestic non-governmental organizations
established in 2006 to observe general elections and mobilize voters in Pakistan – declared a “Women Voters Registration
Emergency” calling attention to the issue of millions of women being missing from electoral rolls. The Election
Commission of Pakistan has established a dedicated “Gender Affairs Wing” to increase and facilitate women’s
participation in the electoral process, importantly this includes a “Female Voter Registration Campaign? started in
November 2017 in 79 districts to facilitate women to acquire NICs.
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council is divided into 6 wards. The ward is our primary unit of randomization. To draw a

sample of 500 wards, we include all 6 wards from a random subset of 30 Union Councils, and

randomly select 5 out of 6 wards for inclusion in the study from the remaining 64 Union Councils.

Figure 2.2 shows a map of our sample.

To obtain our sample of 2,500 households, we select 5 households in each of the 500 sample wards.

Within each sample household, enumerators survey two individuals (a randomly selected man

and woman) giving us a sample of 5000 individuals in 2500 households. A household is visited

by a pair of enumerators (one male and one female), each of whom conduct the survey with a

respondent of the same gender.

To sample households within a ward, we drop a location pin at a random point within each ward

boundary. The pair of enumerators proceeds to the pin location for a ward, selects the nearest

household to the right for the first survey, then selects four other households in the ward using

the right hand rule, selecting the 7th household to the right of the last household included in the

sample. A household is excluded from the sample if the dwelling is locked/empty, if all members

of the household are not registered to vote, if all members are registered to vote outside of Lahore,

or if there is not at least 1 adult woman and 1 adult man with a CNIC (Computerized National

Identity Card, which is required to vote) available and consenting to be surveyed.6 In any of these

situations, the enumerator skips the dwelling and proceeds to one immediately to the right of

it. Within the household, respondents are selected by listing all N eligible (over the age of 18

and possessing a CNIC) respondents of a particular gender in order of age. After the listing is

complete, a random number generator programmed in the survey tablet generates a number n,

and the enumerator asks to speak with the nth listed eligible individual to conduct a baseline

survey, conditional on oral consent.

6We restrict the sample to households with individuals who could plausibly cast a vote (have a CNIC and are
registered in Lahore) because our intervention is conducted after the preparation of electoral rolls, which means we
cannot expect it to change voter registration status.
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Figure 2.2: Sample Union Councils and Wards in Lahore

2.4.2 Random Assignment

We use a two-stage randomization design in which geographical clusters are first assigned to

a treatment status, and then a subset of households within a cluster are randomly assigned to

receive treatment.

The experimental design is a 2x2 factorial producing 4 possible treatment conditions. These

include (i) targeting women only, (ii) targeting men only, (iii) targeting both women and men,

and (iv) control. We assign each of the 500 clusters (wards) to 1 of these 4 treatment conditions,

blocking on Union Council (administrative unit in which wards are nested). Figure 2.3 shows

the crossed experimental randomizations, with sample sizes at the ward and household level

reported in parentheses.
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Within each cluster, we assign 4 out of 5 households to treatment. This makes for a par-

tial population design in which all treated clusters have the same treatment saturation (0.8);

the design allows us to estimate spillover effects on untreated households within treatment clusters.

 

Full Sample 
(500 Wards)

Control

(125 Wards)

Untreated 

(625 HHs)

T1: Mobilize Women 
(125 Wards)

Untreated 

(125 HHs)

Treated 

(500 HHs)

T2: Mobilze Men

(125 Wards)

Untreated 

(125 HHs)

Treated 

(500 HHs)

T3: Mobilize Women 
and Men (125 Wards)

Untreated 

(125 HHs)

Treated 

(500 HHs)

Figure 2.3: Randomization Scheme

Table 2.1 shows that randomization achieved balance. We report the means and standard errors

for ten important variables (measured at baseline) in the control and 3 main treatment groups. We

also report the p-values from t-tests of difference in means between the control and each of the

three treatment groups, and F-statistics from tests of joint significance. We observe imbalance at

the 10% level on 3 out of 30 tests, which is what would be expected by chance. The one test on

which we observe imbalance at the 1% level is the mean number of adult men in a household. We
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account for this in household level analysis since we use the proportion of adults whose turnout

could be verified as the outcome measure.

2.4.3 Intervention Design

The intervention is a 20-25 minute door-to-door canvassing visit to a household within the 4

weeks prior to the Pakistan General Elections held on 25 July 2018. The campaign was conducted

by experienced non-partisan canvassers employed by two leading non-partisan civil society

organizations. In T1 and T2, only women and men respectively were targeted. In T3, both women

and men were targeted in two separate visits. The content included general political knowledge,

information on how to vote, and motivational messages primarily aimed at increasing women’s

turnout. While the intervention could increase turnout for both men and women, there was a

more explicit focus on targeting constraints on women’s voting.

Intervention Components

The canvassing visit consisted of the following components:

Introduction: A canvasser from one of the civil society organizations (Aurat Foundation or South

Asia Partnership) visits a treatment household unannounced and requests to speak with the

individual surveyed at baseline. They give a short introduction about who they are, explicitly

stating that their organization is non-partisan. The canvassers also carried letters of approval

from the Election Commission of Pakistan, which they showed to individuals who were initially

skeptical of their civil society organization affiliation to assure them of non-partisanship. If the

baseline respondent was unavailable, the canvasser inquired when they might be home and

if able to secure a time for later in the same day, they moved on to other households in the

same area and returned to the household later. If they were unable to make contact with the

baseline respondent after 3 attempts, they asked to speak with any adult individuals of the same

gender as the baseline respondent who were living in the household and available at the time.

Before starting the intervention, the canvasser asked the baseline respondent to gather all adult
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individuals of the same gender who were living in the household and were available at the time.

Motivational Video: The canvasser shows a short 5 minute video on a tablet screen. The

video follows the narrative of a young woman, facing issues of poor service delivery in her

neighborhood. who decides to make her voice heard by contacting a political candidate, and

casting her vote in the election. Her brother is shown in an enabling role: he encourages her to

take action and also agrees to help the women in his family get to the women’s polling station on

his motorbike.

Informational Leaflets: The canvasser provides some procedural information about how to find out

the location of one’s polling booth, the process of voting and associated rules as well as the role of

elected officials at the national and provincial level and the symbols assigned to various parties,

using leaflets with pictorial aids. The household members are offered copies of the leaflets to

keep. The leaflets are reproduced in Appendix B.1.

Mock Ballot Exercise: The canvasser uses mock ballot papers, ballot boxes and a stamp to show the

household members exactly how to mark the ballot, fold the paper and put it in the ballot box,

emphasizing that there are two ballots (a green one for the National Assembly and a white one

for the Provincial Assembly) that will be available to voters on Election Day.

How Treatment Arms Vary

The treatment arms correspond to who was targeted by the canvassing visit. In T1 (women

only), the visit is carried out by a female canvasser and targeted to the female baseline survey

respondent in a treatment household, and other women present in the household at the time.

In T2 (men only), the visit is carried out by a male canvasser and targeted to the male baseline

survey respondent in a treatment household, and the other men present in the household at the

time. T3 (women and men) is a combination of T1 and T2: treatment households receive two

visits, one by a female canvasser targeting the female baseline respondent and women in the

household and another by a male canvasser targeting the male baseline respondent and other
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men in the household. The factorial design enables us to identify the effect of targeting women (a

comparison of T1 and T3 to T2 and control); targeting men (a comparison of T2 and T3 to T1 and

control); targeting women alone (T1 to control); targeting men alone (T2 to control); targeting both

men and women (T3 to control).

The two visits in T3 are carried out by different canvassers, and often at separate times due to

the different schedules at which men are available at home. They are often also carried out

in different places because men who are not family members are typically not invited inside

the home. This is especially true in small residences where it is difficult to maintain gen-

der segregation indoors. Thus male canvasser visits in T2 and T3 often take place outside the home.

We use same-gender canvassers largely due to gendered norms of segregation in a Pakistani

social context. This also closely mirrors the patterns of contact that occurs between partisan party

workers and voters. In our baseline survey, we ask individual respondents to recall whether their

household was visited by a political party worker as part of a door-to-door campaign during

the last election campaign period. As noted earlier, women report lower rates of contact than

men. However, for the respondents who do report contact, we also ask whether they were visited

by male party workers, female party workers, or both. 57% of respondents reporting a visit say

they were visited by both male and female party workers, 40% report being visited by only male

workers, and a mere 3% report being visited by exclusively female party workers. Among those

who report being visited by exclusively male workers, 76% report that there was no direct contact

with women in the household; this is reversed in the case of respondents reporting a mixed

gender visit, among that group 82% report that there was direct contact with women.

This leads us to believe that accessing women in households requires same-gender canvassers.

Alternatively however, could women canvassers have contacted men in T2 and T3? Given the low

rates of reported partisan contact with exclusively women party workers (only 33 respondents, of

which 7 are men report this) we decided that having women canvassers contacting men would

make for a risky novelty factor. Moreover, when piloting the intervention, we observed instances
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of women canvassers who approached men being told to go speak to women in the household. If

this occurred systematically, it would have made implementing T2 as an exclusively male-targeted

intervention difficult.

2.4.4 Outcome Data

We draw on three main sources of data to measure outcomes. First, we measure turnout using a

thumb ink verification exercise. Second, we measure men’s support for women’s role in democracy

using a behavioral measure. Finally, we measure secondary self-reported outcomes using an

endline survey.

Individual Level Turnout Using Thumb Impressions

We observe thumb ink impressions to measure turnout because self-reported turnout is prone

to over-reporting. Although there are methods to decrease over-reporting in a survey context,

the intervention itself could affect individuals’ desire to report that they voted, making such

measures especially unreliable. We therefore use the thumb ink verification as our measure of

turnout. Figure 2.4 shows an example of a voter’s thumb with an indelible ink impression.

We conducted this exercise in the 2 days following the general elections - July 26 and 27, 2018.

Enumerators visited all 2500 study households and visually verified turnout among household

members by looking at the indelible ink marks made on a voter’s thumb by a polling officer

on Election Day. These ink marks begin to fade after 2-3 days which is why the activity was

carried out by a large team of 50 enumerators in the 2 days immediately after the election. In

the visit to the household following the election, enumerators attempt to relocate the baseline

respondent (who is also the individual to whom the intervention is primarily targeted, although

we consider the intervention to be household level) in study households, and thus verify turnout

for all available household members.

We are able to verify female turnout in 86% and male turnout in 88% of our baseline sample.
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In some of these cases, the individual baseline respondent was not present at the time of our

visit. At the individual level, we were able to 79% of female baseline respondents and 49% of

male baseline respondents successfully. The rate of relocation for male baseline respondents is

lower due to limited availability of working men in a tight timeline. Because of the limited time

available to complete this activity, we did not revisit households to locate unavailable respondents.

We address the issue of sample attrition in the following section, and find that it does not affect

our main results.

Figure 2.4: Example of Thumb Ink Impression

Behavioral Measure

We designed and implemented a behavioral measure to ascertain whether the intervention

resulted in an increased likelihood of men supporting women’s role in democracy. At the end

of our endline survey, we asked the men in our sample for permission to place a sticker on the

entry-way to their residence. We randomized whether the sticker we offered them was a generic

sticker indicating their support for democracy or a gendered sticker indicating their support for
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democracy as well as women’s role in democracy. If the respondent agreed, the enumerator

placed the sticker on the entry-way to the respondent’s residence. The Urdu text on the generic

sticker translates to “Strong Democracy, Strong Pakistan”, which was displayed twice on the

sticker. The same text was repeated once on the gendered sticker, but its second iteration was

replaced by the text “Democracy is incomplete without the inclusion of women” in Urdu. The

stickers are shown in Figure 2.5.

Figure 2.5: Stickers offered to Male Respondents

Self Reported Survey Data

We collect endline data from 97% of our 2500 study households to test effects on self reported

attitudes and behavior. We conducted this survey with one random adult man and one random

adult woman in each household. In most cases, these were the same individuals who were
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surveyed at baseline, three months prior to the election. We use questions asked during this

endline survey to investigate whether the intervention had effects on outcomes other than turnout

that are theoretically relevant for political participation. We thematically group these questions

into six indices containing relevant attitudes or self-reported behavior. These indices are: (i)

political knowledge, (ii) interest in politics, (iii) women’s self-efficacy, (iv) logistical help from

men, (v) whether there was cross-gender political discussion within the household and (vi) the

perception of descriptive norms about women’s political participation.

2.5 Experimental Results

This section reports our experimental results. Section 2.5.1 performs experimental manipulation

checks. Section 2.5.2 shows that (i) targeting men increased women’s turnout, but targeting

women did not, and (ii) no effects were detected on men’s turnout. Section 2.5.3 shows that effects

of targeting men on men’s supportive behavior persist beyond the election day. Section 2.5.4

demonstrates that jointly targeting men and women in a household results in a more equitable

sharing of logistical resources within the household, and ncreased political conversations between

men and women in the same household. Finally, Section 2.5.5 shows that the increase in women’s

turnout by mobilizing men does not seem to come at the cost of reducing women’s autonomy.

2.5.1 Manipulation Checks

To assess compliance with the treatment, we estimate OLS models to verify whether individual

men and women baseline respondents in the different treatment categories recalled a visit from

a non partisan canvasser. All models include UC (block) fixed effects and standard errors are

clustered at the ward level, which is the level of randomization for T1, T2 and T3. Results are

reported in Table 2.2.

Roughly two months after General Election 2018, respondents in treatment households were

significantly more likely to recall that their household received a canvassing visit from a

86



non-partisan organization in the days leading up to the election. Men and women in the T1

and T3 conditions were almost twice as likely to state that their household received such a visit,

benchmarked against a control group mean of 14 and 13 percent for women and men respectively.

Importantly, while men in the T2 condition were 10 percentage points more likely to state their

household received such a visit, women in households that received T2 were no more likely than

women in control households to recall a visit.
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Table 2.1: Statistical Balance between Treatment and Control Groups

(1) (2) (3) (4) T-test
Control T1 T2 T3 P-value

Variable Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE (1)-(2) (1)-(3) (1)-(4)

Age(Yrs) 40.042
(0.461)

39.577
(0.455)

40.698
(0.423)

39.597
(0.457)

0.158 0.283 0.157

Adult Men 2.626
(0.074)

2.717
(0.152)

2.598
(0.077)

2.925
(0.130)

0.610 0.980 0.005***

Adult Women 2.269
(0.064)

2.296
(0.082)

2.173
(0.063)

2.373
(0.096)

0.770 0.078* 0.214

Married 0.782
(0.013)

0.765
(0.015)

0.766
(0.014)

0.783
(0.014)

0.279 0.337 0.984

Employed 0.366
(0.014)

0.361
(0.015)

0.374
(0.014)

0.365
(0.014)

0.346 0.628 0.852

Has Cellphone 0.800
(0.015)

0.810
(0.014)

0.793
(0.014)

0.810
(0.015)

0.519 0.138 0.601

Has CNIC 0.986
(0.004)

0.987
(0.003)

0.987
(0.003)

0.990
(0.003)

0.833 0.641 0.220

Voted(2013) 0.661
(0.014)

0.662
(0.015)

0.632
(0.014)

0.630
(0.016)

0.984 0.053* 0.154

Likely to Vote 0.826
(0.012)

0.814
(0.011)

0.823
(0.011)

0.832
(0.013)

0.665 0.888 0.628

PML-N Supporter 0.569
(0.016)

0.589
(0.015)

0.557
(0.017)

0.579
(0.016)

0.486 0.413 0.737

N 1250 1250 1250 1250
Clusters 125 125 125 125
F-test of joint significance (F-stat) 0.513 1.483 1.487
F-test, number of observations 2500 2500 2500

Notes: The value displayed for t-tests are p-values. The value displayed for F-tests are the F-
statistics. Standard errors are clustered at variable ward. Fixed effects using variable uc_no are
included in all estimation regressions. All missing values in balance variables are treated as
zero.***, **, and * indicate significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent critical level.
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This result implies that men are likely to know about female canvassers visiting women in the

household, women are not likely to find out when a male canvasser visits men in the household.

This is consistent with field reports according to which male canvassers would often speak

with available men in the household at or just outside the entry-way to the household structure

and it is plausible that women would not find out about the structure of the household, while

female canvassers usually conducted the session inside the home and while they spoke to women

privately, men present in the home at the time would ostensibly be aware of the visit.

Overall, these reported rates of visit are significantly lower than the compliance rates revealed by

random back-checks conducted by surveyors (separate from the intervention team) during the

roll-out of the intervention. This discrepancy may be due to a number of factors, including the

possibility that a different household member received the canvassing visit or that respondents

failed to recall the visit two months after it occurred.

As an additional test, we also ask respondents to recall whether they received canvassing visits

from partisan canvassers belonging to the main political parties in the area prior to the election.

There is no evidence of treatment households in either condition reporting more visits by partisan

canvassers (see Columns (2) - (4) of Table 2.2).

2.5.2 Turnout

Does non-partisan canvassing affect turnout? We test this by estimating the following three

equations. The first pools the two treatments (T1 and T3) where women received a canvassing

visit.

Yi = β1WomenMobilizedi + β2Withini + δi + γs (2.1)

where WomenMobilizedi is an indicator for whether the women in household i received treatment,

Withini is an indicator for whether household i was a control household within a treatment cluster,

δi controls for other cross-randomizations, and γs are Union Council fixed effects. Yi denotes

turnout either at the household level or at the individual level, measured by verified thumb ink
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Table 2.2: Results: Manipulation Checks

Panel A: Women’s Responses

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Non-Partisan

Visit
PML-N

Visit
PTI
Visit

Other Party
Visit

T1 0.098*** 0.028 0.001 -0.005
(0.032) (0.022) (0.018) (0.037)

T2 0.021 0.031 0.009 -0.024
(0.028) (0.022) (0.018) (0.036)

T3 0.112*** 0.010 -0.009 0.029
(0.029) (0.022) (0.018) (0.036)

Within T Control 0.015 0.034 0.009 0.011
(0.026) (0.023) (0.019) (0.034)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.192 0.135 0.185 0.202
# Observations 2435 2435 2435 2435

Panel B: Men’s Responses
T1 0.113*** 0.011 -0.026 -0.026

(0.029) (0.037) (0.033) (0.031)
T2 0.092*** -0.015 -0.038 -0.047

(0.027) (0.035) (0.032) (0.030)
T3 0.141*** 0.021 -0.006 -0.034

(0.028) (0.035) (0.031) (0.031)
Within T Control 0.053** 0.033 -0.028 -0.024

(0.024) (0.035) (0.031) (0.029)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.246 0.262 0.234 0.194
# Observations 2434 2434 2434 2434

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata
(Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the
ward level. All four outcomes are binary variables. Column (1) is an indicator
for respondent answered yes to the question: “Did representatives from from
Aurat Foundation, SAP-PK or ECP visit your household in the days leading
up to the election?”. Columns (2)-(4) are indicators for whether the respondent
stated that a PML-N representative, PTI representative or any other party’s
representative respectively visited their household in the days leading up to
the election. Controls for the two cross-randomized treatments (privacy and
information) are included. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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impressions as described in Section 2.4.4. Standard errors are clustered at the ward level, which

is the level of randomization. Second, we estimate the effect of mobilizing men by pooling two

treatments (T2 and T3) where men received a canvassing visit:

Yi = β1MenMobilizedi + β2Withini + δi + γs (2.2)

where MenMobilizedi is an indicator for whether the men in household i received treatment.

Third, we estimate the effects of all three treatments separately:

Yi = β1T1i + β2T2i + β3T3i + β4Withini + δi + γs (2.3)

where T1i, T2i and T3i are indicators for whether the women only, the men only or both in

household i received visits respectively. Table 2.3 shows the results on turnout.

Using specification 1, we find that mobilizing women does not affect the turnout of either men or

women (Columns 1 and 2 of Table 2.3). Using specification 2, we find that mobilizing men has a

positive effect on women’s turnout at the household level, increasing the proportion of women

turning out by 6.2 percentage points (significant at the 5% level, as shown in Columns 3 and 4 of

Table 2.3). Mobilizing men does not, however, affect men’s turnout.

Testing the effects of the three treatment arms separately using specification 3, we find that

mobilizing men alone (T2) and mobilizing both men and women (T3) increases women’s turnout.

Under T2, the proportion of women turning out increases by 5.5 percentage points (significant

at the 10% level). Under T3, the proportion of women turning out in a household increases by

8 percentage points (significant at the 5% level). The effects of T2 and T3 are not statistically

distinguishable. T1 alone does not affect women’s turnout, and the effect of T1 is statistically

distinguishable from the effect of T3 at the 5% level.

We do not see any effects on individuals in control households within treatment wards, suggestive

that there are no discernible geographical spillover effects to nearby households.
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Table 2.3: Treatment Effects on Turnout (Verified by Thumb Ink Impressions)

Panel A: Women’s Turnout

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Individual Household Individual Household Individual Household

T1,T3: Women Mobilized 0.022 0.017
(0.022) (0.020)

T2,T3: Men Mobilized 0.039 0.062**
(0.028) (0.025)

T1:Women Only 0.005 0.011
(0.033) (0.029)

T2:Men Only 0.022 0.055*
(0.036) (0.032)

T3: Women and Men 0.062* 0.080**
(0.037) (0.032)

Within T Control 0.016 0.007 0.018 0.016 0.020 0.021
(0.031) (0.026) (0.031) (0.026) (0.034) (0.028)

Constant 0.656*** 0.577*** 0.654*** 0.568*** 0.652*** 0.564***
(0.016) (0.014) (0.016) (0.014) (0.020) (0.018)

R-Squared 0.114 0.149 0.114 0.151 0.115 0.152
# Observations 1984 2149 1984 2149 1984 2149
P-Value: T1=T2 0.620 0.158
P-Value: T1=T3 0.129 0.029
P-Value: T2=T3 0.199 0.371

Panel B: Men’s Turnout
T1,T3: Women Mobilized 0.022 0.023

(0.028) (0.018)
T2,T3: Men Mobilized -0.008 0.012

(0.033) (0.021)
T1:Women Only 0.026 0.016

(0.040) (0.027)
T2:Men Only -0.004 0.006

(0.043) (0.027)
T3: Women and Men 0.014 0.036

(0.045) (0.028)
Within T Control 0.019 0.023 0.007 0.017 0.018 0.024

(0.037) (0.023) (0.036) (0.022) (0.039) (0.025)
Constant 0.735*** 0.342*** 0.746*** 0.347*** 0.736*** 0.341***

(0.020) (0.013) (0.019) (0.013) (0.025) (0.016)

R-Squared 0.158 0.200 0.157 0.200 0.158 0.201
# Observations 1223 2190 1223 2190 1223 2190
P-Value: T1=T2 0.470 0.710
P-Value: T1=T3 0.787 0.488
P-Value: T2=T3 0.640 0.221

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in
parentheses are clustered at the ward level. All specifications have turnout as the outcome variable, as measured by thumb ink
impressions. Odd numbered columns show turnout at the individual level, where the individual is the baseline survey respondent.
Even numbered columns show turnout at the household level (number of verified votes / number of individuals in household).
Sample sizes are higher at the household level since we were not always able to contact the baseline respondent. We include
controls for cross-randomized ‘privacy’ and ‘common knowledge’ treatments. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Taken together, the results suggest that targeting women with a canvassing campaign is insufficient

to improve women’s turnout in the context of this study. On the other hand, there is strong

evidence that mobilizing men is necessary – and some suggestive evidence that it is sufficient

– to improve the turnout of women living in their households. Although we see the strongest

positive effects on women’s turnout in the condition where both men and women are targeted

with the intervention, the results do not allow us to conclusively say that mobilizing both men

and women together is necessary since we cannot reject the equivalence of T2 (mobilizing men)

and T3 (mobilizing both men and women) from our data.

Attrition

We follow Lee (2009) and use trimming bounds to account for non-random missingness in our

outcome data across treatment groups. The key assumption for the use of trimming bounds

are the monotonicity condition, whereby treatment assignment effects attrition in one direction.

In our sample, observed attrition is consistently higher in the control group than in treatment

groups. We report attrition corrected results for the turnout outcomes for women at the indi-

vidual and household level (where we see significant effects in the main specifications) in Table 2.4.

We find that the the lower bound on the effect of T3 on individual women respondents’ turnout

and the lower bound of the effect of T2 on the proportion of women turning out in a household

are not significantly different from zero. However, the lower and upper bounds of the effect of T3

on proportion of women turning out in a household remains significantly different from zero and

the size of the estimated effect is not substantively reduced.

2.5.3 Men’s Support for Women’s Participation

Do the canvassing campaigns have any effect on men’s support for women’s political participation?

We designed and implemented a behavioral measure to test this. At the end of our endline

survey, we asked the men in our sample for permission to place a sticker on the entry-way to their

residence. We randomized whether the sticker we offered them was a generic sticker indicating
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Table 2.4: Attrition Bounds on Women’s Turnout

(1) (2) (3) (4)
F(Ind)Upper F(Ind)Lower F(Prop)Upper F(Prop)Lower

T1 0.021 -0.002 0.021 0.005
(0.033) (0.034) (0.029) (0.029)

T2 0.055 0.008 0.058∗ 0.051
(0.035) (0.037) (0.032) (0.031)

T3 0.085∗∗ 0.051 0.084∗∗∗ 0.076∗∗

(0.037) (0.038) (0.032) (0.032)

Within T Cntrl 0.028 0.017 0.024 0.020
(0.033) (0.034) (0.028) (0.028)

Information -0.050∗ -0.041 -0.048∗∗ -0.056∗∗∗

(0.027) (0.027) (0.022) (0.022)

Privacy 0.006 0.024 -0.005 -0.008
(0.031) (0.032) (0.029) (0.028)

Constant 0.887∗∗∗ 0.902∗∗∗ 0.720∗∗∗ 0.732∗∗∗

(0.059) (0.056) (0.093) (0.093)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 1953 1953 2127 2127
Adjusted R2 0.069 0.070 0.104 0.115
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

their support for democracy or a gendered sticker indicating their support for democracy as

well as women’s role in democracy. If the respondent agreed, the enumerator placed the sticker

on the entry-way to the respondent’s residence. The Urdu text on the generic sticker translates

to “Strong Democracy, Strong Pakistan”, which was displayed twice on the sticker. The same

text was repeated once on the gendered sticker, but its second iteration was replaced by the text

“Democracy is incomplete without the inclusion of women” in Urdu. The stickers are shown in

Figure 2.5.

We estimate the effect of our treatments on men’s supportive behavior using the following

equation:
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Yi = β1GSi + β2Treatmenti + β3GS ∗ Treatmenti + δi + γs (2.4)

where GSi is an indicator for whether the sticker offered to the male respondent in household i

was a ‘gendered sticker’, Treatmenti indicates treatment status, and γs are Union Council fixed

effects. Yi is an indicator for whether the male respondent accepted our offer to paste the sticker

on the entry-way to his residence. Standard errors are clustered at the ward level, which is the

level of randomization. The co-efficient of interest is the β3, which estimates whether treatment

affects men’s relative propensity to accept the gendered sticker versus the generic sticker. The

results are shown in Figure 2.6 and Table 2.5.

Figure 2.6: Results: Men’s Costly Supportive Behavior

Notes: This figure shows coefficient plots of the effect of being offered a ‘Gendered Sticker’ on the take-up of stickers, interacted with
our three treatment arms. The OLS regressions employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the
ward level. The outcome is an indicator for whether the male respondent agreed to post a sticker on the entry-way to their residence.
GS indicates whether the sticker offered to them was a ‘Gendered Sticker’. See Section 2.4.4 for more details on measurement and
Table 2.5 for full regression results.

95



Table 2.5: Results: Men’s Costly Supportive Behavior

Men’s Costly Support for Women’s Role in Democracy

(1) (2) (3)
Gendered Sticker (GS) -0.033** -0.047*** -0.047**

(0.014) (0.014) (0.022)
T2,T3:Women Mobilized 0.004

(0.013)
Women Mobilized * GS 0.019

(0.019)
T1,T3:Men Mobilized -0.004

(0.013)
Men Mobilized * GS 0.053***

(0.020)
T1:Women Only 0.010

(0.020)
T2:Men Only 0.001

(0.020)
T3:Women and Men -0.013

(0.020)
T1*GS -0.012

(0.031)
T2*GS 0.029

(0.031)
T3*GS 0.076***

(0.028)
Constant 0.944*** 0.947*** 0.949***

(0.009) (0.009) (0.014)

# Observations 2434 2434 2434
P-Value: T1=T2 0.198
P-Value: T1=T3 0.002
P-Value: T2=T3 0.102

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects.
Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the ward level. The outcome is an indicator for whether the
male respondent agreed to post a sticker on the entry-way to their residence. GS indicates whether the sticker
offered to them was a ‘Gendered Sticker’. See Section 2.4.4 for more details on measurement. * p<0.10, **
p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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We find that the take-up of the gendered sticker is lower in the control group by almost 5

percentage points, with the p-value on the difference between the take-up of the generic and

gendered sticker being lower than 0.05. This differential in take-up rates was not significantly

reduced for men whose households received the women-only (T1) campaign or men-only (T2)

campaign, but is fully alleviated in the conditions where men are mobilized (T2 and T3). In

households that were visited both male and female canvassers (T3), men were 7.6 percentage

points more likely to take up the gendered sticker compared to those in the control group. The

p-value on the difference between the effect of T3 and T2 is 0.102. This constitutes suggestive

evidence that T3 had an additive effect beyond T2 on men’s supportive behavior beyond election

day.

2.5.4 Secondary Outcomes

We use questions asked during an endline survey to investigate whether the canvassing campaigns

impacted outcomes of interest other than turnout on Election Day. We thematically group these

questions into six indices containing relevant attitudes or self-reported behavior. These indices

are: (i) political knowledge, (ii) interest in politics, (iii) women’s self-efficacy, (iv) logistical help

from men, (v) whether there was cross-gender political discussion within the household and (vi)

the perception of descriptive norms about women’s political participation. Figure 2.7 and Table

2.6 show the results.
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Figure 2.7: Results on Secondary Outcomes

We find no evidence that the campaigns – regardless of target – have an effect on the women’s

political knowledge or interest in politics. Similarly, women’s self efficacy in the political sphere

is unaffected by the campaigns. We also find no effects on perceptions that women’s political

participation has become more common than before.

The two outcomes affected by the campaign were whether men and women within a household

discussed politics with each other and whether men provided logistical support to women on

the day of the election. Logistical help from men was 0.17-0.19 standard deviations higher in

the group of households that received both the male and female canvassing visits, as shown in
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Table 2.6: Results: Secondary Outcomes

Panel A: Effects on Women’s Responses

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Political

Knowledge
Interest in

Politics
Women’s Self

Efficacy
Logistic Help

from Men
Political

Discussion
Norm

Perception
T1 -0.039 0.028 -0.020 -0.070 -0.005 -0.078

(0.073) (0.055) (0.078) (0.073) (0.033) (0.064)
T2 -0.078 0.089 -0.002 -0.032 0.035 0.013

(0.082) (0.055) (0.083) (0.079) (0.035) (0.073)
T3 -0.101 0.039 -0.013 0.158** 0.058* -0.054

(0.079) (0.058) (0.078) (0.078) (0.034) (0.071)
Within T Ctrl -0.047 0.008 0.052 0.090 0.029 0.004

(0.070) (0.048) (0.073) (0.065) (0.032) (0.065)
Constant -1.168*** -0.394*** -0.423 0.204 0.618*** -0.183*

(0.256) (0.149) (0.294) (0.176) (0.080) (0.106)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.184 0.244 0.134 0.236 0.141 0.194
# Observations 2433 2435 2431 2381 2499 2435

Panel B: Effects on Men’s Responses
T1 -0.013 0.015 -0.005 0.055 0.032 0.049

(0.038) (0.070) (0.072) (0.071) (0.036) (0.084)
T2 -0.009 -0.010 -0.014 0.002 0.006 -0.021

(0.042) (0.069) (0.075) (0.077) (0.036) (0.092)
T3 -0.052 0.133* 0.074 0.173** 0.065* -0.036

(0.046) (0.074) (0.078) (0.076) (0.038) (0.084)
Within T Ctrl -0.019 0.047 -0.030 0.078 0.022 0.011

(0.040) (0.064) (0.064) (0.069) (0.033) (0.077)
Constant 0.704*** 0.563*** -0.293* 0.725*** 0.261** 0.182

(0.095) (0.124) (0.158) (0.118) (0.108) (0.395)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.155 0.260 0.137 0.185 0.159 0.250
# Observations 2433 2434 2433 2431 2255 2433

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors
in parentheses are clustered at the ward level. All outcomes are standardized indices, except for column (5). Column (5) is an
indicator variable for whether men (women) stated they discussed politics with a woman (man) in the household . For the
remaining five columns, definitions of the variables composing the indices and results on each individual component are
included in additional appendix tables.* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Column (5) of Table 2.6. Women and men in these households, respectively, were 7.1 and 5.5

percentage points more likely to discuss politics with a household member of the opposite gender.

Taken together, these results imply that while our the canvassing visits did not increase women’s

knowledge of and interest in politics, nor did they lead to an increased self-efficacy for women

when it comes to political matters, they do result in the removal of important constraints that are

related to men - only when both men and women receive the canvassing visit. Specifically, in

households that received T3, men and women hold more political conversations with each other

within the household, and men are more likely to have provided logistical support on election

day such as arranging transport and sharing household responsibilities and waiting for women

outside female polling stations.7

2.5.5 Does canvassing men reduce women’s autonomous choice?

Targeting men with a campaign about women’s participation increases women’s turnout, but

does this come at the cost of reducing women’s autonomy? We test this using a vignette measure

from our endline survey which asks respondents which of three different characters they identify

with on a scale of autonomous decisionmaking. The least autonomous character is one who votes

for whomever her family asks her to votes for and does not feel that she could act differently

even if she wanted to. The second character is not asked to vote a certain way, but she wants the

approval of her family and neighbors and hence votes for whomever is preferred by her family

and neighbors. The most autonomous character is one who votes for the candidate she prefers

and feels empowered to change her mind if she so desired. As shown in Table 2.7, we find that

none of our treatments affect women’s stated autonomy as measured using the vignette.

7We test whether this result could be spurious due to the multiple comparisons we are running, using pooled
results shown in Table B.1. Even using the extreme Bonferroni correction which corrects for multiple comparisons by
simply dividing the target p-value by the number of comparisons being made, the p-value of the effect on logistical help
from men (0.001) is lower than the target p-value suggested by the Bonferroni correction (0.003). This calculation uses
the fact that we are computing 18 different p-values - six each for the three treatment groups, this dividing the ‘target’
p-value of 0.05 by 18, which equals 0.0028. The p-value on the effect on political discussion (0.005) is not below the
extreme Bonferroni correction, but is below the target value (0.006) suggested by the less stringent Benjamini-Hochberg
correction.
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Table 2.7: Results: Does Treatment Limit Women’s Auton-
omy?

Women’s Autonomy

(1) (2)
Vignette

Full Sample
Vignette

Voters Only
T1 -0.042 -0.010

(0.026) (0.028)
T2 -0.036 -0.014

(0.027) (0.029)
T3 -0.009 0.022

(0.027) (0.028)
Within T Control -0.015 0.023

(0.027) (0.029)
Constant 0.685*** 0.691***

(0.018) (0.019)

R-Squared 0.243 0.254
# Observations 2298 1713

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS esti-
mation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects.
Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the ward
level. Column (1) takes on 3 values (0, 0.5 or 1) based on
the respondent’s choice of identifying with one of three
character vignettes with varying autonomy in political
decision making, ranging from 0 (least independent) to 1
(most independent). Column (2) restricts the sample to
those who reported voting in the election. * p<0.10, **
p<0.05, *** p<0.01

2.6 Conclusion

In this paper, we examine the effects of a non-partisan canvassing campaign emphasizing the

importance of women’s vote conducted prior to the Pakistan General Elections. The campaign has

both motivational and informational components, which seek to redress observed gender gaps in

motivation and political information observed at baseline. We find that the campaign has no

effects on women’s turnout when it is targeted only at women, and only improves outcomes of

women’s turnout and men’s support for women’s participation when it is targeted at men and

women. We interpret this as suggestive evidence that low levels of women’s political participation

in a patriarchal context are at least in part a result of real or perceived constraints emanating from
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men in the household, and that closing the gender gap in political participation requires engaging

those men directly.

Moreover, the canvassing campaigns – regardless of target – do not seem to produce lasting

improvement in standard predictors of political participation among women i.e. political

knowledge, interest, self-efficacy or perceived descriptive norms of women’s participation more

broadly. However, we do observe that when the campaign is targeted at both men and women in

households, survey respondents of both genders report greater levels of intra-household political

discussion. In this condition we also observe higher levels of support for women’s participation

by men, as measured by survey reports of logistical help provided by men on election day, and a

costly behavioral measure of a public expression of support for women’s role in democracy two

months after the election.

The findings are consistent with a theory that emphasizes the role of men’s "gatekeeping” behavior

in constraining women’s political participation. Encouragingly, we also show that these constraints

can be eased within the context of a short canvassing visit to achieve substantial gains to women’s

participation in the short term, and lasting changes in men’s revealed support for women’s

participation. Recent studies have begun to identify the potential for targeting male decision-

makers in households with interventions to achieve improvements in women’s labor market

participation in contexts with strong patriarchal norms [Bernhardt et al., 2018, Bursztyn et al.,

2018]; we demonstrate that this may also be a promising strategy for improving women’s political

participation.
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Chapter 3

Political Connections and Vote Choice:

Evidence from Pakistan1

3.1 Introduction

How people decide whom to vote for is a key question in political science. Classical arguments

focus on the role of retrospective voting in which citizens look to past performance as evidence of

politician competence and therefore favor politicians who have performed well in the past.2 Such

voting behavior is broadly understood to create incentives for effort by politicians who know

citizens will reward good performance [see e.g. Ferejohn, 1986a], though these incentives are

weakened when citizens have even small preferences for ascriptive characteristics such as ethnicity

[Fearon, 1999]. Consistent with the idea that retrospection is a powerful force, a broad literature

suggests politicians respond to voters, and thus citizens’ expected decisions can influence policy.3

What is retrospective voting based on? Theoretical arguments such as Ferejohn [1986a] posit that

1Co-authored with Michael Callen, Ali Cheema, Adnan Khan, Farooq Naseer and Jacob Shapiro.

2For recent reviews see Ashworth [2012a] and Healy and Malhotra [2013]

3Recent examples include: Fujiwara [2015] who provides evidence that politicians respond to voters, demonstrating
a shift in the allocation of public goods towards the poor in response to changes in voting technology which differentially
enfranchise low income voters; and Cascio and Washington [2014] who show that civil rights legislation in the United
States which effectively extended the franchise to Southern blacks led to an increase in blacks’ share of public spending.
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retrospection is based on the signal received from the performance of an incumbent politician. To

test this argument an expanding literature on information and electoral accountability examines

how information about politician performance influences voter assessment of candidates and

voting behavior. The evidence is mixed. Among the earlier studies, Banerjee et al. [2011] find that

providing information on incumbent spending and legislative activities in Indian slums leads

to higher turnout, a reduction in vote buying, and higher vote share for both high performing

and more qualified candidates. Providing information on corruption or malfeasance leads to

reduced re-election rates for incumbents in Brazil [Ferraz and Finan, 2008] and Mexico [Larreguy

et al., 2014]. Such information can also, however, lead to diminished attachment to parties and

decreased turnout for challenger parties [Chong et al., 2014]. Whether voters respond to such

information appears to depend on their prior views about the politician, with relatively high

degrees of malfeasance going unpunished due to negative priors [Arias et al., 2017].

If the core logic of retrospection is correct, then voters should look to other signals of future

performance. In particular, voters in local elections should take account of candidates’ connections

to higher levels of government in countries where such ties are critical for getting services

provided at the local level.

To test this claim we study vote choice in the 2015 local government elections in Punjab province,

Pakistan, a setting where candidates’ connections are unambiguously important for getting

services to their constituents. The election brought in the first local government in 10 years and

saw a very high turnout of 61%. We combine a survey experiment (n=2,969) with original data on

the political connections, assets, and electoral fortunes of 405 candidates in 164 union council

(UC) seats in Sargodha district, as well as information on local development spending over the

five years before the election and extensive pre-election field work. We specifically study two

factors that could impact vote choice: party performance along the lines of typical studies in the

political agency literature and candidates’ political connections.4

4Evidence that the first factor matters is pervasive in developed democracies [see e.g. Huckfeldt et al., 1999, Bartels,
2000, Basinger and Lavine, 2005, Kam, 2005]. But, whether voters are looking for party cues in developing democratic
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Our first finding is a simple observational one. Three weeks before the election a representative

sample of voters were looking for their soon-to-be elected UC chairmen to provide services which

are outside the jurisdiction of local governments. Three of the top four government functions

voters were hoping their UC chairmen could provide do not fall under the purview of the UC.

And two of the top four—local roads and the supply of natural gas—are commonly understood

by Pakistanis to see a great degree of differential provision based on political connections or

favoritism at the provincial level. Consistent with those goals, voters expressed great concern with

the incoming local politicians’ connections to higher-level politicians.

Turning to our survey experiment for evidence regarding the causal impact of connections, we

find that providing true information about candidates’ connections shifted voters views in the

way one would expect given their self-reported interests. Specifically, providing voters true

information on the connections of all candidates in their UC increases expressed support for

fully connected candidates by 4.2 percentage points. Providing information about government

spending, on the other hand, led to a shift in citizen satisfaction with the government’s past perfor-

mance, but had no statistically significant impact on expressed support for ruling party candidates.

Observational results on actual voting in the election three weeks after the experiment are

consistent with these results. Candidates at the top of our connectedness index had a 9.5

percentage point higher vote share, and were 26% more likely to win.5 By contrast, spending

by the ruling party in the five years prior to the election does not appear to correlate with the

electoral prospects of ruling-party candidates.

In summary, voters care a lot about what their UCs can provide by working with the national and

polities is an open question and there is a sizable literature suggesting that party cues play a smaller role in voter
choice in emerging democracies than in developed ones [see e.g. Keefer and Vlaicu, 2008, Ferree, 2011, Samuels and
Zucco Jr., 2014].

5This finding is unlikely to be driven by other candidate or party characteristics as it remains substantive and
statistically similar after controlling for candidates’ wealth and constituency-party fixed effects.
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provincial governments, respond to new information in ways suggesting they believe connections

are important for their UC politicians to be effective, and vote more for better connected politicians.

To our knowledge this is the first study to examine candidates’ political connections as such.

Connections have been explored indirectly as they are implicit in e.g. dynastic voting [see e.g.

Cheema et al., 2013, George and Ponattu, 2017], familial connections [Cruz et al., 2017], and ethnic

voting [see e.g. Chandra, 2007]. The latter in particular has generated a large literature aimed at

understanding when voters in developing countries focus on ascriptive characteristics.6 Baldwin

[2013], for example, shows that in Zambia, where traditional local unelected chiefdoms exert

significant influence, voters reward candidates with ethnic connections to unelected chiefs.

But these papers do not isolate the extent to which voters make choices because they want to

get things that require connections and hence value connections independent of any ascriptive

characteristics. Our primary contribution is thus to show that connections matter as such.7

Evidence that voters recognize the value in connections (which allow politicians to bargain for

them at higher tiers) shows up in focus groups, in voter responses in a survey experiment, and in

election results. This finding had broad relevance in settings where ethnicity is a weak marker of

ability to access higher-level political power, and where rigid traditional structures similar to

chiefdoms no longer exist.

Our secondary contribution is to provide evidence on what happens when retrospection based

on incumbent politician performance is not possible and to show that, at least in our setting,

voters recognize past performance but do not look to it as an informative signal. This is

6An important nuance in this literature is that which ethnicity is focal clearly varies depending on local conditions
[see eg. Posner, 2005, Huber, 2012] and markers of cross-cutting cleavages that vary independently from ethnicity can
clearly be important in some contexts [Dunning and Harrison, 2010].

7As a simple way of quantifying the novelty of the finding we reviewed all papers in AJPS, APSR, and JOP since
2012 that have constituency level vote shares as an outcome. Of 27 such papers only 1 included candidate connections
as a key control or treatment variable, and that paper focused on how connections influenced candidates’ fundraising
prospects. Even if scholars are not studying the impact of connections on vote choice, if their importance was widely
known we would expect to have found more than one paper in these journals which controlled for candidates’
connections when predicting voting outcomes.
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important because most of the existing literature focuses on contexts where retrospection based

on incumbent performance is possible. But settings where past actions have little informational

content are common: when policy responsibility is diffuse it is hard to extract information on past

performance, which is one reason for the central role of parties [Popkin, 1991]; term limits reduce

voters’ opportunities to learn about candidates [Alt et al., 2011]; and the proliferation of new

administrative units in democracies regularly requires voting in the absence of past performance

[Grossman and Lewis, 2014]. Moreover, a subset of voters may be focused on policy areas in

which the desirable actions are not observable, which gives politicians incentives to over-invest in

inefficient-but-observable actions, making it hard to assess performance.8 Knowing what voters

look to in such situations is valuable.

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. Section 1 describes our institutional setting.

Section 2 introduces our observational data on candidates’ connections, assets, electoral fortunes,

and public goods spending from 2010-2015. Section 3 describes our survey experiment. Section

4 reports the experimental results. Section 5 reports the observational results on actual voting.

Section 6 concludes with a focus on the implications of our results for democratic accountability in

weakly institutionalized settings and for future research on voter choice in emerging democracies.

3.2 Institutional Context

3.2.1 The 2015 Local Government Elections

The history of democratically elected local governments in Pakistan has been uneven. Military

governments have periodically empowered elected local government institutions, which have in

every prior case been held in abeyance by subsequent civilian provincial governments [Cheema

et al., 2006].9 The 2015 Local Government Elections, held after a gap of ten years, are a historical

8Examples of such policy areas include counterterrorism [Bueno de Mesquita, 2007] and disaster preparedness
[Healy and Malhotra, 2009].

9Constitutionally local governments in Pakistan owe their origin to and derive their powers from provincial
legislatures.
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departure from this pattern as local governments were created during a period of civilian rule.

The departure is the result of continuous pressure from Pakistan’s courts, which forced the federal

and provincial governments to comply with the Constitutional requirement to hold local elections.

The pressure of the courts led all four provincial legislatures to enact local government legislation

after the 2013 General Elections.10 The 2013 General Elections gave large majorities to the Pakistan

Muslim League Nawaz (PML-N) in the federal and the Punjab Assemblies,11 which allowed it to

form governments at the centre and in Punjab.12 The Pakistan Tehreek-i-Insaaf (PTI) emerged as

PML-N’s biggest competitor in Pakistan and in Punjab winning the second largest share of votes

in these areas. PML-N’s 2013 victory marked its second consecutive five-year term in Punjab

Government as it had already won the 2008 Punjab Assembly Election. The 2013 victory also

made it the provincial government in power when local government elections were held in Punjab

in 2015.

Punjab’s Local Government Act (PLGA) (2013) enacted partisan elections at the local level.13

Consistent with the electoral rules of the provincial and national assemblies, PLGA (2013) also

allows candidates without a party affiliation to compete as independents. It also does not

preclude independent candidates from joining political parties after the local elections. This is an

important element of institutional design and as a result the main electoral competition in the

2015 Local Government Elections in the Punjab, and in Sargodha, was between the PML-N, the

independents, and the PTI.

The structure of political parties in rural Punjab appears to have been affected by their disjunction

10Pakistan is a federation that consists of four provinces: Balochistan, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Punjab, and Sindh.

11Punjab is Pakistan’s most populous province. It accounts for over fifty percent of Pakistan’s population and over
fifty percent of seats in the National Assembly of Pakistan. The district of Sargodha lies in the Punjab province. It has a
total population of 8.1 million, 6.2 million of which reside in rural areas that form the District Council

12PML-N won a simple majority in the National Assembly and over three-fourths of the seats in the Punjab
Assembly. The National Assembly is the lower house of Pakistan’s federal legislature. Provincial assemblies are
provincial legislatures that elect provincial governments.

13Local elections held under military regimes had excluded political parties from sponsoring candidates.
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from local electoral bases. The organizational structure of political parties is very centralized, and

their leadership caucuses at the district level retain disproportionate control over the process of

allocating electoral seats to party candidates at the national, provincial, and local levels [Cheema

et al., 2015, Kitschelt, 2009].14 The relationship between these party caucuses and voters in districts

of rural Punjab such as Sargodha is weak and is mediated by local political entrepreneurs who

use kinship, caste networks, and landlordism to organize voters into vote blocks [Mohmand, 2014,

2011, Keefer et al., 2006]. Historically these entrepreneurs have not been party activists and the

alliance between them and the district caucuses of parties has not been based on party, ethnic or

caste affiliation. Mohmand [2011]’s survey of rural politics in Sargodha, for example, finds that

just over 10 percent of the entrepreneurs in her sample reported political party, ethnic, familial,

or caste affiliation as the basis of alignment with political party caucuses in general elections. In

contrast, over 60% reported strategic electoral alliances as the basis of alignment. Overall the 2015

Local Government Elections in Sargodha were held in a setting where ethnicity and caste were

weak markers of ability to access higher-levels of political power.

3.2.2 The Structure of Local Governance and Service Delivery in Rural Punjab

PLGA (2013) established a two-tier local government system for Punjab’s rural areas. The lower

tier is called the union council, which consists of approximately 15,000 voters. The main functions

of union councils include: (a) providing and improving public pathways, public streets, public

open spaces and graveyards, lighting of public places, rural water supply, open drains, and cattle

ponds; (b) arranging the registration of births, deaths, marriages and divorces; (c) managing and

maintaining village common property and (c) nominating the members of and overseeing local

dispute resolution. The union council is headed by a chairperson who is directly elected by voters

in the union council.

The elected chairpersons of the union councils automatically become members of the legislative

14District level caucuses consist of a faction of party candidates who have contested the seats of the Members of
Provincial (MPA) and National Assemblies (MNA) from a district. Pakistan’s provinces consist of administrative units
called districts, which are subdivided into multiple constituencies which elect their MNA or MPA on the basis of the
first-past-the-post system.
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council of the higher tier local government, the district council. In this role, they elect the head of

the district council and act as a legislative check on the district executive branch. In addition to

the provision and maintenance of municipal goods (rural water supply and provision of drinking

water), the district councils are assigned functions related to the construction of small-scale

infrastructure (culverts, bridges, and public buildings) as well as control over land sub-division,

development, and zoning.

A wide range of functions that matter for citizens remain centralized at the provincial and federal

levels, including the provision, improvement, and maintenance of roads, sewage, irrigation,

electricity, gas, education, health services, and social welfare programs, as well as policing and

security. There is considerable evidence that “...in a global comparison, Pakistani parties rely

quite heavily upon clientelistic inducements while offering few programmatic inducements to

voters ... [and] average voters respond more readily to targeted material inducements than

to programmatic policy appeals...” [Kitschelt, 2009, pp. 22-23]. The role played by Pakistan’s

provincial and federal legislators in this process is well documented [Keefer et al., 2006, Wilder,

1999, Mohmand, 2014].15 The most explicit example of the direct involvement of MNAs and

MPAs in the provision of targeted development schemes (roads, electricity connections, sanitation

etc.) in Pakistan is the institutionalization of the MPA and MNA local area development schemes

in the eighties.16

In this setting where higher-level politicians are directly engaged in the delivery of patronage

goods, it is rational for voters to attempt to choose local politicians with strong connections to

higher tier incumbent politicians who can enhance the local politicians’ prospects and deliver

services to their areas in dramatic ways.

15Interviews with national legislators, for example, revealed that “People now think that the job of a MNA and
MPA is to fix their gutters, get their children enrolled in schools, arrange for jobs transfers....[these tasks] consume your
whole day.” [Wilder, 1999, p.196].

16These schemes give federal (MNAs) and provincial(MPAs) legislators funds for development spending in their
constituencies. Keefer and Khemani [2009] document the impact of a similar program on legislator effort in the Indian
context.
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3.2.3 Citizen Preference Formation

Electoral accountability is generally understood to work through citizens having preferences over

policies, which they convey to politicians via public public signals (i.e. their votes). Following

elections, the victorious politicians adopt policies whose outcomes are evaluated by citizens who

decide on whether or not to retain the incumbent politician [Przeworski et al., 1999a]. Since voters

have limited knowledge of a candidate’s attributes and the policies they support, candidates

and political parties have long used advertising and party labels to provide information for

vote choice. Political advertising is not always honest, but it can be directly informative when it

conveys verifiable information about candidates and their parties [Prat, 2006]. Campaign material

is thus informative about the strategies of political candidates and their beliefs about citizens’

preferences over policies and public goods.

Our first clues about the significance of connections in Pakistani local elections therefore come

from the most visible form of electioneering in this setting: campaign posters. Figure 3.1 shows

a sample of campaign materials from the 2015 local government elections. These images are

exemplars of the broader set of materials used in the election. Looking across parties, there are

consistent differences in the content of campaign posters.

Campaign material for PML-N candidates emphasized party identification. We believe this reflects

the incumbency advantage of the PML-N government, both in typically rural and underdeveloped

areas as well as more developed areas.

All advertisements observed for PML-N candidates displayed pictures of the party leadership,

especially Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif and his brother Chief Minister of Punjab, Shahbaz

Sharif. In constituencies with a PML-N MNA and/or MPA those individuals’ images were also

displayed depending on whether the MNA or MPA supported the candidate. PML-N candidates

emphasized political connectedness to local party leadership and to the party high command. In

some cases, PML-N candidates also displayed other high-level politicians and office bearers on

their posters.
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Materials for PTI candidates suggest that party identification was not an important part of the

campaign, especially in rural and underdeveloped areas. Pictures of PTI leader Imran Khan

were not consistently included in candidates’ posters and the party symbol was often omitted as

well. Moreover, many high-level PTI politicians supported candidates contesting this election

as independents. Indeed, one PTI politician expressed concerns that running on the party

tickets actually hurt candidates’ chances of winning because PTI was the main opposition to the

provincial incumbent party and PTI voters would fear retribution after the election.

Campaign literature for independent candidates looked more like that for PML-N candidate

materials, often featuring multiple high-level politicians from other parties. In some cases,

candidates ran as independents exactly because they enjoyed the support of high-level politicians

belonging to different political parties. Instead of contesting the election on the ticket of one of

these parties, these individuals sought to maximize their chances by highlighting connections

across parties. In other cases, no high-level politicians were displayed in the advertisement for

independent candidates, typically when the candidate enjoyed the support of a high-level PML-N

politician but the PML-N’s ticket for that UC was awarded to another candidate. When that

happened high-level politicians belonging to PML-N could not openly pledge support for the

candidate. And, of course, a few independent candidates contested the elections on the basis of

support from their vote bloc.

Focus Group Findings

To better understand preference formation we conducted focus groups with voters in 18

randomly-selected villages in Sargodha district from 31 August to 2 September 2015. In each

locality, we arranged groups of four or more voters by choosing a random starting point in

the village and employing a right-hand rule to select households. At each stop we introduced

ourselves as researchers and explained our intention of speaking to them in a group setting

about the upcoming elections. We stopped the recruitment process once respondents from four
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Ad for independent chairman candidate (far-right) and
vice-chairman candidate far-left) in Sargodha UC No. 54
(Doda). Center two images are a high-level PTI politician
and high-level PPP politician who decided to collaborate
and have candidates of their backing contest as indepen-
dents rather than relying on their party affiliations.

Ad for PMLN chairman candidate (center-left) and vice
chairman candidate (center-right) in Sargodha UC No. 132
(Dera). Ad includes pictures of the high-level leadership
of PMLN, i.e. Prime Minister and Chief Minister of Pun-
jab , as well as the party symbol (tiger), local MNA and
MPA who are both PMLN, and two local notables intended
to show that the chairman candidate has strong support
among members of his own biraderi (caste).

Ad for PTI chairman candidate (bottom-right) and vice
chairman candidate (bottom-left) in Sargodha UC No. 39
(Kot Raja). Ad includes high-Level PTI politician (top-left)
and a prominent deceased PTI politician in the center. Ad
does not display the pictures of PTI leader or the party
symbol (bat). Ad does not even mention the name of the
party, the only clue that reveals it to be a PTI advertisement
is the party flag in the background.

Figure 3.1: Typical campaign ads for Independent, PMLN, and PTI candidates, Sargodha.

households had agreed to participate.17 Focus groups were held on the same day in a space

where our discussions would not be interrupted by onlookers, which was typically the baithak

(sitting room) of a respondent’s house. Respondents were typically very engaged and welcomed

the opportunity to have a discussion about their party and candidate preferences as well as their

views and preferences regarding service delivery. We did not face any resistance to having these

focus group discussions in any of the localities.

Despite the PML-N having a clear majority in both the provincial and national assemblies, our

17Since refusals were rare, we did not need to employ a rule to limit the number of doors we knocked on before
stopping recruitment.
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focus groups did not reveal a clear support for PML-N. Approximately 50% of focus group

respondents were undecided about who to vote for weeks before the election and only about 25%

indicated a clear preference for PML-N. There was a striking emphasis on connections forged

by local candidates and little discussion of service delivery. The most commonly cited reason

for supporting a candidate in rural areas was the candidates’ connection with higher-tier ruling

party politicians. Nearly three-fourths of focus groups declared this to be an extremely important

reason to support a local candidate. As one respondent said “Pakistan is Pakistan, here the

allocation of government resources is based on relations and not on rules. I would be stupid to

vote for someone in the upcoming elections without knowing how connected they are to those

who are in power.”

Respondents believed there was considerable variation among PML-N candidates in the strength

of connections they have with higher-tier PML-N legislators. In their views the allocation of

a PML-N ticket for local elections did not automatically imply strong connections and better

delivery in the future. They also understood that some opposition candidates and independent

candidates have strong connections with sitting MNAs and MPAs. Almost 50% of focus groups

acknowledged this possibility and were willing to vote for non-PML-N local candidates provided

they had strong connections with higher-tier politicians and were willing to use these to deal

with state machinery on their behalf. As one respondent said, “in our mulk (nation) the party

symbol does not really reveal who is connected with whom.” The respondents reported that

factionalism within higher-tier politicians from PML-N was an important reason why non-PML-N

local candidates ended up being backed by higher-tier politicians and why PML-N local candidates

might even get undermined by the higher-tier leaders.

3.2.4 Citizen Concerns

Many respondents in our focus groups cited government functions that are not a UC responsibility

as key things they were expecting their UC chairmen to help with, such as ensuring natural gas

delivery (which is used as vehicle fuel and for cooking), infrastructure maintenance, and health
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service provision. To investigate these expectations more systematically, we included questions

about which services voters wanted the UC chairmen to help with in a large-scale pre-election

survey (n = 2, 969).

Three of the top four government functions which voters were looking to get help on from

their UC chairmen do not fall under the legal purview of the UC. These are local roads,

natural gas supply, and hospitals, which were cited by 64 percent, 59 percent and 45 percent

of respondents respectively as services they would seek help from the UC chairman on.18

Roads are, depending on the kind of road, a district or provincial subject, the distribution

of gas supply is a provincial subject, and health services (including hospitals) fall under the

provincial government’s jurisdiction with district governments playing administrative roles.

The UC does not play an official role in any of these functions. Despite this structure, vot-

ers believed that the UC chairman elect should solve their problems with respect to these functions.

The most frequently cited service was water logging and drainage (69 percent) which is indeed

legally a UC subject. Waste removal and sanitation, which were the fifth and sixth most cited

service respectively, also fall under the purview of the UC. It is clear that while voters are looking

to the UC chairman to solve a variety of issues, they care deeply about services which are not UC

functions.

This raises the question of how voters thought UC chairman would be able to get them access to,

or ensure good maintenance of, these services. We asked them how important they thought each

of four different types of connections were for a UC chairman candidate. These included personal

connections with sitting members of the provincial and national parliaments, political connections

with the same, connections with the local petty bureaucracy (police and local courts), as well as

connections with the incumbent party. Voters thought all were above “Average importance” (3)

on a Likert scale ranging from “Extremely Unimportant” (1) to “Extremely Important” (5), as

Table 3.1 Panel A shows (appendix figure C.2 shows the distribution of responses regarding the

18See Table 3.1 Panel B.
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importance of connections). The level of importance assigned to these connections ranges from

3.77 for political connections to 4.13 for petty bureaucracy connections.

Overall, it appears that voters are looking to their UC chairmen to get services that they are

not explicitly responsible for, and they assign a high degree of importance to UC chairmen’s

connections with those who do have responsibility for these services.

Table 3.1: Voter Preferences

Panel A: Important Connections as a UC Chairman?

Panel A: Important Connections as a UC Chairman? Connectedness Performance Placebo p-value p-value p-value
(1) (2) (3) (1)=(2) (1)=(3) (2)=(3)

Personal Connection 3.84 3.88 3.84 0.50 1.00 0.50
(1.26) (1.25) (1.29)

Political Connection 3.78 3.78 3.76 0.94 0.77 0.71
(1.24) (1.21) (1.24)

Thana/Katcheri 4.12 4.15 4.12 0.58 0.97 0.55
(1.13) (1.07) (1.13)

Incumbant Party 4.11 4.11 4.11 0.88 0.98 0.86
(1.13) (1.11) (1.14)

Panel B: Preferences of Voters
Waste Removal 0.35 0.35 0.32 0.87 0.18 0.24

(0.48) (0.48) (0.47)
Sanitation 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.78 0.86 0.92

(0.46) (0.47) (0.47)
Local Roads 0.64 0.62 0.65 0.37 0.80 0.25

(0.48) (0.49) (0.48)
Water Logging and Drainage 0.70 0.67 0.70 0.27 1.00 0.26

(0.46) (0.47) (0.46)
Gas Supply 0.58 0.59 0.61 0.60 0.25 0.53

(0.49) (0.49) (0.49)
Hospital 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.71 0.86 0.85

(0.50) (0.50) (0.50)
N 983 996 990

Notes: Panel A displays mean and standard deviations of survey questions asked about the importance of various kinds of connections, in the form “To work as a
Union Council chairman, how important is it to have X connection?” In Panel B, the percentage column shows the percentage of respondents who cited each service
as one they would expect help from the UC chairman on. The mean and standard deviation statistics are calculated on the importance rank assigned to that service
by respondents who said they would expect help from the UC chairman on that service.

3.3 Data

This section describes our data on candidate characteristics, prior government service delivery,

and election results. We use these for observational analysis as well as to design the information

treatments in our experiment.
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3.3.1 Candidate Characteristics

We collected data on the connections and assets of local government candidates. The former

is our key independent variable of interest and is measured through key informant interviews

as described below. Evidence on the latter is available from candidates’ own nomination forms

submitted to the District Election Commission. Assets listed on nomination forms provide a

rough proxy for wealth, a key potential omitted variable in our observational analysis. Wealth

could well be correlated both with candidates’ attractiveness to voters—either as a marker of

skill or through wealthy candidates’ differential ability to spend on their campaign—and with

candidates’ connections because political and economic elites are tightly linked in Pakistan (as

they are in many places). Controlling directly for wealth can thus help separate the direct impact

of connections on support from the correlation that runs through the impact of wealth on both

connections and support.

Connections

Candidates’ connections with upper-tier politicians and influentials were measured by contacting

‘aggregators’ for each cluster of UCs. Aggregators were people who have detailed firsthand

information about political affairs in their region and could provide information for a large

number of candidates; typically senior police officials and retired politicians. This ‘aggregator

survey’ was run in the second and third week of October 2015 after piloting of protocols in

the first week of the same month. We identified the aggregators by contacting prominent local

politicians, administrative officials, and other notables.

We measure three primary kinds of connections: personal connections with current members

of the national and provincial assemblies, political connections with the same individuals, and

connections with the petty state machinery. Personal connections include familial and biraderi

(extended kinship network) relationships, as well as friendships with the sitting MNA and MPA.

Political connections refer to the UC Chairman candidate’s support for upper tier politicians

in the last general elections, which was often public knowledge and created an expectation of
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reciprocal support from upper tier politicians.

For personal (political) connections, a candidate gets a score of 2 if he or she is connected to both

the sitting MNA and MPA of in their constituency, a score of 1 if they are connected to only one

of those officials, and a score of 0 if they have no personal (political) connection with either of the

upper tier politicians. Connections to the the petty state machinery were not measured in binary

terms, since almost every candidate had some such connection. Instead, the aggregators assessed

how easily the candidate could resolve basic issues with the bureaucracy. If a chairman candidate

was assessed to be able to resolve petty state machinery issues with little to no effort, they got a

score of 2 on this component, if a chairman candidate was thought to be unable to resolve any

issues then they received a score of 0, and otherwise the candidate received a 1.

In our observational analysis, we use these components separately as well as in an overall

connectedness score that varies from 0 to 6 with each of the three components receiving an equal

weight. In our experiment, respondents were shown values on all three components at once. The

distribution of these connections is shown in Figure ??.

Assets

The total assets owned by candidates for UC chairmen were reported by the candidates in their

nomination forms. These forms, submitted to the Election Commission of Pakistan (ECP) through

the District Election Commission of Sargodha, contain candidates personal details, party affiliation,

signatures on oath statements, and official declarations of assets. Candidates cannot contest the

election without submitting this form and receiving approval from the ECP. The asset categories

included in this form include: (i) real estate, including residential/commercial plots and buildings,

(ii) agricultural land, (iii) investments including enterprises and equity owned, (iv) vehicles, (v)

household jewelry, (vi) bank deposits and (vii) cash. The candidates financial liabilities are listed

separately and include loans from banks, and liabilities on properties held in trust for orphans, etc.
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Figure 3.2: Variation in the Connections and Assets of Candidates in the 2015 local government elections in Sargodha
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The distribution of declared assets is shown in Figure ??. We see that the vast majority of assets

are composed of real estate, with agricultural land taking the lion’s share. The distribution is

skewed, with the mean candidate declaring Rs. 6.0 million and the median candidate declaring

Rs. 13.7 million.

3.3.2 Prior Performance

Performance of the incumbent party at the UC level was measured through the reported spending

data from 2011-2015 collected through the Water-Sanitation, Building and Health Departments

of District Sargodha. These departments are run by civil servants appointed by the provincial

government. Spending per capita per UC was calculated by aggregating the spending by the

government on water filtration plants, water pipes, sanitation, drainage and construction (Schools,

Graveyards, Health Facilities) at the UC level. Performance quintiles were then created on the

basis of spending per capita where 1 represents the lowest performing quintile and 5 being the

highest performing quintile. As Table 3.2 shows, the government spent Rs. 354 per capita on

average on UCs in the bottom quintile, with 3 UCs having no spending per capita at all). On the

other hand, the government spent Rs. 5,269/- per capita on average in the top quintile with the

most generously funded UC receiving Rs. 16,512 per capita.

Table 3.2: UC Spending Per Capita by Performance Quintiles

Performance Quintiles No. Union Councils Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Lowest Performer 36 354 208 0 664
Low Performer 32 924 147 666 1146
Medium Performer 32 1421 198 1155 1769
High Performer 32 2245 325 1806 2817
Highest Performer 32 5269 3043 2905 16512
Total 164 2001 2192 0 16512

Notes: This table shows variation in spending across the 164 Union Councils in Sargodha, broken down
into quintiles by spending between 2010 and 2015.
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3.3.3 Election Results

Official results for the local body elections are reported in the ‘Form 14’ that we obtained from

the District Election Commission in District Sargodha. In contrast to gazetted election results,

which provide only the vote counts for the winner and runner up, ‘Form 14’ provides details of

all candidates contesting the election including their vote shares, total number of votes cast for

each candidate and the total number of registered voters in the UC. Table 3.3 shows the average

number of votes polled against candidate rank. Only the top two candidates were competitive in

most UCs (76%).

Table 3.3: Election Results - Votes Polled by Rank

Election Results Ranking Candidates Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Rank-1 (Winner) 154 2955 682 1235 5523
Rank-2 (Runner) 154 2335 556 1128 4257
Rank-3 74 1092 551 11 2291
Rank-4 20 487 362 6 1109
Rank-5 3 133 191 9 353
Total 405 2236 990 6 5523

Notes: This table shows statistics pertaining to election results in the Union Council chairman
elections held in Sargodha in November 2016. ‘Rank’ refers to a candidate’s election results rank
in their Union Council. Out of the 164 Union Councils in Sargodha, 154 were contested whereas
there was only one candidate in 10 Union Councils.

3.4 Experiment

Given the highly endogenous process through which connections arise and the impossibility of

randomly assigning credible connections with higher tier politicians to local politicians, randomly

varying the information voters possess about connections is the cleanest way to causally estimate

the value that voters place on connections. We therefore conducted a survey experiment with a

representative stratified random sample of 2,969 registered voters in 84 Union Councils in rural

121



Sargodha district.19 After collecting information on prior government, as described above, we

developed separate information treatments for each UC and used this in a survey experiment

fielded in the first two weeks of November.

The experiment varied the provision of true information about candidate connections and govern-

ment performance in three stages:

1. Elicit beliefs around candidates’ connections, government service provision, voter satisfaction

with government performance to date, and support for candidates running in that UC.

2. Randomly assigned voters into three information treatments: (i) candidate connectedness for

the candidates in the UC, (ii) government performance measured by spending in that UC as

compared to others in Sargodha, and (iii) a neutral ‘placebo’ giving UC-specific information

about the local government election.

3. Re-measure views about candidate connectedness, government performance and, most

importantly, voters’ support for various candidates.

The treatments provided true information specific to each UC, yielding 252 = 84× 3 different

forms. Importantly, the variation here comes from randomly revealing accurate information,

not from conveying any inaccurate information. The connectedness treatment involved telling

voters how connected the Union Council chairman candidates in their Union Council were in

terms of (i) personal connections, (ii) political connections, and (iii) connections with the local

police and courts, i.e. the petty state bureaucracy. As described above, we provided voters

specific information for each candidate in their UC on the candidate’s name, party, each kind of

connection, and an overall ‘score’ ranging from 0-6, as well as a ranking of the candidates based

on this score. The performance treatment involved telling voters how much the government

had allocated to their Union Council for various projects in the past five years, both in absolute

terms and in relation to other Union Councils in rural Sargodha. The placebo treatment provided

UC-specific information (number of villages in the UC, etc.) in a script of comparable length to the

19Full details on the sampling procedure are in the appendix.
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other treatments, but did not convey any information regarding candidates or past performance.

Examples of the connections, performance and placebo treatments are provided in the appendix

in Figures C.3, C.4 and C.5 respectively.

Treatment assignment was stratified by both Union Council and gender. We chose union councils

by simple random sample. Within each union council, a sample of 18 males and 18 females were

randomly selected with 6 voters of each gender placed in each of the three experimental arms. To

select a respondent within a sample household, we drew a list of all registered female or male

voters in the household (depending on whether we needed a female or male respondent) and

randomly picked one individual using a kish grid. Randomization achieved a well-balanced

sample, as shown in Table 3.4. To formally assess balance we provide p-values from t-tests for

equality of means between the indicated treatment groups on pre-treatment measurements at the

individual level.

3.5 Experimental Results

This section outlines the results of our experiment. We begin with manipulation checks and then

report on treatment effects. In the results below, we estimate the effects of our connectedness and

performance treatments using three different specifications. Firstly, for outcomes hypothesized to

vary with treatment regardless of the actual measure of connections or performance we use fixed-

effect regressions with a treatment dummy. Secondly, for outcomes where we expect treatment

effects to vary along the actual measure of connections or performance, we interact the treatment

dummies with the level of connections or performance to estimate how the treatment effect varies

by the ‘intensity’ of treatment. Finally, where we expect heterogenous effects of treatment for

ruling party candidates vs. others, we use a triple interaction of the treatment dummy with the

level of spending and a dummy for ruling party candidates.20

20Detailed estimation strategy is included in Appendix E.
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Table 3.4: Household Demographics

Connectedness Performance Placebo p-value p-value p-value
(1) (2) (3) (1)=(2) (1)=(3) (2)=(3)

Age 38.90 40.02 39.94 0.06 0.08 0.89
(13.10) (13.29) (12.86)

Education 4.43 4.13 4.28 0.17 0.50 0.49
(4.73) (4.82) (4.81)

Cultivative Land 3.03 3.45 3.42 0.27 0.36 0.96
(8.05) (8.73) (10.80)

Can Sell House? 0.34 0.35 0.35 0.76 0.72 0.96
(0.48) (0.48) (0.48)

No. of Rooms 3.10 3.09 3.19 0.88 0.25 0.16
(1.78) (1.54) (1.78)

No. of Bathrooms 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.88 0.90 0.98
(0.40) (0.40) (0.40)

Collective Voter 0.51 0.48 0.48 0.27 0.23 0.93
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50)

Likelihood to Vote 4.65 4.59 4.64 0.12 0.65 0.26
(0.80) (0.91) (0.83)

No. of Male HH Members 3.63 3.45 3.69 0.05 0.49 0.01
(2.10) (1.85) (2.22)

No. of Female HH Members 3.41 3.24 3.24 0.05 0.05 1.00
(1.95) (1.84) (1.93)

No. of Male Voters 2.42 2.28 2.41 0.03 0.84 0.05
(1.57) (1.39) (1.57)

No. of Female Voters 1.93 1.90 1.92 0.61 0.90 0.70
(1.34) (1.29) (1.36)

N 983 996 990
Notes: All co-variates shown are pre-treatment. P-values shown for difference in means test for each of the three possible treatment
condition pairs. ‘Education’ is measured in years of education. ‘Cultivable Land’ is measured in acres. ‘Can sell house’ refers to a dummy
for whether the respondent’s household has property rights over the house they live in. ‘Rooms’ and ’bathrooms’ are count variables.
‘Individual Voters’ is 2 for those who claim to make their own voting decisions and 1 for those who claim to make these decisions as part
of a collective. ‘Likelihood to vote’ is a 1-5 scale of how likely it is according to the respondent that they would vote in the upcoming
election.

3.5.1 Manipulation checks

Our connectedness and performance treatments led to the intended changes in knowledge of and

beliefs regarding connections and performance respectively, as table 3.5 illustrates.

We first test whether the connectedness treatment increased respondents’ propensity to answer

questions about candidate connections. Baseline knowledge of connections is high: approximately

45 percent of questions about candidate connections were answered before any treatment was

delivered. Compared to the placebo group, voters in the treatment group were 9 percentage
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points more likely to show an increase between pre- and post-treatment knowledge of candidate

connections, as Column 1 of Panel A shows. The difference in the number of questions answered

was statistically significant as well. Those in the placebo treatment answered on average 1.38 out

of 3 questions before treatment and 1.42 after treatment. Those in the connectedness treatment

answered 1.34 questions on average before treatment and 1.57 after treatment. We thus have a

difference in difference estimate of 0.19 more questions answered by the treatment group after

treatment, as Column 2 of Panel A shows.

Among those who answered all questions about connections both before and after the treatment,

those in the treatment group are 9 percentage points more likely to update their beliefs about

candidate connections in the correct direction, as Column 3 of Panel A shows. This updating of

beliefs about connections was in the right direction in terms of magnitudes as well, as shown by

Column 4 of Panel A. For those receiving treatment, beliefs about a fully connected candidate’s

connections increased on average by 13 percentage points compared to the placebo group. This is

a 0.38 standard deviations increase on prior beliefs about connections and is about half of the

difference in connections between the average ruling party (PML-N) candidate and the average

main opposition party (PTI) candidate which, given the dominance of the PML-N in Punjab, is

considered a huge difference. Beliefs about an unconnected candidate’s connections decreased by

0.06 on a 1 point scale compared to the placebo group. We thus have treatment effects in the

expected direction both for those candidates who are connected and those who are not connected;

our treatment moves beliefs in the right direction.

Similar manipulation checks for the performance treatment show that it also led to updating in

the right direction, as Panel B shows. Those in the performance treatment were 3 percentage

points more likely to answer a question about how much the government has spent in their UC,

as Column 1 shows. This is a 7 percent increase over baseline knowledge levels and is one-fourth

of the baseline knowledge difference between males and females, making this a substantial effect

given that gender differences in political knowledge in Pakistan are widely considered to be large.

Among those who answered, the updating was 6 percentage points more likely to be correct, as
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Column 2 shows.

Respondents’ beliefs about which spending quintile their Union Council fell in were 5 percentage

points more likely to be updated in the correct direction in the performance treatment group

compared to placebo, as Column 3 shows. Those living in UC’s with the highest spending who

received the performance treatment increased their spending beliefs by 4 percentage points on a

0-1 scale, where the lowest spending quintile is 0 and the highest spending quintile is 1. This is a

0.2 standard deviation effect, and is equal to 57 percent of the difference between the average in

the highest spending quintile and the average in the lowest spending quintile in terms of how

much respondents thought the government spent in their Union Council.

Table 3.5: Manipulation Checks

Panel A: Connectedness Treatment

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Knowledge

Increase Dummy
No. of Questions

Answered
Count Updating

is Correct
Count

Magnitude
Treatment 0.09*** 0.19*** 0.09*** -0.06***

(0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
Candidate Connectedness 0.04

(0.02)
Treat * Connectedness 0.13***

(0.04)
Prior 0.84*** 0.86***

(0.02) (0.03)

R-Squared 0.03 0.68 0.01 0.79
# Observations 4791 4791 1329 1329

Notes: All specifications control for UC-Gender fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the UC-Gender level reported in parenthesis.
Panel A: Regressions are run at the level of a respondent’s response about a particular candidate. ‘Candidate Connectedness’ is an index
composed of three items measured through key informant surveys: (i) personal connections with a current MNA or MPA, including
direct family, biraderi caste and close non-family connections, (ii) political connections with a current MNA or MPA, including the
MNA/MPA having publicly endorsed the candidate and the candidate having campaigned for the MNA/MPA in the past, and (iii)
connections with the local petty state bureaucracy. Exact question wordings are listed in Appendix B. The outcomes are as follows: (1)
Dummy for whether respondent’s propensity to answer questions about candidate connectedness increases relative to prior, (2) Number
of questions about candidate connectedness answered post treatment, out of 3, (3) Dummy for whether the respondent updates their
count of the candidate’s connectedness in the correct direction, (4) Respondent’s count of the candidate’s connectedness post-treatment.
‘Prior’ in (2) & (4) refer to pre-treatment values of the outcome variable. Panel B: ‘Rank’ refers to the respondent’s UC’s rank in terms
of spending per capita, rescaled to 0-1 with the highest spending UC ranked as 1. Outcomes are as follows: (1) Dummy for whether
respondent’s propensity to answer question about spending increases relative to prior,(2) Whether respondent’s stated spending in
their UC increases in the correct direction, (3) Whether respondent’s belief about which spending quintile their UC falls into increases
correctly, (4) Respondent’s posterior belief about which spending quintile their UC falls in (with quintile scaled from 1-5 to 0-1). ‘Prior’
in (2) & (4) refer to pre-treatment values of the relevant outcome variable.* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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3.5.2 Connections, Performance and Support for Candidates

Respondents in our connectedness treatment update their support for candidates in line with

information on candidate’s connections while those in the performance treatment do not update

their support for candidates in line with performance information, as shown in Table 3.6.

Simply receiving the connectedness treatment made individuals 2 percentage points more likely

to increase their support for the candidate, as column 1 of Panel A shows. The magnitude of

these changes was modest, but given the high baseline knowledge of connections, a significant

proportion of respondents are giving us baseline assessments of candidates that already

incorporate the value placed on connections. Those in the treatment group increased their support

by approximately 1 point on a 0-100 scale controlling for prior support, as column 2 shows. The

magnitude of this effect is modest. Changes in support were unusual, the average change from

pre-treatment support to post-treatment support was approximately .28 with a standard deviation

of 11. Among those who changed, however, the average change was 9 points. This change thus

represents a 0.1 standard deviation treatment effect on the full sample.

Importantly this effect is driven by the treatment effect for more-connected candidates. For a fully

connected candidate the treatment would increase the probability that support for them would

increase by 3 percentage points (p < .01), while for an unconnected candidate the treatment made

no statistically significant difference, as column 3 shows. Turning to levels of support we see that

for a fully connected candidate treatment would increase support by 2 points on the 0-100 feeling

thermometer scale, which is a 4.2 percentage point change and constitutes more than 20% of the

average change.21

While these effect sizes are modest, they become quite probative when considered alongside

21Unfortunately, about a third of our sample did not report connection beliefs pre-treatment, so separating the
sample into under-predictors and over-predictors is problematic. When we do look within the sample who did report,
treatment moves support up for under-predictors by approximately 1.6 (p < .1) on the 0-100 feeling thermometer but
does not move support in a statistically significant way for over-estimators or those whose priors were accurate. These
results are shown in the appendix in Table C.2.
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the impact of the performance treatment on two outcomes. First, there was no effect of the

performance treatment on expressed support, as Table 3.6 Panel B shows. Second, the performance

treatment did move self-expressed satisfaction with government services in the expected direction,

as Table 3.7 shows. In particular, the performance treatment made it 4.5 percentage points

more likely that expressed satisfaction would increase from pre-treatment to post-treatment

measurement (column 1) and increased perceptions of the UC’s performance by just under .01 on a

0-1 scale (column 2). Both of these effects were driven by high-performance UCs. For respondents

in top performing UCs the treatment increased the chance that expressed satisfaction would

increase by 7.1 percentage points, as column 3 shows. More importantly, the effects on satisfaction

were asymmetric by performance. Treatment decreased satisfaction in the lowest performing

UC by approximately 2 percentage points compared to the placebo group and it increased

satisfaction by 5 percentage points in the highest performing UC, a 0.2 standard deviation increase.

While performance information causally increased satisfaction with government in areas where

the government has spent more money in the past 5 years, it is not the case that spending

information leads to higher support for government party (PML-N) candidates. Instead, support

for both government and non-government candidates moves weakly in the direction opposite to

spending in the performance treatment condition. If PML-N candidates were rewarded for high

performance by their party’s government, then we would expect support for them to rise with

government spending in the performance treatment compared to the placebo treatment. We see

no such effect.
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Table 3.6: Experimental Results

Panel A: Connectedness Treatment

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Support Increase

Dummy Support
Support Increase

Dummy Support
Treatment 0.02*** 0.97*** 0.01 0.15

(0.01) (0.29) (0.01) (0.47)
Candidate Connectedness 0.01 1.74*

(0.01) (0.98)
Treat * Connectedness 0.03* 1.99**

(0.02) (0.96)
Prior Support 0.97*** 0.97***

(0.01) (0.01)

R-Squared 0.005 0.934 0.006 0.935
# Observations 4847 4847 4847 4847

Panel B: Performance Treatment

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Support Increase

Dummy Support Support Support
Performance Treatment -0.001 -0.167 0.415 0.511

(0.005) (0.283) (0.569) (0.752)
PML-N 0.368

(1.031)
Treat * Spend -1.098 -1.150

(0.854) (1.195)
Treat * PML-N -0.277

(1.223)
Spend * PML-N -0.596

(1.856)
Treat * Spend * PML-N 0.143

(2.462)
Prior Support 0.973*** 0.973*** 0.973***

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

R-Squared 0.000 0.939 0.939 0.939
# Observations 4911 4911 4911 4911

Notes: All regressions are at the respondent-candidate level. Standard errors clustered at the UC*Gender level reported
in parentheses. The outcome labeled “Support Increase Dummy’ is a dummy for whether the respondent’s support
for a candidate increased between prior and posterior. The outcome labeled ‘Support’ is respondent’s support for a
candidate, on a 0-100 scale. Exact question wording is listed in Appendix B. All specifications control for UC-Gender
fixed effects. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

129



Table 3.7: Experimental Results on Satisfaction

Performance Treatment

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Satisfaction

Increase Dummy Satisfaction
Satisfaction

Increase Dummy Satisfaction
Performance Treatment 0.045*** 0.008* 0.009 -0.019*

(0.011) (0.004) (0.022) (0.010)
Treat * Spend 0.071* 0.053***

(0.039) (0.016)
Prior Satisfaction 0.900*** 0.899***

(0.014) (0.014)

R-Squared 0.009 0.823 0.011 0.824
# Observations 1980 1980 1980 1980

Notes: All regressions are at the respondent level. The outcome labeled ‘Satisfaction Increase Dummy’ is a dummy for whether
the respondent’s satisfaction from government performance in their Union Council increased between prior and posterior. The
outcome labeled ‘Satisfaction’ is respondent’s satisfaction with government performance in the respondent’s Union Council
on a 0-1 scale. All specifications control for UC-Gender fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the UC*Gender level
reported in parentheses. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

In summary, both the connectedness and performance treatments move knowledge of and beliefs

about candidate connections and government performance in the expected direction. But only

the connectedness treatment has a clear causal impact on support for candidates, and that

movement is in the expected direction. These findings are consistent with the hypothesis that

future performance as proxied by connections weighs more heavily in voters’ minds than past

performance, a pattern we will see in the observational results as well.

3.6 Observational Findings

To examine the relationship between connections, performance and electoral outcomes, we run

regressions at the candidate level, using provincial constituency × party fixed effects to partial

out the party-specific impact of being in a given constituency. Details on the estimation strategy

are provided in appendix E.
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3.6.1 Connections and Electoral Outcomes

Political connections with sitting national and provincial parliamentarians and connections with

local petty bureaucracy have strong positive correlations with voting outcomes for UC chairmen

candidates, as shown in Table 3.8. Panel A shows the relationship between different kinds of

connections and the vote share received by a candidate, while Panel B shows the relationship

between connections and the probability of winning in a linear probability model.

Candidates with personal connections to the sitting MNA or MPA seem to do slightly better on

average than their unconnected peers, as Column 1 shows, but the results never rise to traditional

levels of statistical significance.

Candidates who are politically connected to both the sitting MNA and the sitting MPA had a

4.2 percentage point higher vote share on average compared to candidates without political

connections (Panel A, Column 2). They were also 8.4 percent more likely to win (Panel B, Column

2), although this relationship is not statistically significant owing to lower variation in the outcome

variable. Police/court connections were also a robust predictor of vote share, those with very

strong connections had a 3.1 percentage points higher vote share than those with no political

connections (Panel A, Column 3), and were 9 percent more likely to win (Panel B, Column 3),

though again this last result is statistically quite weak.

Since political and personal connections are correlated, it is arguably more instructive to look at

the aggregate index that we used in our connectedness treatment, as shown in Column 4. This

aggregate index is the observational analogue to our connectedness treatment. Candidates at

the top of the index have a 9.5 percentage points higher vote share (Panel A, Column 4), and

are 26 percentage points more likely to win (Panel B, Column 4). Importantly, all specifications

include provincial assembly constituency × party fixed effects to rule out the possibility that vari-

ation across constituencies in the average connections of a party’s candidates are driving this result.

Finally, the results accrue to those ranked highest within a UC, and are not simply a function
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of across-UC variation within a PA constituency. To show this, Column 5 repeats the analysis

from Column 4 using relative level of connections within the UC as the key treatment variable

instead of an absolute measure. For this measure the most connected person in the UC receives

the highest rank, the second most connected the second highest, and so on. All results are robust

to this specification. The most connected person receives 4.2 percentage points more vote share

than the least connected on average (Panel A, Column 5) and is almost 12 percentage points more

likely to win (Panel B, Column 5). We take these findings as strong evidence that local candidates

with strong connections with parliamentarians and local petty bureaucracy do much better in

local elections.

Table 3.8: Connectedness & Electoral Outcomes

Panel A: Vote Share

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Personal

Connections
Political

Connections
Police / Court
Connections

Aggregate
Index

Inverse
Rank

Connection Measure 0.032 0.042** 0.031* 0.095*** 0.042***
(0.022) (0.019) (0.017) (0.031) (0.009)

Constant 0.419*** 0.406*** 0.411*** 0.393*** 0.238***
(0.008) (0.011) (0.010) (0.013) (0.040)

R-Squared 0.189 0.199 0.193 0.209 0.229
Panel B: Winner Dummy

Connection Measure 0.162 0.084 0.091 0.277* 0.117**
(0.099) (0.088) (0.075) (0.149) (0.051)

Constant 0.413*** 0.402*** 0.399*** 0.347*** -0.079
(0.017) (0.036) (0.031) (0.048) (0.225)

R-Squared 0.149 0.146 0.147 0.153 0.161
# Observations 353 353 353 353 353

Notes: Each panel-column combination regresses a voting outcome on a measure of connections. Each panel represents a
different voting outcome and each column represents a different measure of connections. All connection measures (except
for ’Inverse Rank’) are on a 0-1 scale. Inverse Rank is the rank of a candidate in their Union Council by level of connec-
tions, with the most connected candidate having the highest rank. Standard errors clustered at the UC level reported in
parentheses. Each specification includes provincial constituency × party fixed effects. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

A natural concern with these results is that wealthier candidates would be both more likely to

have connections and more likely to win. While candidate assets have a strong positive correlation
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with voting outcomes, Table 3.9 shows that adding assets as a control does not significantly

change the correlation between connections and voting outcomes. The table reports a range of

alternative specifications on the regressions from Table 3.8 (Column 4) using the 285 candidates

with at least 1,000 votes for whom we have been able to obtain nomination forms (and thus are

able to measure assets). The simple OLS specification is upwards biased, as we see by comparing

Column 1 which has no controls with Column 2 which adds in the same fixed effects as in Table

3.8. Within this sample the main effects are slightly larger; candidates at the top of the aggregate

index have a 13% higher vote share and are 38% more likely to win. Controlling for assets

attenuates the results by 10-20%, but all effects remain strongly substantively and statistically

significant: candidates at the top of the aggregate index have an 11% higher vote share and are

33% more likely to win. Another concern is that the results could be driven by the fact that more

connected candidates run in places that saw greater prior service delivery. To show this is not

the case Column (4) includes UC fixed effects to isolate the impact of within-UC variation in

connections conditional on assets. Doing so makes the relationship even stronger, as we see in

Column 4. The results are unlikely to be driven by either UC-level factors, such as prior spending,

or candidate-level traits that correlate with assets.

The strong correlation between political connections and vote share makes sense to the extent that

voters believe connections allow candidates to get access to services and other benefits for their

constituents that they are not legally responsible for. The same is true of police / court connections

which could allow candidates to advocate for their constituents in front of the district government

bureaucracy. These observational results are consistent with our experimental results, where we

show that respondents move their preferences in line with information about the connections of

UC chairmen candidates.

3.6.2 Performance and Electoral Outcomes

If voters use past performance of the government as a signal of the ability of the ruling party, then

we would expect the electoral outcomes of the ruling party (PML-N) candidates to correlate with
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Table 3.9: Robustness Checks

Panel A: Vote Shares

(1) (2) (3) (4)

OLS Party* PA FE
Party * PA FE

(Assets Control)
Union Council FE
(Assets Control)

Connections Index 0.137*** 0.125*** 0.112*** 0.097**
(0.027) (0.038) (0.038) (0.040)

Log Assets 0.010*** 0.009*
(0.004) (0.005)

Constant 0.380*** 0.384*** 0.232*** 0.257***
(0.013) (0.016) (0.058) (0.082)

R-Squared 0.073 0.238 0.266 0.608
Panel B: Winner Dummy

Connections Index 0.516*** 0.382** 0.334* 0.581**
(0.141) (0.174) (0.175) (0.286)

Log Assets 0.036*** 0.060***
(0.012) (0.022)

Constant 0.269*** 0.313*** -0.245 -0.699*
(0.048) (0.058) (0.180) (0.355)

R-Squared 0.055 0.177 0.197 0.139
# Observations 285 285 285 285

Notes: This table is restricted to the 285 out of 353 candidates with at least 1,000 votes for whom we have been able to
obtain nomination forms to date. All regressions in this table use the aggregate index of connections corresponding
to column (4) in the previous table. Standard errors are clustered at the UC level and reported in parentheses. *
p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

government spending at the UC level. This is not the case, as Table 3.10 shows for three measures

of performance: log spending on development schemes in the UC (Panel A), spending rank of the

UC within Sargodha (Panel B), and spending quintile among UCs in Sargodha (Panel C). On the

contrary, we observe that in high spending UCs, the PML-N is not more likely to field candidates

(Column 1), and in UCs where PML-N fields candidates, the candidates are not more likely to get

higher vote shares (Column 2), to win (Column 3) or to achieve a higher rank by votes (Column 4).

Consistent with our experimental results, we see this as evidence that voters are not looking at past

spending as credible signals of the ability of UC chairmen candidates from the PML-N to deliver.

Instead, on the basis of observational results on connectedness, we claim that voters look at the

candidate’s political connections with sitting parliamentarians and local petty bureaucracy as
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Table 3.10: Performance & Electoral Outcomes

Panel A: Performance as Log UC Spending Per Capita

(1) (2) (3) (4)
PML-N
Fielded

Candidate

PML-N
Vote

Share

PML-N
Candidate

Won

PML-N
Candidate

Rank

Log Spending Per Capita -0.011 0.003 0.006 -0.007
(0.021) (0.007) (0.032) (0.037)

Constant 0.904*** 0.438*** 0.545** 1.504***
(0.154) (0.048) (0.230) (0.265)

R-Squared 0.045 0.112 0.056 0.066
Panel B: Performance as UC Spending Rank

UC’s Spending Rank -0.072 0.006 0.093 -0.128
(0.106) (0.033) (0.160) (0.183)

Constant 0.859*** 0.456*** 0.539*** 1.517***
(0.061) (0.019) (0.090) (0.104)

R-Squared 0.046 0.110 0.059 0.070
Panel C: Performance as UC Spending Quintile

Spending Quintile -0.017 0.002 0.015 -0.025
(0.022) (0.007) (0.033) (0.038)

Constant 0.872*** 0.454*** 0.541*** 1.526***
(0.071) (0.022) (0.106) (0.122)

R-Squared 0.047 0.111 0.058 0.069
# Observations 164 130 130 130

Notes: Regressions are run at the constituency level. Outcome variables are various electoral outcomes for the
government (PML-N) candidate. The three panels correspond to three different measures of spending or govern-
ment performance, all three of which were used in our performance treatment. Standard errors are clustered at
the provincial assembly seat level and reported in parentheses. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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signals of their ability to deliver services, many of which do not fall within the legal responsibility

of the UC.

3.7 Conclusion

We provide new evidence on the debate about what voters are thinking about when they evaluate

candidates. Studying vote choice in the 2015 local government elections in Punjab province,

Pakistan, our analysis combines focus groups, original data collection on candidates, a large-scale

survey experiment, and observational analysis of actual election returns.

Extensive pre-election focus grouping showed that voters understood pre-election spending to

be cheap talk and thus were looking for observable markers of future performance. One key

marker they identified to us was candidate connections to higher level politicians. Consistent with

those claims, a representative sample of several thousand voters surveyed three weeks before

the election indicated they were looking for their soon-to-be elected local government chairmen

to ensure delivery of services which are not local government functions, but are instead the

responsibility of the provincial government.

To assess the causal impacts of connections and past performance on support, our experiment

provided a representative sample of voters with true information about the political connections

of candidates and the past performance of the ruling party in providing services in their locality.

We found that providing true information about candidates’ connections shifted voters views in

the way one would expect given their self-reported interests. Specifically, voters provided true

information on the connections of all candidates in their UC increased support for candidates who

were more connected than they previously believed and reduced support for those less connected

than their priors. Providing information about government spending led to a shift in citizen satis-

faction with the government’s past performance, but had no clear impact on expressed support

for ruling party candidates, which was consistent with the findings from pre-election focus groups.
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Turning to actual voting (three weeks after the experiment), we find connections correlated with

actual voting in ways that were fully consistent with the survey experiment and focus group

results. Candidates at the top of our connectedness index earned approximately 560 more votes

than those at the bottom in our preferred specification, had a 9.5 percentage point higher vote

share, and were 26% more likely to win. Spending by the ruling party in the five years before

the election was uncorrelated with the performance of ruling party candidates, which was again

consistent with the pre-election experiment.

In summary, voters believed connections were important for their UC politicians to be effective,

providing information about connections to national and provincial government officials shifted

support in the logical direction, and citizens voted more for more connected politicians.

Our results speak to several literatures. Firstly, we contribute to the large literature on political

agency by showing that voters in our setting behave much more like the retrospective actors

posited by political economy models than the emotionally-driven actors in the political psychology

literature.22 Voters in our focus groups told us they felt that past connections were informative

about future performance and expressed a nuanced view of what they could learn from past

service provision, both of which were fully consistent with how voters responded to our survey

experiment and with how they voted. In our experiment voters ignored arguably irrelevant

information, i.e. government spending in a different institutional environment, in favor of

verifiable information that would logically be correlated with future performance, i.e. politicians’

connections to officials at the next higher level of government. Critically, this was not a generalized

response in favor of generically well-connected or wealthy candidates. Rather, in our observational

results the benefits accrued specifically to candidates with connections to provincial politicians

who could be expected to influence resource allocation in the future (and the estimated benefits

22A distinct tradition in political psychology focuses on affective motivations for voting. In particular, voters shift
their assessments of the economy depending on whether their preferred party is in power [Gerber and Huber, 2010]
and demonstrate other forms of arguably suboptimal reasoning including responding to irrelevant events such as shark
attacks, simplistically accounting for labor market conditions such that when the economy seems good they vote for
incumbent but when it is bad they vote for the challenger, and discounting factual information inconsistent with their
partisan views [see e.g. Achen and Bartels, 2016, ch. 5-7 and 9].
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were not attenuated by controlling for candidates’ assets).23

Second, our results provide evidence on what kinds of cues voters look to in settings where

retrospection is not feasible. Where it is hard for citizens to learn about politician competence

from observing past behavior retrospective voting makes little sense.24 More generally, for

retrospective voting to work a number of supporting conditions must be in place: there must be

meaningful competition among politicians; citizens’ judgments must not be too badly clouded

by irrelevant factors [Healy et al., 2010]; and people must be able to learn about politician’s

competence by observing them in office. If past actions have little informational content,

then electoral incentives for performance will be weaker and democratic accountability will

suffer.25 Our work suggests that instead of looking to past actions in such contexts, voters may

extract signals about future performance from other available clues, such a candidate’s connections.

Third, our findings suggest that models which assume that citizens value government programs

proportionally to the amount of money spent may require revision,26 and they contradicts other

work that shows voters respond to spending.27 The heterogeneity in findings across studies

suggests that whether voters reward spending likely depends critically on what it provides

evidence of. In our setting, evidence from pre-election focus groups and our quantitative tests

23In this sense our results are consistent with recent work suggesting that much of what was interpreted as partisan-
based information filtering is actually an expressive benefit in that small financial rewards for providing factually
correct answers appear to remove most of the bias [Bullock et al., 2015, Prior et al., 2015]. Given the evidence base
across many studies we suspect that both affective and performance oriented motivations can play a role in vote choice,
our contribution is to focus on a novel source of information on prospective performance.

24It is the information inherent in past actions about future behavior that makes retrospective voting rational [Besley,
2006, p.106].

25For a recent theoretical development of this point see Meirowitz and Tucker [2013] who show that when citizens
learn about both government competence and the nature of the problem environment by observing past performance
then repeated poor performance may reduce participation as citizens learn that the environment is so hard that no
government can help much and voting is no longer worth the effort.

26This assumption is inherent in papers which use OLS to estimate conditional correlations between political
outcomes and the amount of spending at the constituency level [see e.g. Levitt and Snyder, 1997].

27Chen [2012], for example, shows there is a substantial political response to disaster-related spending in Florida,
with aid distributions driving up vote share among voters identifying with the governor’s party and providing an
incumbency advantage to all politicians.
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suggest that citizens viewed localized pre-election spending by the provincial government as

uninformative about how those being elected would perform in the future.

Our research suggests two specific directions for future work. First, in future local government

elections we will examine the persistence of the connection effect. One possibility is that once

voters have concrete evidence of politicians’ performance connection-related voting will become

less important. Another possibility is that in this setting signals of competence will be noisy and

thus citizens will continue to rely on ascriptive cues. Second, using ongoing monitoring we will

examine how candidates elected on the basis of connections perform. In this setting an open

question is whether connections will actually contribute to the performance of local governments

or if provincial parties will differentially allocate resources on the basis of which constituencies

offer the most electoral benefit, rendering connections moot.
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Appendix A

Appendix to Chapter 1

A.1 Additional Figures

Figure A.1: The 89 contiguous Union Councils that form the study sample
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Figure A.2: Politicians Have Inaccurate Beliefs about What Citizens Prefer
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Figure A.3: Pooled Experimental Results

Notes: This figure shows coefficient plots of the average treatment effects of the experimental treatment

(pooled across all six sub-treatment arms). The three specifications are: (i) No fixed effects, (ii) Strata fixed

effects, where the strata are defined by the national assembly constituency, politician position, and three

groups’ of three issues each. (iii) Politician fixed effects. The dependent variable is an indicator for whether

the policy option recommended by the politician was the option preferred by a majority of the relevant

subset of citizens. Standard errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. The control group

mean is 0.525.
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Figure A.4: Experimental Results using Main Outcome versus Alternate Outcome

Notes: This figure shows coefficient plots of the average treatment effects of the experimental treatment

(pooled across all six sub-treatment arms), using both the main outcome (written recommendations) and

alternate outcome (phone calls). The specification employs strata fixed effects, where the strata are defined

by the national assembly constituency, politician position, and three groups’ of three issues each. Standard

errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. The dependent variable is an indicator for

whether the policy option recommended by the politician was the option preferred by a majority of the

relevant subset of citizens. The figure only uses data for the random subset of sample politicians for whom

the alternate outcome was measured. See Table 1.3 for more details.
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Figure A.5: Experimental Results for Direct vs. Indirect Politicians

Notes: This figure shows coefficient plots of the average treatment effects of the experimental treatment for

directly and indirectly elected politicians. Details on election procedure are described in Section 2.1. The

first specification uses no controls. The second specification manually controls for the demographic traits of

politicians. The third specification uses controls picked by LASSO (that predict the outcome or treatment or

both) from all available covariates on politicians. All three specifications employ strata fixed effects, where

the strata are defined by the national assembly constituency, politician position, and three groups’ of three

issues each. Standard errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. The dependent variable

is an indicator for whether the policy option recommended by the politician was the option preferred by a

majority of the relevant subset of citizens. See Table 1.5 for regression results. See Section 1.4.3 and Figure

1.2 for details on experimental design.
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Figure A.6: Experimental Results for Gender & Party Subtreatments

(a) Gender Subtreatments

(b) Partisanship Subtreatments

Notes: This figure shows coefficient plots of the average treatment effects of the experimental sub-treatments.

Panel (a) shows the sub-treatments categorized by the gender of citizens, while Panel (b) shows sub-

treatments categorized by the partisanship of citizens. The specifications employ strata fixed effects, where

the strata are defined by the national assembly constituency, politician position, and three groups’ of three
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issues each. Standard errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. The dependent variable

is an indicator for whether the policy option recommended by the politician was the option preferred by a

majority of the relevant subset of citizens. See Table 1.5 for regression results. See Section 1.4.3 and Figure

1.2 for details on experimental design.
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Figure A.8: Responsiveness over Distribution of Prior Beliefs

The propensity to recommend the majority’s preferred policy is strongly correlated with prior beliefs

about the extent to which citizens support that policy. On average, treatment effects are higher among the

underestimators compared to the overestimators (see Panel 1 of Table 1.7).
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A.2 Additional Tables

Table A.1: Outcome Variable’s Correlation with Budgetary Allocation

Service Prioritized on Recommendation Form

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Both Services Both Services - Controls Only Roads Lights

Project Initiated Under LGDP 0.074*** 0.085** 0.044 0.080
(0.025) (0.042) (0.030) (0.058)

Constant 0.128*** 0.120*** 0.126*** 0.145***
(0.021) (0.034) (0.023) (0.054)

# Observations 1284 433 646 638

Notes: All regressions are at the level of a politician’s recommendation about a policy. Strata fixed effects are included.
Standard errors are clustered by the individual politician. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01

To ascertain whether recommendations made by local politicians correlate with even higher stakes decisions

taken by local politicians in the past, I collect data from the Local Government Department, Government

of Punjab on Union Council level projects initiated under the Local Government Development Program.

These projects pertaining to local cemented roads and street lights, are the only decisions at the Union

Council level involving real budgetary allocations for which data are available. Importantly, these projects

were initiated in summer 2018, only one to six months before the experimental intervention took place.

I find that there is a strong correlation between whether a local politician recommended that a particular

local service (roads or street lights) be given a higher share of resources and whether the politician’s Union

Council initiated a project on that same local service. In the control group, politicians in Union Councils

that did initiate a project pertaining to the relevant service were almost twice as likely to prioritize that

service in their recommendation forms. This is a strong indication that the recommendations map on to

consequential real world outcomes.
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Table A.2: Statistical Balance between Treatment and Control Groups

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) T-test
Pref Control All Female Male Party All Party Female Party Male P-value

Variable Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE (1)-(2) (1)-(3) (1)-(4) (1)-(5) (1)-(6) (1)-(7)

Age(Yrs) 46.422
(0.684)

46.930
(1.153)

47.957
(1.196)

47.111
(1.040)

46.264
(1.111)

45.822
(1.030)

46.514
(1.187)

0.729 0.609 0.851 0.903 0.879 0.823

High School 0.816
(0.026)

0.789
(0.049)

0.771
(0.051)

0.833
(0.044)

0.694
(0.055)

0.808
(0.046)

0.819
(0.046)

0.424 0.732 0.563 0.032** 0.944 0.988

College 0.139
(0.023)

0.225
(0.050)

0.114
(0.038)

0.139
(0.041)

0.167
(0.044)

0.164
(0.044)

0.208
(0.048)

0.080* 0.925 0.701 0.798 0.524 0.128

Urdu Spoken 0.448
(0.033)

0.338
(0.057)

0.414
(0.059)

0.431
(0.059)

0.403
(0.058)

0.548
(0.059)

0.472
(0.059)

0.150 0.653 0.864 0.261 0.239 0.676

Own House 0.749
(0.029)

0.803
(0.048)

0.729
(0.054)

0.736
(0.052)

0.667
(0.056)

0.808
(0.046)

0.819
(0.046)

0.181 0.368 0.741 0.266 0.090* 0.057*

Asset Index 2.457
(0.080)

2.563
(0.131)

2.500
(0.146)

2.667
(0.130)

2.437
(0.128)

2.644
(0.138)

2.764
(0.130)

0.538 0.264 0.039** 0.920 0.130 0.047**

Years in Locality 40.668
(0.920)

39.845
(1.462)

41.271
(1.395)

41.083
(1.307)

41.708
(1.407)

40.767
(1.615)

41.528
(1.475)

0.517 0.590 0.891 0.818 0.616 0.940

Extroversion 5.318
(0.055)

5.121
(0.102)

5.492
(0.096)

5.271
(0.102)

5.484
(0.088)

5.297
(0.087)

5.399
(0.095)

0.056* 0.059* 0.702 0.165 0.496 0.826

Agreeableness 5.049
(0.056)

5.114
(0.109)

5.282
(0.095)

5.093
(0.088)

5.111
(0.097)

5.000
(0.095)

5.080
(0.089)

0.826 0.028** 0.790 0.840 0.198 0.877

Consciensciousness 5.227
(0.054)

5.098
(0.099)

5.306
(0.101)

5.085
(0.090)

5.206
(0.100)

5.195
(0.087)

5.254
(0.101)

0.232 0.601 0.093* 0.674 0.169 0.946

Emotional Stability 5.135
(0.060)

5.152
(0.106)

5.266
(0.101)

5.093
(0.116)

5.325
(0.090)

5.237
(0.095)

5.275
(0.106)

0.976 0.366 0.670 0.235 0.553 0.467

Openness 4.875
(0.067)

4.955
(0.111)

5.089
(0.111)

5.161
(0.106)

4.913
(0.101)

4.839
(0.111)

4.978
(0.126)

0.397 0.150 0.055* 0.731 0.538 0.816

N 223 71 70 72 72 73 72
Clusters 223 71 70 72 72 73 72
F-test of joint significance (F-stat) 1.963** 1.338 2.362*** 1.147 1.164 1.117
F-test, number of observations 294 293 295 295 296 295

Notes: The value displayed for t-tests are p-values. The value displayed for F-tests are the F-
statistics. Standard errors are clustered at variable uid. Fixed effects using variable na_block_pcygp
are included in all estimation regressions. All missing values in balance variables are treated as
zero.***, **, and * indicate significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent critical level.
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Table A.3: Experimental Results: Order Effects

Outcome: Recommended
Majority’s Preference

(1)

Treatment Order 1 0.11***
(0.02)

Treatment Order 2 0.07***
(0.02)

Treatment Order 3 0.10***
(0.02)

Within-T Control Order1 0.01
(0.02)

Within-T Control Order2 0.05**
(0.02)

Within-T Control Order3 0.05*
(0.03)

Control Order 2 0.02
(0.02)

Control Order 3 0.02
(0.02)

Constant 0.51***
(0.01)

# Observations 5797
P-value Order 1 = 2 0.062
P-value Order 1 = 3 0.568
P-value Order 2 = 3 0.143

Notes: All regressions are at the level of a politician’s recom-
mendation about a policy. Orders 1, 2 and 3 refers to the order in
which data about the particular policy in question was presented
to the politician. This order was determined randomly. Strata
fixed effects are included. Standard errors are clustered by the
individual politician. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A.4: Experimental Results: Letter from Party President vs. Leadership

Outcome: Recommended
Majority’s Preference

(1)

Preferences Treatment 0.08***
(0.02)

Received Party President’s Letter 0.02
(0.02)

Treat * President Letter -0.03
(0.03)

Constant 0.53***
(0.01)

# Observations 5797

The design includes random variation in the level at which politicians make their recommendations in the

normal course of things. Some politicians make these recommendations in meetings with the district level

leadership of their party while others are able to make such recommendations at a higher forum in the

party’s central office. To test whether the level at which the recommendation is being made matters for the

extent to which politicians are responsive, I randomize the sample politicians into receiving either a generic

letter stating that their party leadership is requesting their recommendations or a letter stating the party

president is requesting their preferences. As shown in Table A.4, the tier at which these recommendations

are being made does not affect the extent to which politicians are responsive to citizen preferences.
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Table A.5: Experimental Results by Issue Type & Salience

Outcome: Recommended
Majority’s Preference

(1) (2)
By Issue Type By Issue Salience

Preferences Treatment 0.065*** 0.064***
(0.015) (0.016)

Local Issue 0.097***
(0.017)

Treat * Local Issue 0.010
(0.026)

Salience 0.209***
(0.022)

Treat * Salience 0.018
(0.033)

Constant 0.501*** 0.475***
(0.011) (0.011)

# Observations 5797 5797

Notes: All regressions are at the level of a politician’s recommendation
about a policy. Strata fixed effects are included. Standard errors are
clustered by the individual politician. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p <

0.01

The third dimension of differential responsiveness I test is the type of issue. The experimental design

allows me to test differential responsiveness by issue on two dimensions: whether an issue is a local or

non-local issue and how salient the issue is. I perform these test by using the following two equations that

estimate heterogeneous treatment effects by issue type and salience respectively:

Ypi = β1Treatpi + β2Localpi + β3Treat ∗ Locali + β4Withinpi + γs (A.1)

Ypi = β1Treatpi + β2Saliencepi + β3Treat ∗ Saliencei + β4Withinpi + γs (A.2)

where Localpi is an indicator variable for whether issue i is one of the three local issues introduced in

Section 3.1. Saliencepi is a variable that takes on the values 0, 1/3, 2/3 or 1 based on how salient the

politician ranks the issue as in a separate set of pre-treatment questions, with a higher number indicating

greater salience.

Results show that politicians do not respond more to citizen preferences on local issues or more salient
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issues. Those in the control group, however, are more likely to recommend the majority’s preferred policy

on both the issues that are local and the issues that are salient, as shown in Table A.5. Column 1 shows that

on non-local issues, control politicians recommend the majority’s preferred policy half of the time, and this

propensity is 10 percentage points, or 20 percent, higher for recommendations made on local issues in the

control group. This complements the finding that politicians know more about citizen preferences on local

issues. Similarly, the propensity of control group politicians to recommend the majority’s preferred policy

increases from 47% for the least salient issues to 68% for the most salient issues. Taken together, these

findings indicate that while the propensity to recommend the majority’s preferred policy is higher for local

and salient issues in the absence of treatment, more information does not lead to greater responsiveness on

these issues.
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Table A.6: Experimental Results by Issue

Outcome: Recommended
Majority’s Preference

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Preferences Treatment 0.151*** 0.109*** -0.040 0.125*** 0.065** 0.099** 0.029 0.092** 0.062

(0.042) (0.040) (0.031) (0.041) (0.032) (0.045) (0.036) (0.043) (0.045)
Within Treatment Control 0.016 -0.002 -0.052 0.063 0.043 0.075 -0.006 0.045 -0.001

(0.049) (0.050) (0.039) (0.049) (0.039) (0.054) (0.041) (0.053) (0.053)
Constant 0.272*** 0.654*** 0.876*** 0.648*** 0.826*** 0.417*** 0.183*** 0.349*** 0.508***

(0.030) (0.031) (0.022) (0.032) (0.026) (0.034) (0.026) (0.032) (0.034)

# Observations 635 638 646 642 642 635 653 653 653

Notes: The regression is at the politician-policy level. It employs strata fixed effects and standard errors are clustered at the level of the individual. The issues on which results
are shown in each column are: (1) Sewerage vs sanitation, (2) Street lights vs. filtration plants, (3) Local roads vs. piped water, (4) Specialized healthcare vs. small general
healthcare centers, (5) corruption versus unemployment as a national priority, (6) water shortages versus electricity shortages as a national priority, (7) environmental concerns
over development projects, (8) support for Women on Wheels, (9) the level of taxation and services. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A.7: Experimental Results: Sub-treatment results by Politician Type

Outcome: Recommended Majority’s Preference
Panel A: Gender Sub-treatments

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
All Politicians Ward Councilors Chair Vice Chair Women Councilors

Men’s Preferences 0.058*** 0.030 0.191*** 0.062 0.068
(0.020) (0.026) (0.054) (0.061) (0.051)

Women’s Preferences 0.109*** 0.119*** 0.192*** 0.059 0.056
(0.020) (0.024) (0.057) (0.076) (0.047)

Both Genders’ Preferences 0.063*** 0.081*** 0.141** -0.036 -0.011
(0.020) (0.025) (0.054) (0.076) (0.047)

Within-T Ctrl 0.021 0.003 0.067 0.034 0.055
(0.018) (0.022) (0.050) (0.067) (0.040)

Constant 0.525*** 0.518*** 0.485*** 0.558*** 0.556***
(0.011) (0.014) (0.028) (0.042) (0.026)

# Observations 5797 3629 590 532 1046
P-value Men=Women 0.033 0.003 0.990 0.969 0.836

Panel B: Party Subtreatments

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Own Party Supporters’ Pref 0.071*** 0.082*** 0.168*** 0.019 0.006

(0.017) (0.021) (0.044) (0.056) (0.041)
All Citizens’ Pref 0.081*** 0.074*** 0.175*** 0.047 0.074*

(0.018) (0.023) (0.052) (0.074) (0.043)
Within-T Ctrl 0.021 0.003 0.067 0.033 0.055

(0.018) (0.022) (0.050) (0.067) (0.040)
Constant 0.525*** 0.518*** 0.485*** 0.558*** 0.556***

(0.011) (0.014) (0.028) (0.042) (0.026)

# Observations 5797 3629 590 532 1046
P-value Party=All 0.593 0.735 0.909 0.702 0.148

Notes: The regression is at the politician-policy level. It employs strata fixed effects and standard errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. The
dependent variable is an indicator for whether the policy option recommended by the politician was the option preferred by a majority of the relevant subset of
citizens. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A.8: Experimental Results: Heterogeneity by Gender Gap in Preferences

Outcome: Recommended
Majority’s Preference

(1) (2)
Preferences Treatment (T) 0.074***

(0.023)
Treat * Gap in Preferences 0.029

(0.164)
Gender Gap in Preferences -0.239** -0.291***

(0.112) (0.111)
Within-Treatment Control 0.021 0.021

(0.018) (0.018)
Men’s Preferences (T-M) 0.091***

(0.032)
T-M * Gap in Preferences -0.287

(0.231)
Women’s Preferences (T-W) 0.066*

(0.034)
T-W * Gap in Preferences 0.420*

(0.236)
Both Genders’ Preferences (T-B) 0.070**

(0.032)
T-B * Gap in Preferences -0.059

(0.237)
Constant 0.550*** 0.555***

(0.016) (0.016)

# Observations 5797 5797
P-Value: T-M = T-W 0.538
T-M * Gap = T-W * Gap 0.014

Notes: The regression is at the politician-policy level. It employs strata fixed effects
and standard errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. The dependent
variable is an indicator for whether the policy option recommended by the politician was
the option preferred by a majority of the relevant subset of citizens. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p <

0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A.9: Experimental Results: Heterogeneity by Partisan Gap in Preferences

Outcome: Recommended
Majority’s Preference

(1) (2)
Preferences Treatment (T) 0.065***

(0.020)
Treat * Gap in Preferences 0.500

(0.557)
Partisan Gap in Preferences -1.840*** -1.839***

(0.395) (0.395)
Within-Treatment Control 0.021 0.021

(0.017) (0.017)
Party Supporters’ Preferences (T-P) 0.057**

(0.025)
T-P * Gap in Preferences 0.649

(0.700)
Everyone’s Preferences (T-E) 0.073***

(0.025)
T-E * Gap in Preferences 0.358

(0.678)
Constant 0.571*** 0.571***

(0.015) (0.015)

# Observations 5797 5797
T-P * Gap = T-E * Gap 0.719

Notes: The regression is at the politician-policy level. It employs strata fixed effects and
standard errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. The dependent variable
is an indicator for whether the policy option recommended by the politician was the option
preferred by a majority of the relevant subset of citizens. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A.10: Experimental Results: Heterogeneity by Agreement of Opinion

Outcome: Recommended
Majority’s Preference

(1) (2)
Preferences Treatment (T) 0.087***

(0.019)
Above-Median Agreement 0.116*** 0.116***

(0.017) (0.017)
T * Above Median -0.021

(0.026)
Within-Treatment Control 0.018 0.018

(0.018) (0.018)
Men’s Preferences (T-M) 0.064**

(0.026)
T-M * Above Median 0.000

(0.036)
Women’s Preferences (T-W) 0.135***

(0.029)
T-W * Above Median -0.061

(0.038)
Both Genders’ Preferences (T-B) 0.072***

(0.026)
T-B * Above Median -0.013

(0.038)
Constant 0.469*** 0.469***

(0.014) (0.014)

# Observations 5797 5797
P-Value: T-M = T-W 0.033
P-Value: T-M*Above = T-W*Above 0.190

Notes: The regression is at the politician-policy level. It employs strata fixed effects and
standard errors are clustered at the level of the individual politician. The dependent variable
is an indicator for whether the policy option recommended by the politician was the option
preferred by a majority of the relevant subset of citizens. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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A.3 Simulated Belief Updating

This appendix section sheds further light on the implications of my simple model of belief updating and

responsiveness using simulations. In particular, I test how changes in the distribution of the prior and

signal affect the politician’s decision.

The politician uses their posterior beliefs to decide which of two policy options to recommend to their

higher tier leadership on a given issue. The policy that is in fact preferred by a majority is denoted M

while the other option is denoted N. The politician’s propensity to recommend policy M is increasing in

his expected utility from recommending policy M, which can be characterized as:

EUM = α(1[ ∑
g∈G

(γg(Pg(µ1g|µDg))) > 0.5]) + (1− α)(z) (A.3)

where γg is the weight the politician assigns to the preferences of those in group g, with ∑g(γg) = 1.

G could include various ways of dividing the population, but the two most relevant for this paper are

gender and partisanship. Pg is the cumulative distribution function of the posterior beliefs about group g

evaluated at 0.5, thus indicating the posterior probability that a majority of group g supports policy M.

The politician derives utility z from a range of factors other than representing citizen preferences. These

could include self-interest that runs counter to citizen interest (e.g. corruption), self-interest that is in

line with citizen interest (believing that citizens do not know what is good for them but will realize later

and will vote for the politician) or benevolence (doing what the politician thinks is right regardless of

whether citizens will vote for the politician or not). Finally, α and 1− α are the weights assigned to citizen

preferences and z respectively.

A.3.1 How does belief updating vary by prior characteristics?

I now analyze how changes in the prior mean and variance affect responsiveness. Doing so requires

evaluating the difference between the cumulative density function (CDF) of the prior and posterior

distributions at 0.5. Since the CDF of the normal distribution does not have a general closed form solution,

an analytical solution is not possible. I turn instead to simulations. Fixing µDg = 75 and σDg = 10, I vary

µ0g and σ0g to observe how updating varies by the first two moments of the prior distribution. Specifically,

I am interested in the difference in the value of the prior and posterior CDF evaluated at 0.5, which is

plotted on the y-axis in the Figures A.9
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I find that in general, in both the overestimation and underestimation case, belief updating is positive.

Secondly, updating (y-axis) generally increases with the imprecision of prior beliefs (x-axis). The curve

corresponding to µ0 = 45 in Figure A.9a shows, however, that updating can also decrease with an increase

in σ2
0 . The intuition behind this is that as σ2

0 increases, an increasing proportion of the prior distribution

travels beyond the 0.5 threshold but with almost all of the posterior distribution lying beyond 0.5 already,

there is a ceiling effect on updating. Hence, marginal responsiveness becomes slightly negative. This is

only the case for priors with means very close to 0.5 or very high standard deviations. Third, updating is

generally higher when the prior mean is closer to the 0.5 threshold, barring ceiling effects that come into

play for less precise priors.

These simulations indicate my theoretical expectations about how politicians are expected to respond to

new information about the preferences of citizens. First, I expect that politicians will update their beliefs

and respond to new information. Second, they will do so even if the mean of their prior beliefs is accurate,

as long as their prior belief is not very precise. Third, politicians are expected to respond more to new

information when their prior beliefs are less precise. In particular, I expect them to respond more to

women’s preferences compared to men’s preferences, because the standard deviation of prior beliefs is

expected to be higher for women.

A.3.2 How does belief updating vary by signal characteristics?

Figure A.9c shows how belief updating varies by the mean and standard deviation of the signal. The prior

mean is fixed at 25 while the prior standard deviation is fixed at 10. The signal mean varies from 55 to 95,

with the standard deviation varying from 1 to 10. Results indicate that updating is higher when the signal

is more precise, and when the distance between the prior mean and the signal mean is higher.
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(a) Updating with Underestimated Prior

(b) Updating with Overestimated Prior

(c) Updating with Varying Signal Mean and Precision

Figure A.9: Simulated Belief Updating
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A.4 Data & Sampling

A.4.1 The Issues

The three local issues are common trade-offs that local politicians face: whether additional resources or

attention should be diverted to (i) solid waste versus drainage, (ii) fixing local streets or local water fixtures,

and (iii) installing new street lights or new water filtration plants for clean drinking water. These six

services are ranked by both citizens and politicians as being critical at the local level.

The six higher tier issues comprise both particular services or programs and policy issues. The higher-tier

services or programs include the question of whether the government should prioritize the establishment

and improvement of small clinics or large hospitals that provide specialized care. Second, they include

whether the government at the national level should focus more on addressing electricity shortages or

water shortages. Third, it includes a recent program by the provincial government to subsidize motorbikes

for women, titled ‘Women on Wheels’.

The higher tier policy issues are: (i) whether the government should address corruption or unemployment on

a prioritized basis, (ii) whether infrastructure development project should go ahead if they risk causing

environmental damage and (iii) whether the level of taxation and services should be decreased, should stay

the same or should increase.

A.4.2 Sampling Strategy for Voter Survey

UC’s and Wards

The sampling frame for the voter survey includes all households in 89 Union Councils in 4 geographically

contiguous National Assembly (NA) constituencies in Lahore, Pakistan. The household survey sample is

the same one used for Cheema et al. [2019]. For three of the four NA constituencies (NA-125, NA-126 and

NA-127), the sampled UC’s comprise the universe of UC’s that are contained in the NA. These numbered

23, 32 and 23 Union Councils respectively. For the remaining NA-128, a total of 8 geographically contiguous

UC’s were sampled. Within each UC, either (i) all six wards were sampled, for a randomly selected 28

UC’s, or (ii) 5 out of 6 wards were sampled, for a randomly selected 48 UC’s.
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Individuals Within Wards

We used GIS software to drop 5 pins at random locations within the ward, with a minimum distance of

50m between any two pins. A team of enumerators comprising one male and one female enumerator

proceeded to the random point using Google Maps. After arriving at the pin, the enumerator team used

the left hand rule to select a house to survey, which was described to enumerators as follows:

• Always follow the left-hand side of the street, such that houses are on your left-hand side and the

street is on your right-hand side.

• From the start, leave the first four houses and knock on the door of the 7th house to survey. A house

is defined as any building where people live, even if it has more than one families, it counts as one

house.

• When you successfully survey a household, skip four houses and survey the 7th house on your left

hand side.

• In the case when a household refuses or does not respond, do not skip houses. Go to the next house

on the right. If that house also refuses, go to the house on the right of the house that originally

refused. Once you are successful, then skip 6 houses again and survey the 7th household.

• If you reach the end of the street, turn left.

• If there are no more houses on the left-hand side or if you reach the ward boundary, cross the

road/street and start walking in the opposite direction and follow the left-hand rule from there.

• If by following the left-hand rule you reach a house you already crossed, cross the road/street and

start walking in the opposite direction and follow left hand rule from there.

Once a household has been selected using the left hand rule, the enumerators knock, introduce themselves

to the person who opened the door and obtain consent. After obtaining consent, they note the number

of adult men and women in the household. The survey software randomly selects male and female

respondents from the household. The enumerators survey the selected respondents after obtaining consent.

Enumerator Training & Assignment

Experienced enumerators employed by the IDEAS in-house survey wing underwent an extensive in-office

training session followed by an out-of-sample field pilot and a day of post-pilot debriefing. Following

the training and piloting, the enumerators were assigned to teams comprising one female and one male
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enumerator each. Each team was randomly assigned a randomly picked set of 6-7 Union Councils. The

order in which each team surveyed each Union Council was also randomly picked. Enumerators surveyed

respondents of their own gender. A number of supervisors monitored each team on a rotating basis and

data quality checks were applied on a daily basis as the enumerators uploaded surveys to the server.

A.4.3 Sampling Politicians

The sampling frame for the politicians includes all 776 PML-N elected local representatives in the 86 Union

Councils elected in the 2015 Local Government Election. We were able to survey 653 local politicians, which

constitutes 84% of all PML-N local elected representatives in the study area. This response rate compares

favorably to other surveys of elite populations, which ranges from 15-20% in the United States [Butler and

Dynes, 2016] to 15% in Canada, 25% in Israel and 75% in Belgium [Sheffer et al., 2018].

Table A.11: Response Rates by Politician Type

Position Universe Surveyed Percentage

General Member 475 411 86.5%

UC Chairman 77 66 85.7%

UC Vice-Chairman 77 60 77.9%

Woman Councilor 147 116 78.9%

Total 776 653 84.1%

The reasons for not being able to survey the remaining 123 includes death (14 politicians had passed away

since their election), illness, migration, de facto retirement, and a lack of interest in being part of this study.

A.4.4 Randomization

The following is a complete list of randomizations performed for this study.

Politician Level

Politicians are divided into blocks defined by the National Assembly their Union Council is housed in and

the position they serve in. All General Members in NA-125, for instance, constitute a block. Within each

block, the following politician level randomizations take place:
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• Preferences treatment: Each politician is assigned to one of six treatment groups (p = 1/9 each) or

the control group (p = 1/3). The six treatments include receiving information on the preferences

of (i) all citizens, (ii) men only, (iii) women only, (iv) all PML-N supporters, (v) male who support

PML-N and (vi) women who support PML-N.

• Prior questions group: Each politician assigned to a treatment group is asked for their priors about

that group. In the control group, each politician is randomized into being asked for their priors on

one out of the six subgroups (p = 1/6 each).

• Letter Treatment: Each politician is assigned to receive the ‘General Letter’ or the ‘President Letter’

(p = 1/2 each).

• Priming: Each politician is assigned to receive the ‘Citizens’ Prime, the ‘Own’ prime, both of the

primes or no prime (p = 1/4 each).

Issue Level

The nine issues are divided into three blocks of three issues each.

• For each treatment politician, the order in which treatment about each block is delivered is random-

ized. There are six possible permutations, and politicians are placed into each permutation with

p = 1/6 each.

• Within each issue group, treatment politicians receive information about a particular issue with

p = 2/3.

Union Council Level

Each Union Council is randomized into one of 9 ‘orders’. The experiment is conducted with all of the

Union Councils in one order before moving on to the next. The alternate recommendations elicited through

phone calls are elicited for order numbers 4, 5, 7, 8 and 9. While these orders were picked by the party

based on availability, the collection of this outcome is uncorrelated with treatment since the orders were

picked randomly.
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A.5 Materials

A.5.1 Party Letter to Local Politicians

This letter is addressed to the local elected representatives of PML-N in Lahore District, and is signed by

the Lahore District President of PML-N. It states that the party leadership is seeking the recommendations

of the party’s local elected representatives on a set of local and higher-tier service delivery issues and

requests them to fill out the recommendation form. It states that these recommendations will be provided

to the party leadership and will be considered when making policy decisions. There were two variants

of this letter: one mentioning the party leadership generally and one mentioning the PML-N President

Shehbaz Sharif directly.
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A.5.2 Sample Page from Data Report

This is a sample of the citizen preferences treatment, providing politicians with data on what citizens

prefer on a set of two local service delivery issues. It starts by stating the population whose preferences are

being provided and giving some details about the survey. It then provides the proportions of citizens who

preferred one option over the other in a set of three binary issues. The overall treatment consisted of three

such pages.
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A.5.3 Sample Template for Future Preferences Report
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A.5.4 The Experimental Setting

This picture shows a typical setting in which the research team’s interaction with politicians took place.

Politicians typically met us in their offices. After a few survey questions, the research team member orally

explained the three-page report on citizen preferences to treatment politicians. Next, they were given the

letter from their party leadership shown in Appendix C and given a blank recommendation form from

their party leadership, a blank envelope and some tape. They were asked to fill the form in private, sign

the form, tape the envelope and to sign over the tape.
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A.6 Examples of Direct and Indirect Influences

These photographs provide examples of ways in which local politicians influence outcomes for citizens.

The first picture shows an example of direct provision: a street light is installed directly due to the efforts

of two local politicians, with their names being visible on the street light as a way to claim credit. The

second picture shows an example of upward transmission of a local service delivery need to higher-tier

party leadership. The filter plant mentions the “special effort” of local politicians elected from UC-32 who

recommended the filter plant as well as the name of the Member of National Assembly (in this case, Hamza

Shahbaz) who allocated funds.
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Appendix B

Appendix to Chapter 2
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B.1 Intervention Materials

B.1.1 Procedural Information Leaflet

Figure B.1: Procedural Information Leaflet

183



B.1.2 Political Knowledge Leaflet

Figure B.2: Political Knowledge Leaflet
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B.1.3 Mock Ballot Paper

Figure B.3: Mock Ballot Paper

185



B.1.4 Stills from Video

Figure B.4: Stills from Video
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B.2 Additional Tables on Secondary Outcomes

Table B.1: Results: Secondary Outcomes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Political

Knowledge
Interest in

Politics
Women’s Self

Efficacy
Logistic Help

from Men
Political

Discussion
Norm

Perception
T1 -0.027 0.021 -0.013 -0.009 0.015 -0.015

(0.042) (0.049) (0.057) (0.053) (0.026) (0.060)
T2 -0.044 0.039 -0.009 -0.014 0.021 -0.004

(0.048) (0.048) (0.059) (0.055) (0.025) (0.066)
T3 -0.077 0.086* 0.030 0.165*** 0.064** -0.045

(0.047) (0.050) (0.060) (0.057) (0.026) (0.061)
Within T Control -0.034 0.027 0.011 0.084* 0.024 0.007

(0.042) (0.043) (0.052) (0.050) (0.023) (0.056)
Constant -0.231* 0.084 -0.358*** 0.465*** 0.467*** -0.001

(0.131) (0.130) (0.119) (0.105) (0.047) (0.165)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.074 0.103 0.079 0.120 0.077 0.143
# Observations 4866 4869 4864 4812 4754 4868

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses
are clustered at the ward level. All outcomes are standardized indices, except for column (5). Column (5) is an indicator variable for whether
men (women) stated they discussed politics with a household member of the opposite gender. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table B.2: Results: Secondary outcomes with baseline controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Political

Knowledge
Interest in

Politics
Women’s Self

Efficacy
Logistic Help

from Men
Political

Discussion
Norm

Perception
T1 -0.024 0.020 -0.012 -0.007 0.009 -0.018

(0.047) (0.054) (0.059) (0.056) (0.028) (0.061)
T2 -0.083 0.057 -0.011 -0.020 0.022 -0.022

(0.052) (0.052) (0.063) (0.061) (0.028) (0.070)
T3 -0.135** 0.050 0.031 0.184*** 0.046 -0.100

(0.053) (0.054) (0.063) (0.062) (0.028) (0.065)
Within T Control -0.094* 0.050 -0.029 0.098* 0.029 -0.065

(0.048) (0.048) (0.053) (0.054) (0.026) (0.058)
Constant -0.058 0.285** -0.362*** 0.466*** 0.423*** 0.054

(0.108) (0.115) (0.121) (0.101) (0.062) (0.146)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.195 0.232 0.095 0.126 0.088 0.189
# Observations 3914 3914 3912 3868 3795 3914

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses
are clustered at the ward level. All outcomes are standardized indices, except for column (5). Column (5) is an indicator variable for whether
men (women) stated they discussed politics with a household member of the opposite gender. We include controls for demographic variables
and baseline measures of political knowledge, interest in politics, women’s self-efficacy and political discussions between men and women in
the household. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table B.3: Treatment Effects on Political Knowledge

Panel A: Women’s Knowledge

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
ECP

Phone
Election

Days
Voter

Signature
PO

Signature
Party

Slogans
T1 -0.036 -0.038 0.007 -0.072** 0.019

(0.029) (0.030) (0.031) (0.030) (0.070)
T2 -0.041 -0.017 0.020 -0.060* -0.031

(0.027) (0.031) (0.030) (0.032) (0.075)
T3 -0.006 -0.028 0.030 -0.070** -0.072

(0.029) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.071)
Within T Control -0.042 0.014 0.052* -0.042 -0.059

(0.028) (0.030) (0.031) (0.032) (0.073)
Constant 0.186*** 0.337*** 0.861*** 0.090*** -0.948**

(0.070) (0.130) (0.073) (0.033) (0.375)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.125 0.248 0.096 0.155 0.230
# Observations 2423 2421 2408 2417 2428

Panel B: Men’s Knowledge
T1 0.071** -0.028* 0.001 -0.085** 0.031

(0.031) (0.014) (0.036) (0.037) (0.031)
T2 0.086*** -0.003 -0.019 -0.045 0.019

(0.031) (0.011) (0.035) (0.037) (0.031)
T3 0.057* 0.004 -0.028 -0.051 -0.018

(0.031) (0.011) (0.036) (0.037) (0.037)
Within T Control 0.027 -0.015 -0.002 -0.055 0.006

(0.032) (0.014) (0.033) (0.035) (0.035)
Constant 0.710*** 1.011*** 0.567*** 0.531*** 0.606***

(0.172) (0.010) (0.170) (0.083) (0.028)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.203 0.083 0.263 0.219 0.146
# Observations 2427 2433 2413 2431 2433

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in

parentheses are clustered at the ward level. All five outcomes used in this table are combined in a standardized index to form the

outcome variable for Column (1) of Table 2.6. Outcome for column (1) is an indicator for whether the respondent correctly repeated

the Election Commission of Pakistan SMS short-code for checking one’s voter registration. Column (2) is an indicator for whether the

respondent correctly stated that elections for provincial and national assemblies take place on the same day (as opposed to different

days). Column (3) is an indicator for whether the respondent correctly stated that a voter’s signature is not required on the ballot

paper. Column (4) is an indicator for whether the respondent correctly stated that a Presiding Officer’s signature are required on the

ballot paper. Column (5) is a standardized index comprising of four variables, each being an indicator for whether the respondent

correctly linked a popular political slogan with a political party. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table B.4: Treatment Effects on Interest in Politics

Panel A: Women’s Interest

(1) (2)
Interest in

Political TV
Interest in

Political Issues
T1 0.038 0.051

(0.054) (0.053)
T2 0.026 0.118**

(0.048) (0.050)
T3 0.045 0.095*

(0.051) (0.051)
Within T Control 0.012 0.043

(0.048) (0.049)
Constant -0.117* -0.245***

(0.063) (0.059)
UC FEs Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.293 0.260
# Observations 2435 2435

Panel B: Men’s Interest
T1 -0.025 0.074

(0.064) (0.069)
T2 -0.080 0.078

(0.061) (0.062)
T3 0.055 0.187***

(0.064) (0.071)
Within T Control 0.014 0.069

(0.061) (0.066)
Constant 0.350* 0.836***

(0.185) (0.106)
UC FEs Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.253 0.194
# Observations 2434 2434

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in

parentheses are clustered at the ward level. All three outcomes are standardized. All three outcomes used in this table are combined

into a standardized index to form the outcome variable for Column (2) of Table 2.6. Column (1) uses responses to the question

“How interested are you in political TV shows?” as outcome. Column (2) uses responses to the question “How interested are you in

political issues / topics or problems? ”. Both questions are asked on a Likert scale. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

190



Table B.5: Treatment Effects on Self Efficacy

Panel A: Women’s Self-Efficacy

(1) (2) (3)
Qualified

to Participate
Informed

about Voting
Politics

too Complicated
T1 -0.022 -0.045 -0.012

(0.072) (0.075) (0.068)
T2 -0.056 -0.013 -0.020

(0.072) (0.076) (0.066)
T3 -0.038 -0.038 -0.027

(0.065) (0.072) (0.063)
Within T Control 0.041 0.124 -0.076

(0.066) (0.076) (0.067)
Constant -0.789*** -0.310 0.377

(0.271) (0.332) (0.240)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.227 0.087 0.132
# Observations 2411 2363 2410

Panel B: Men’s View of Women’s Efficacy
T1 -0.046 -0.006 0.007

(0.077) (0.071) (0.067)
T2 -0.078 0.114 -0.122*

(0.076) (0.073) (0.065)
T3 -0.032 0.068 0.034

(0.079) (0.071) (0.070)
Within T Control -0.045 0.011 -0.054

(0.071) (0.072) (0.068)
Constant -0.636** -0.023 0.171

(0.266) (0.336) (0.323)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.200 0.125 0.113
# Observations 2429 2423 2429

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in

parentheses are clustered at the ward level. All three outcomes are standardized. All three outcomes used in this table are combined

into a standardized index to form the outcome variable for Column (3) of Table 2.6. For women (Panel A), the questions used

as outcomes are agreement on a likert scale with the following statements respectively: (1) I consider myself well-qualified to

participate in politics as a citizen, (2) I think that I am well-informed about the process of how to cast my vote in the next election

and (disagreement with) (3) Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me can’t really understand

what’s going on. For men (Panel B), the questions are the same, except they are asked about the women in their households e.g. “I

consider women in my household to be well-qualified to participate in politics as a citizen”. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table B.6: Treatment Effects on Men’s Logistical Support

Panel A: Women’s Responses

(1) (2) (3)
Organizing
Transport

Sharing
HH Chores

Waiting
at PS

T1 -0.101 0.041 -0.114
(0.067) (0.065) (0.074)

T2 -0.049 -0.003 -0.006
(0.064) (0.067) (0.075)

T3 0.106 0.138** 0.131*
(0.066) (0.064) (0.073)

Within T Control 0.057 0.058 0.091
(0.062) (0.063) (0.070)

Constant 0.183 -0.242 0.527***
(0.125) (0.235) (0.117)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.224 0.240 0.161
# Observations 2374 2377 2372

Panel B: Men’s Responses
T1 0.046 -0.049 0.108

(0.065) (0.069) (0.071)
T2 0.038 -0.144** 0.155**

(0.070) (0.065) (0.070)
T3 0.150** 0.089 0.213***

(0.066) (0.069) (0.070)
Within T Control 0.068 0.006 0.108

(0.068) (0.067) (0.070)
Constant 0.668*** 0.592** 0.491**

(0.137) (0.263) (0.191)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.168 0.186 0.137
# Observations 2418 2394 2359

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in

parentheses are clustered at the ward level. All three outcomes used in this table are indicator variables combined into a standardized

index to form the outcome variable for Column (4) of Table 2.6. For women (Panel A), the questions used as outcomes are responses

to the question “How willing were the men in your household to help with the following things before the election/on election

day?”. For men (Panel B), the questions used as outcome are yes or no responses to the question “Did you do any of the following

before the election/on election day?”. The relevant actions for each column respectively are (1) Organizing transport/taking women

to the polling station on election day, (2) Sharing household duties so that women had time to vote and (3) Waiting for women at

the polling station. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Table B.7: Treatment Effects on the Perception of Descriptive Norms around Women’s Political Participation

Panel A: Women’s Responses

(1) (2) (3)

Voting

Corner
Meeting

Participation

Political
Rally

Attendance
T1 -0.057 -0.086 -0.028

(0.066) (0.071) (0.061)
T2 0.035 -0.034 0.075

(0.064) (0.073) (0.068)
T3 0.015 -0.094 0.003

(0.063) (0.073) (0.065)
Within T Control 0.019 -0.024 0.013

(0.067) (0.073) (0.066)
Constant 0.873*** -0.760*** -0.530***

(0.109) (0.136) (0.136)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.284 0.199 0.184
# Observations 2435 2435 2435

Panel B: Men’s Responses
T1 0.014 0.093 0.019

(0.070) (0.082) (0.075)
T2 0.021 0.015 -0.077

(0.071) (0.083) (0.075)
T3 -0.029 0.026 -0.073

(0.068) (0.078) (0.069)
Within T Control 0.023 0.035 -0.032

(0.067) (0.074) (0.070)
Constant -0.266 0.052 0.627***

(0.484) (0.218) (0.206)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.256 0.199 0.273
# Observations 2433 2433 2433

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata
(Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at
the ward level. All three outcomes used in this table are indicator variables
combined into a standardized index to form the outcome variable for Column
(6) of Table 2.6. The questions ask respondents to think of 5 women in their
neighborhood and answer how many of them (1) Cast their vote in 2018
elections, (2) Participate in a corner meeting and (3) Go to a political rally. *
p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Table B.8: Treatment effects on attitudes about women’s political participation

Panel A: Women’s Attitudes about Appropriateness

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

Vote

Discuss
Politics
Freely

Attend
Corner

Meetings

Become
Political
Workers

Attend
Political
Rallies

Contest
as

Candidates
T1 -0.041 -0.002 0.009 0.063 0.047 0.084

(0.057) (0.061) (0.062) (0.063) (0.077) (0.062)
T2 -0.154** -0.054 -0.092 0.026 -0.083 0.035

(0.064) (0.058) (0.062) (0.063) (0.075) (0.064)
T3 -0.106* -0.024 0.013 0.005 0.043 0.102

(0.061) (0.059) (0.064) (0.064) (0.075) (0.064)
Within T Control -0.053 0.022 -0.059 0.033 -0.052 0.100

(0.059) (0.056) (0.063) (0.064) (0.071) (0.063)
Constant 0.371*** 0.460*** 1.052*** 0.645*** 0.614 0.512***

(0.042) (0.113) (0.043) (0.131) (0.498) (0.079)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.227 0.142 0.239 0.165 0.250 0.152
# Observations 2432 2432 2430 2413 2429 2429

Panel B: Men’s Attitudes about Appropriateness
T1 -0.088 0.191** 0.016 0.042 0.057 0.058

(0.061) (0.074) (0.058) (0.076) (0.062) (0.076)
T2 -0.017 0.108 -0.033 0.008 -0.063 0.025

(0.062) (0.078) (0.060) (0.079) (0.058) (0.078)
T3 0.008 0.137* 0.015 0.043 0.089 0.083

(0.058) (0.073) (0.062) (0.075) (0.062) (0.075)
Within T Control -0.018 0.153** 0.014 0.076 -0.028 0.015

(0.062) (0.072) (0.063) (0.074) (0.060) (0.075)
Constant -0.502 0.031 -1.176*** -0.384 -0.646*** 0.293

(0.386) (0.332) (0.091) (0.432) (0.131) (0.265)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.194 0.214 0.291 0.185 0.286 0.210
# Observations 2433 2433 2433 2431 2432 2433

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Stan-
dard errors in parentheses are clustered at the ward level. Higher values indicate the respondent thinks it is more
appropriate for women to participate. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Table B.9: Treatment effects on attitudes about stopping women from participating

Panel A: Men’s Views about Appropriateness of Stopping Women

Vote
Differently

Long
Lines

Threat of
Violence

Interference
with HH

Duties
T1 0.106 0.015 0.003 0.049

(0.078) (0.075) (0.067) (0.069)
T2 0.140* 0.019 -0.037 0.057

(0.075) (0.074) (0.068) (0.068)
T3 -0.063 -0.078 -0.060 -0.026

(0.074) (0.074) (0.064) (0.067)
Within T Control -0.017 0.014 -0.095 0.003

(0.071) (0.068) (0.065) (0.068)
Constant 0.095 -0.396 0.358 0.015

(0.345) (0.445) (0.255) (0.302)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.249 0.210 0.230 0.211
# Observations 2433 2433 2432 2432

Panel B: Women’s Views on Appropriateness of Stopping Women
T1 0.097 0.006 0.015 0.025

(0.064) (0.060) (0.070) (0.069)
T2 0.045 -0.034 -0.067 -0.007

(0.063) (0.059) (0.073) (0.071)
T3 0.052 0.038 0.056 0.074

(0.060) (0.059) (0.065) (0.067)
Within T Control 0.059 0.061 -0.018 -0.002

(0.059) (0.058) (0.069) (0.068)
Constant 0.726*** 0.382* 0.096 0.018

(0.128) (0.219) (0.365) (0.366)
UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.357 0.302 0.235 0.223
# Observations 2426 2428 2409 2427

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council)
fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the ward level. Higher values
indicate the respondent think it is less appropriate to stop women from participating. * p<0.10, **
p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Appendix C

Appendix to Chapter 3

C.1 Additional Tables

Table C.1: Priors on Outcome Variables

Connectedness Performance Placebo p-value p-value p-value
(1) (2) (3) (1)=(2) (1)=(3) (2)=(3)

Personal Connections (0-1) 0.28 0.27 0.27 0.63 0.52 0.86
(0.45) (0.45) (0.44)

Political Connections (0-1) 0.59 0.58 0.57 0.76 0.44 0.63
(0.49) (0.49) (0.5)

Police & Local Court (0-1) 0.43 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.46 0.98
(0.36) (0.36) (0.36)

Overall Connections (0-1) 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.92 0.64 0.71
(0.29) (0.29) (0.29)

Relative Performance (0-1) 0.41 0.42 0.41 0.38 0.91 0.43
(0.22) (0.22) (0.22)

Satisfaction with Government (0-1) 0.43 0.43 0.42 0.98 0.27 0.25
(0.28) (0.27) (0.28)

Support for Candidate (0-100) 43.17 42.84 43.48 0.86 0.87 0.74
(41.9) (41.99) (41.84)

Notes: This table shows pre-treatment summary statistics on our experimental outcomes by treatment condition as well as p-values of equality of
means test for all three possible treatment pair combinations. Overall connections are an aggregate index of (i) personal connections, (ii) political
connections, and (iii) police & local court connection. The exact question wording for outcome variables is listed in Appendix B.
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Table C.2: Treatment Heterogeneity by Respondent Priors on Candidate
Connectedness

(1) (2)
Support Increase

Dummy Support
Treatment 0.01 0.02

(0.01) (0.53)
Prior Support 0.97***

(0.01)
Under_Predictors 0.01 -0.45

(0.01) (0.70)
Treatment * Under_Predictors 0.02 1.58*

(0.01) (0.83)
Over_Predictors 0.02 -0.15

(0.01) (0.71)
Treatment * Over_Predictors -0.01 0.46

(0.02) (0.98)

R-Squared 0.005 0.936
# Observations 3404 3404

Notes: All regressions are at the respondent-candidate level. The outcome la-
beled ‘Support’ is respondent’s support for a candidate, on a 0-100 scale. “Under-
predictors’ and “Over-predictors’ are dummy variables for whether the respon-
dent underestimated or overestimate the candidate’s connections in baseline. All
specifications control for UC-Gender fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered
at the UC*Gender level and are reported in parantheses. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***
p<0.01
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Table C.3: Treatment Heterogeneity by Accuracy of Priors on Local Spending
Performance

Performance Treatment

(1) (2)
Support Increase

Dummy Support
Performance Treatment -0.013 0.637

(0.010) (0.812)
PML-N -0.008 0.280

(0.011) (0.870)
Under Predict 0.008 1.383*

(0.010) (0.735)
Over Predict 0.000 -0.024

(0.012) (1.048)
Prior Support 0.973***

(0.004)
Treat * PML-N 0.020 0.097

(0.015) (0.927)
Under Predict * Treatment 0.015 -1.085

(0.012) (0.905)
Under Predict * PML-N 0.005 -0.727

(0.012) (1.086)
Under Predict * Treatment * PML-N -0.015 -0.246

(0.018) (1.353)
Over Predict * Treatment 0.022 -0.169

(0.016) (1.246)
Over Predict * PML-N 0.015 0.803

(0.019) (1.447)
Over Predict * Treatment * PML-N -0.051** -0.595

(0.024) (1.645)

R-Squared 0.002 0.939
# Observations 4861 4861

Notes: All regressions are at the respondent-candidate level. The outcome labeled ‘Support’
is respondent’s support for a candidate, on a 0-100 scale. “Under-predict’ and “Over-
predict’ are dummy variables for whether the respondent underestimated or overestimate
how much the government spent in their UC in baseline. All specifications control for
UC-Gender fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the UC*Gender level and are
reported in parantheses. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table C.4: Treatment Heterogeneity in Performance Treatment by Satisfaction with Public Services

Performance Treatment

(1) (2)
Support Increase

Dummy Support
Performance Treatment 0.003 0.015

(0.007) (0.437)
PML-N 0.005 0.041

(0.007) (0.611)
Satisfaction with Govt Spending (=1 if very satisfied) 0.009 -0.635

(0.008) (0.507)
Treatment * PML-N 0.003 -0.366

(0.011) (0.856)
Treatment * Satisfaction -0.017 -0.384

(0.013) (0.801)
Satisfaction * PML-N -0.025** 0.036

(0.011) (0.848)
Treatment * PML-N * Satisfaction 0.001 0.644

(0.016) (1.249)
Prior Support 0.973***

(0.004)

R-Squared 0.002 0.938
# Observations 4902 4902

Notes: All regressions are at the respondent-candidate level. The outcome labeled ‘Support’ is respondent’s
support for a candidate, on a 0-100 scale. “Support Increase Dummy” is an indicator for whether the respondent’s
support for a candidate increased after treatment. All specifications control for UC-Gender fixed effects. Standard
errors are clustered at the UC*Gender level and are reported in parantheses. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table C.5: Performance and Electoral Outcomes

Panel A: Spending by Sector

(1) (2) (3)
PML-N
Fielded

Candidate
No Control

PML-N
Vote

Share
No Control

PML-N
Candidate

Won
No Control

Health and Education -0.003 0.001 0.006
(0.002) (0.001) (0.005)

CM Programs 0.002 -0.001 0.001
(0.002) (0.001) (0.003)

Buildings -0.041* 0.001 -0.023
(0.021) (0.010) (0.047)

District ADP -0.010 0.009** 0.020
(0.011) (0.004) (0.018)

Graveyards -0.031 -0.000 0.004
(0.022) (0.008) (0.037)

Local Development 0.000 -0.001 -0.015
(0.015) (0.004) (0.021)

Model Villages -0.002 -0.001 -0.003
(0.003) (0.001) (0.005)

Social Services 0.005 -0.005 0.059
(0.046) (0.015) (0.073)

Other 0.015 0.012 0.053
(0.028) (0.008) (0.040)

Flood Damages 0.065 -0.066 -0.197
(0.211) (0.062) (0.300)

Drainage/Sewerage -0.002 -0.001 0.000
(0.003) (0.001) (0.006)

Water -0.005 0.000 0.005
(0.006) (0.002) (0.012)

Constant 0.908*** 0.455*** 0.462***
(0.053) (0.018) (0.088)

R-Squared 0.113 0.221 0.135
# Observations 145 114 114

Panel B: Spending by Type of Projects
Reconstruction -0.034* 0.001 -0.013

(0.020) (0.009) (0.043)
Regular -0.002 0.000 0.003

(0.002) (0.001) (0.003)
Special -0.001 -0.000 0.001

(0.002) (0.000) (0.002)
Constant 0.884*** 0.458*** 0.543***

(0.044) (0.014) (0.067)

R-Squared 0.079 0.120 0.066
# Observations 161 128 128

Notes: Regressions are run at the constituency level. Outcome variables are various
electoral outcomes for the government (PML-N) candidate. The two panels correspond
to two different ways of breaking down government spending in each UC. Standard
errors are clustered at the provincial assembly seat level and reported in parentheses. *
p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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C.2 Additional Figures

Figure C.1: Sargodha District in Punjab Province
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Figure C.2: Important Connections as a UC Chairman
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Responses to separate survey questions about the perceived importance of connections. Question
wording is included in the appendix.

202



Figure C.3: Connectedness Treatment for one of the 84 UCs in our experimental sample
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Figure C.4: Performance Treatment for one of the 84 UCs in our experimental sample
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Figure C.5: Placebo Treatment format; the treatment was customized for each of the 84 Union Councils in our
experimental sample
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Figure C.6: Sample Nomination Form

All candidates had to submit nomination forms including a declaration of assets to the Election
Commission. The page on the right contains particulars of the UC and the candidate in addition
to an oath statement. National identity card numbers and addresses have been grayed-out. The
page on the left contains details of the UC chairman assets (top) and liabilities (bottom).
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C.3 Sampling

This appendix provides details on how we sampled respondents within Union Council.

Within each UC, we selected 9 starting points from the Punjab Bureau of Statistics list of villages

(mauza) in the UC using population proportional sampling with replacement. We surveyed 4

respondents at each starting point. Once the enumerator reached the village they picked a starting

point from the following landmarks using a kish grid method (that used the UC code and village

code to ensure that the different landmarks appear equally):

• (1) Retail market

• (2) Health:

– if Basic Health Unit or Rural Health Unit in village, start there, if not;

– if Hospital Dispensary in village, start there, if not:

– if Private doctor clinic in village, start there.

• (3) Private School (largest)

• (4) Government Primary School. If two: start with GPS for Girls.

• (5) Transformer

• (6) Mosque. If two: start with larger mosque.

• (7) - (10) When you enter the village, conceptualize the village as a rough rectangle. Number

the corners of the village as you go clockwise from your location as ’corner 1’, ’corner 2’,

‘corner 3’ and ’corner 4’.

Once a landmark had been chosen, the enumerator would skip five houses to the right of that

landmark, and then survey the house. For each household ID allocated to each starting point,

we randomly assigned the gender to survey. After doing the first survey, they would employ

the right hand rule and survey three more households at that pin, then move on to the next pin.
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Within each household, they used a different kish grid to determine who to survey following the

pre-determined gender assignment.

C.4 Measures

This appendix provides English language translations of the survey questions corresponding to

the measures referenced during the paper.

• Connections

– Personal Connection: Does this candidate have a personal relationship with an existing

MNA or MPA? By a personal connection we mean that the candidate is either from the

same family or biraderi (caste), or otherwise has a close personal friendship with the

MNA or MPA (Asked as a yes/no question).

– Political Connection: Does this candidate belong to the political dharaa (support bloc)

of an existing MNA or MPA? (Asked as a yes/no question).

– Petty Bureaucracy Connection: How are this candidate’s connections with the local

police and courts? (Asked on a 5-point scale: 1 - Very weak, 2 = weak, 3 = Average, 4 =

Strong, 5 = Very strong)

• Perceived Importance of Connections

– How important are family connections with higher-tiered politicians (MNA’s / MPA’s

/ Senators) for getting things done as UC chairman? (This and the following three

questions below were asked on a 1-5 Likert scale with 1 as extremely unimportant and

5 as extremely important)

– How important is it to have helped higher tiered politicians run campaigns in the past

for getting things done as UC chairman?

– How important is it to have connections in Thana / Kachaheri for getting things done

as UC chairman?
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– How important is it to have connections with the ruling party in power?

• Performance

– Relative Performance: We have statistics on expenditure done under all official schemes

by the provincial government from 2010 to 2015. In your opinion, how much has the

government spent in your Union Council compared to other rural Union Councils in

Sargodha? (Asked on a 5-point scale with 1 being lower than average and 5 being much

higher than average).

– Satisfaction: How satisfied are you with the government services provided in your

Union Council? (Asked on a 7-point scale being 1 being completely dissatisfied and 7

being completely satisfied).

• Support: How much do you support this candidate? Please tell us on a scale from 0-100

where 0 means you strongly oppose the candidate, 50 means you are neutral, and 100 means

you strongly support the candidate.

• Services Desired: What are the things that you will need to get done from the Union Council

or from the Union Council chairman when the local government is formed? (Asked as an

open ended question and responses were coded using a pre-specified scheme)

C.5 Estimation Strategy

C.5.1 Experimental Analysis

We estimate the effects of our connectedness and performance treatments using three different

specifications. Firstly, some outcomes are hypothesized to vary with treatment regardless of

the actual measure of connections or performance. This class of outcomes includes: (i) various

indicator variables such as whether respondents’ knowledge of connections or spending increased,

whether respondents belief about spending in their UC or candidates’ connections increased in

the right direction and whether respondents’ support for candidates increased and (ii) various
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count variables such as the number of questions about connections answered correctly. For these

outcomes, we estimate a simple difference in conditional means,

Yi = α + β1Ti + γp + δt + εi,t, (C.1)

where Yi is the outcome of interest for respondent i, Ti indicates the treatment variable which is

either the connectedness treatment or the performance treatment with the placebo treatment as

the omitted category, γp is Union Council × gender fixed effect to account for the randomization

design (since our treatment randomization was stratified by UC and gender of the voter) and εi is

the respondent-specific error term. We calculate robust standard errors clustered at the UC-gender

level throughout.

Secondly, there are some outcomes where we expect treatment effects to vary along the actual

measure of connections or performance. These include respondent beliefs about how connected a

particular candidate is, how much the government has spent in a UC, respondent satisfaction with

the government and respondent support for a candidate. The treatment effect for these outcomes

depends on the actual connectedness of a candidate or government spending in a UC, controlling

for the prior. To estimate these heterogenous effects, we add in the interaction of the treatment

with the continuous measure of the moderator,

Yi = α + β1Ti + β2 Ij + β3Ti ∗ Ij + γp + δt + εi,t, (C.2)

where, in addition to the variables in the previous equation, Ij indicates the ‘intensity’ of the

treatment i.e. the actual connectedness of a candidate or government spending in a UC and Ti ∗ Ij

indicates the interaction of the treatment dummy with the intensity of treatment.

Finally, there are outcomes where we test hypotheses around outcomes where the treatment

effect should be different for candidates that are in the ruling party (PML-N) than for candidates

that are not. The primary outcome of interest in this category is support for candidates under

the performance treatment. We test if effects differ by party because the spending on which we

provide information had been undertaken by the PML-N provincial government and if voters

draw a link between the provincial spending and local candidates, we would see support for
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PML-N candidates to differentially rise in government spending compared to support for non

PML-N candidates. Here, we estimate a fully-interacted model,

Yi = α + β1Ti + β2 Ij + β2Gj + β3Ti ∗ Ij + β3Ti ∗Gj + β3 Ij ∗Gj + β3Ti ∗ Ij ∗Gj + γp + δt + εi,t, (C.3)

where, in addition to the variables in the previous equation, we add Gj that is a dummy for whether

the candidate in question belongs to the ruling party, PML-N. We also add the three possible

double interactions between treatment dummy (T), treatment intensity (I) and government

candidate dummy (G) as well as the triple interaction.

Across all specifications we re-scale all outcomes to fall in 0-1 so the coefficients can be directly

interpreted as the proportion change in the outcome from being provided treatment.

C.5.2 Observational Analysis

For all candidate-level results we estimate equations of the form:

Yi = α + β1Xi + γp + δi + εi,t, (C.4)

where Yi is the outcome of interest for candidate i, Xi indicates the independent variable of interest

which could be the candidate’s level of connections, connectedness rank, or the amount spent

in their area, γp is PA constituency × party fixed effect to partial out the party-specific impact

of being in a given constituency, δi are candidate assets that we include as controls in certain

regressions and εi is the candidate-specific error term. In some regressions, we employ UC fixed

effects instead of PA constituency × party fixed effects. We calculate robust standard errors

clustered at the UC-level throughout.

In all candidate-specific regressions we restrict the sample of candidates to those who obtained

at least 1,000 votes to prevent non-serious contenders with low levels of connections to bias the

results. The relationship is stronger if we include candidates with less than 1,000 votes. The

summary of election results in Table 3.3 shows the distribution of votes obtained for candidates at

different ranks by votes. The lowest number of votes obtained by runner-ups is approximately

211



our cut-off of 1,000 votes.

For all UC-level results we estimate equations of a form similar to equation C.4 above, except

that we only include the PML-N candidate from that UC since we are examining the relationship

between government performance and electoral outcomes for the government candidate. In such

regressions, γp is a PA constituency fixed effect to partial out the impact of being in a given

constituency.
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