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1 Introduction

A key challenge faced by democracies is to organize transparent
elections that reinforce citizens’ trust intheir electoral system.
At the same time, electoral institutions are responsible for
ensuring that all citizensare enfranchised and participate in the
democratic process. Voter mobilization in these contexts comes ata
potential risk: mobilized citizens are more likely to observe, and
(potentially) to be disappointed withthe shortcomings of election
administration. These trade-offs are likely to be most salient in
settings witha newly established or fragile electoral
institutions.

In the long term, voter participation and trust are essential
for the consolidation of democracy (Lipset,1959; Powell, 1982).
Trust may also be a fundamental determinant of institutional
quality and develop-ment (Nunn, 2009; Algan and Cahuc, 2013;
Acemoglu et al., 2020). As a result, vast resources are beingspent
to make elections more transparent and to increase participation in
developing countries, includ-ing a recent emphasis on digital
voting and reporting technologies. Previous studies have focused on
theimpact of various forms of information provision and monitoring
to target clientelism and vote-buying(Fujiwara and Wantchekon,
2013; Vicente, 2014) or voter fraud (Callen and Long, 2015).
However, thefindings from this literature are generally limited to
short-run electoral outcomes. There is less evidenceabout the
impacts of voter mobilization on attitudes towards elections and
democracy.

In this paper, we show that basic information provided via
mobile phone can increase electoral par-ticipation whilst
simultaneously affecting attitudes towards the electoral system.
These findings wereobtained from a text messaging experiment
conducted before the 2013 general elections in Kenya. In thesix
days leading up to the election, the Kenyan Electoral Commission
(IEBC) sent eleven million SMS toslightly less than two million
registered voters (14% of the electorate) across 12,160 randomly
selectedpolling stations. The messages gave either basic
encouragements to vote, information on the positionsto be voted for
on Election Day, or detailed information on the IEBC. Messages were
sent to registeredvoters who provided their phone number to the
IEBC. Unfortunately, the IEBC encountered numeroustechnical
problems, signalling to the electorate the shortcomings of Kenya’s
electoral institutions.

We use official electoral data and survey data to measure the
effects of this SMS campaign on voterparticipation, as well as
attitudes and trust in institutions. Our estimates show that the
text messages hada positive effect on voter turnout, and no effects
on candidate vote shares. While the campaign’s effectson
administrative turnout are small in magnitude (0.3 percentage
points, or 0.04 SD), our unusually largesample size allows us to
precisely measure these effects. We then show that the treatments
substantiallydecreased trust in Kenya’s electoral institutions.
Eight months after the election, recipients of the textmessages
report lower levels of trust towards the IEBC and lower
satisfaction with the functioning ofdemocracy in Kenya. However,
the mobilization campaign did not reduce support for democratic
ideals.The negative effects on trust are stronger for individuals
associated with the losing side of the election,and for voters in
constituencies that experienced some election-related violence.

We explore several mechanisms that could be driving these
unexpected effects on attitudes. First,the SMS campaign could have
raised voters’ demands and turned them into “critical democrats”
(Nor-ris, 2011) displaying more skepticism towards their electoral
institutions as well as greater engagementwith politics. We show
that this explanation is unlikely to hold since, overall, treated
voters did not
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report higher levels of information about politics after the
election. Second, the diminished trust to-wards the IEBC could be
driven by voters who turned out because of the mobilization
campaign, and weredisappointed by this voting experience. We test
this mechanism by estimating trust and turnout effectsamong
individuals who voted in previous elections and were therefore
highly likely to turn out in 2013.1

Among these voters, the mobilization campaign had no effect on
turnout but a negative effect on trustof the same magnitude as that
observed in the entire sample. Thus, “compliers” to the
mobilizationexperiment are unlikely to be driving the campaign’s
negative effects on trust. Third, these effects couldhave resulted
from increased expectations and disappointment caused by the
mobilization campaign.However, this mechanism is at odds with our
heterogeneous results among voters for whom the failuresof election
administration were more or less salient. We provide a detailed
discussion of these potentialmechanisms in Section 7.

Our preferred interpretation is that the IEBC’s mobilization
campaign sent mixed signals about thecapacity and impartiality of
Kenya’s electoral institutions. On the one hand, the campaign
reinforcedvoters’ perceptions that the main role of Kenya’s
Electoral Commission was to guarantee free and fairelections, while
it did not increase knowledge of the IEBC’s other key missions
(conduct elections, countvotes, demarcate boundaries, voter
registration, and voter education). On the other hand,
individualswho received messages from the IEBC could observe that
it had the resources to conduct a mass tex-ting campaign—conveying
a signal of high capacity. We show in a simple model that election
failuresobserved after receiving a signal of capacity would have
led citizens to re-evaluate their belief that theelection was fair.
Our empirical results suggest that, overall, the capacity signal
trumped other signals,at the cost of undermining citizens’ beliefs
about the impartiality of their electoral institutions.
Thus,mobilization campaigns conveying simple messages face complex
trade-offs in contexts where electoralinstitutions must still build
a reputation of impartiality. Mobilization signals ultimately have
the poten-tial to decrease trust in democratic institutions in
fragile democracies.

Our paper contributes to several strands of the literature.
First, we build on a growing literatureexploring the determinants
of electoral capacity in developing countries. Previous work in
this litera-ture has emphasized issues of voter registration and
voter fraud. For example, Ichino and Schündeln(2012) and Ascencio
and Rueda (2019) study the effects of independent and partisan
election observersin Ghana and Mexico, respectively. Harris et al.
(2020) find little evidence that SMS reminders (or civiceducation
messages) on their own improve voter registration outcomes in
Kenya. Neggers (2018) ran-domizes the identity of polling station
observers in India and shows that the religious and caste
com-position of the electoral personnel affects electoral outcomes.
Berman et al. (2019) show that decreasingelectoral misconduct
improves attitudes towards government institutions in
Afghanistan.

We report the findings from an unusally large policy experiment
implemented in collaboration withKenya’s newly established
electoral commission, the IEBC. Our study was unique not only in
terms ofscale, but also for the context in which it took place. The
2013 Kenyan election took place in the midstof broad institutional
change initiated by the 2010 constitutional referendum. The 2013
election was alsothe first major election conducted in Kenya since
the 2007-08 post-electoral violence, in which hundreds

1In the control group, 97% of citizens who voted in the 2007
election and the 2010 referendum also voted in 2013.
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of thousands of individuals were displaced and thousands lost
their lives. This setting allows us tostudy how a new electoral
institution establishes its credibility in fragile settings. This
also speaks to theliterature on elections conducted in
post-conflict or transitional societies (Lyons, 2004; Finkel et
al., 2012;Driscoll and Hidalgo, 2014; Arriola et al., 2017). There
is little rigorous evidence on the work done byelectoral
commissions in these contexts, despite the prominent role that
these institutions aim to play infostering peace and
reconciliation. This paper fills this gap by showing the tradeoffs
faced by the IEBCin consolidating the democratic process in
Kenya.

Beyond the direct influence of institutions on the electoral
process, trust and satisfaction with theseinstitutions also matter
for the functioning of democracy (Linz and Stepan, 1996; Diamond,
1999). Theliterature distinguishes between general support for
democratic ideals and satisfaction with the waydemocracy works in a
particular society. While support for democracy is relatively high
and stable overtime (Klingemann, 1999), satisfaction with democracy
and trust in institutions are in general much lower,both in older
and newer democracies (Norris, 2011; Doorenspleet, 2012). Yet these
attitudes matter for thequality and stability of democracy. Trust
and political efficacy have been associated with higher
electoralparticipation (Blais and Rubenson, 2013; Gerber et al.,
2013) and system stability (Lipset, 1959; Powell,1982). Conversely,
dissatisfaction with the democratic process (especially among
losers of elections) canlead to violent forms of protests (Nadeau
and Blais, 1993).2 In this literature, we relate in particularto
studies that show that improving election administration can
increase satisfaction with democracy(Berman et al., 2019) by
improving citizens’ confidence that their vote was actually counted
(Atkesonand Saunders, 2007) and their assessment of government
performance (Dahlberg et al., 2015).

Finally, a large experimental literature (starting with the
seminal study of Gerber and Green (2000))shows that information can
affect electoral outcomes and enfranchise underrepresented groups
of citi-zens (Braconnier et al., 2017). Several of these studies
focus on developing countries (Wantchekon, 2003;Fujiwara and
Wantchekon, 2013; Vicente, 2014). These studies generally report
experimental effects onshort-term electoral outcomes, such as voter
turnout and candidate vote shares. We make three con-tributions to
this literature. First, beyond immediate effects of our
intervention on turnout, we lookat a different outcome—the
evolution of attitudes towards electoral institutions after the
election hastaken place. Second, we highlight the potential
trade-off between building up expectations about thedemocratic
process (via increased mobilization of voters) and increasing the
probability of disappoint-ing these expectations and
disenfranchising losers. Third, building on Dale and Strauss
(2009), Malhotraet al. (2011), and Bhatti et al. (2017), we provide
evidence about the effectiveness of text messages as amedium to
convey information in a developing country.3

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2
provides background on electoralinstitutions in Kenya. We describe
our experimental design in section 3 and our data in section 4.
Sec-tion 5 presents our empirical framework and Section 6 our main
findings. Section 7 explores potentialmechanisms and Section 8
concludes.2Mattes and Bratton (2007) provide a review of the
determinants of institutional trust and satisfaction with
democracy.3In addition, we assess the extent to which information
conveyed by text messages disseminates, since we varied the
fractionof phone holders that received the message. Existing
evidence on the impact of SMS on electoral participation is mixed:
initialstudies in the GOTV literature highlighted the importance of
face-to-face interactions, but subsequent research (Aker et
al.,2017) found that text messages could be effective.
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2 Background

2.1 The IEBC

The 2013 Kenyan election took place in a context of broad
institutional change initiated by the 2010constitutional
referendum. The new Constitution established an Independent
Electoral and BoundariesCommission (IEBC) in lieu of the defunct
ECK, which was disbanded in the aftermath of the divisive
andcontroversial 2007 election. From the outset, establishing a
reputation of credibility and impartiality wasa major challenge for
the IEBC. Appendix Figure C.1 shows that support for the previous
Commissionwas more than halved between 2005 and 2008, and that
satisfaction with democracy in Kenya did notimprove in that
timeframe, in contrast to other countries in the Afrobarometer
sample.

The 2013 elections were considered “the first real test of
Kenya’s new Constitution and new electoralframework” (EU
Observation Mission, 2013). For the first time, Kenyan voters were
asked to vote for sixdifferent positions on the same day:
President, Member of Parliament, Ward Representative,
Governor,Senator, and Women’s Representative. A key step taken by
the IEBC to reduce electoral fraud in theseelections was the
purchase of Biometric Voter Registration (BVR) kits and Electronic
Voter Identification(EVI) machines to mitigate identification
issues in the voter register. These devices were designed tomake
sure that every individual in the new IEBC register could be
uniquely identified from their fin-gerprints and photographs. The
system would process the biometrics electronically and match
everyperson turning up at the polls to a registered voter in its
database. In addition, the IEBC relied on anElectronic Transmission
of Results System (ETRS) that would make available online, in real
time, thepolling station-level results, allowing the public to
monitor the tallying of votes across the country.

2.2 The 2013 Election

Eight candidates contested the 2013 presidential election, two
of which were considered frontrunners:the incumbent Deputy Prime
Minister, Uhuru Kenyatta (a Kikuyu), and the sitting Prime
Minister, RailaOdinga (a Luo), who had narrowly lost the 2007
election. Voters from the Kikuyu and Luo ethnic groups(often
referred to in Kenya as tribes) were expected to support their
respective candidates; and estimatesbased on exit polls suggest
this was indeed the case (Ferree et al., 2014). In addition, each
candidatebuilt a coalition with one other major tribe through their
choice of running mate. Kenyatta formed aticket with a Kalenjin
(William Ruto) under the banner of the Jubillee Alliance, while
Odinga formed acoalition with a Kamba (Kalonzo Musyoka), called the
Coalition for Reforms and Democracy (CORD).

Five days after the election, Kenyatta was declared the winner
of the presidential ballot with 50.07%of the vote. Odinga, who
garnered 43.7% of the vote, filed a petition with the Kenyan
Supreme Courtto contest the outcome of the election. The petition
claimed that the ballot should be declared null andvoid due to the
failures of the BVR kits and of the electronic tallying system. The
case was denied onMarch 30, 2013, which triggered localized
outbursts of violence (Raleigh et al., 2010).

The IEBC encountered major difficulties in organizing the
ballot. First, “the Electronic Voter Identi-fication Devices
(EVIDs) were not working or not used in about half the polling
stations observed” (EUObservation Mission (2013), 1) because there
were insufficient generators and extension cords to power
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the devices required for identification. As a result, in many
polling stations IEBC officials had to identifyvoters and to count
ballots manually. Second, the Electronic Transmission of Results
System “stalled, fora number of technical reasons” (ibid, 31) and
“eventually delivered just less than half of polling
stationresults, much later than originally envisaged. (...) The
failure to operate [the technology] successfullyled to delays and
ignited suspicion about the IEBC’s management of the elections”
(ibid, 2). Finally, “theprocessing of official results lacked the
necessary transparency” (ibid, 2) as a result of the various
prob-lems encountered. For example, a controversy arose from the
fact “a programming error had causedentries for rejected votes to
be multiplied by eight” (ibid, 32).

In the assessment of the election observers, “following Election
Day, trust in the IEBC was in a pre-carious state, after the
failure of electoral technology and the lack of transparency during
the tallyingprocess, both of which left it open to rumours and
speculation” (ibid, 29). There was significant mediacoverage of the
IEBC’s errors in the aftermath of the election.4 In several
instances, local IEBC officialswere physically assaulted, and IEBC
premises were attacked (Raleigh et al., 2010).

3 Experimental Design

3.1 Design

In partnership with the IEBC, we designed a text messaging
intervention to promote public interest andknowledge about the
election, and to raise voter turnout.5 For the IEBC, the
intervention addressed twomain goals. First, anticipating that the
electoral results would be contested if the election was
perceivedto not be free and fair, the Commission wanted to increase
the confidence of the public in the electoraloutcome. Second, in
view of its recent creation, the IEBC wanted to explore different
ways to establishitself as a capable and neutral institution. This
justified exploring variations in the content of the
textmessages.

The experiment was conducted by SMS between February 27 and
March 4, 2013. The experimentalsample was composed of cell phone
holders who 1) had registered to vote during the 2012
countrywidebiometric registration drive, 2) had a Safaricom cell
phone number, and 3) had provided this phonenumber to the IEBC
during registration. Safaricom is the dominant telecom operator in
Kenya, withmore than 20 million subscribers and a market share of
approximately 80% in 2013. Randomization wasconducted at the
polling station level and stratified by county. Our sampling frame
was composed ofall polling stations where the fraction of
registered voters with a Safaricom cell phone number exceeded25%.
This represented 12,160 polling stations across the country out of
24,560 stations set up for theelection. In total, 8,073,144
individuals were registered to vote across the polling stations in
our studysample. Among these, 4,908,975 voters (61%) provided their
(Safaricom) phone number to the IEBC.

4We conducted a Lexis Nexis search of one of the two main Kenyan
newspapers, the Nation. In the period between the electionand the
Supreme Court ruling that settled it, the Nation had a total of
1,233 articles on Lexis Nexis, of which 136 (11%) wereabout the
IEBC, and 473 (38%) were about the election. Many of these articles
focused on the failures described above.

5The experiment is listed in the American Economic Association’s
registry for randomized controlled trials. See
https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/30.
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Our intervention involved two levels of experimental variation.
First, each of the 12,160 polling sta-tions was randomly allocated
to either one of four groups: one control group and three treatment
groupsdefined by the content of the messages they received. We
later refer to the three treatment groups as T1,T2 and T3,
respectively. Second, we randomly varied the fraction of treated
voters within each pollingstation. Appendix Table A.1 provides the
exact number of polling stations contained in each group
andAppendix Table A.2 shows the content of all text messages, which
were sent in English. We verifiedthat the randomization produced
balanced groups—randomization balance checks are discussed in
Ap-pendix B and shown in Appendix Tables B.1 through B.6.

In the first treatment group (T1), registered voters received
reminders about the election as well asgeneral encouragements to
vote. For example, the first message sent in this group mentioned:
“It is yourduty to vote. Please make sure you vote in the March 4
General Election.” Other basic encouragementsand reminders in this
group included “You have a duty to vote for good leaders (...) and
“Remember theGeneral Election is next Monday (...).”

In the second group (T2), messages provided information on each
position to be voted for on ElectionDay, i.e. they described the
responsibilities involved with each position excluding the
President (MP,Senator, Governor, Ward Representative and Women’s
Representative), and encouraged recipients tovote for each of the
six positions. For example, the role of a senator was described in
the followingmanner: “Your senator will help determine how many
resources your county receives from the centralgovernment. Vote for
a competent candidate on March 4.”

In the third group (T3), messages highlighted the transparency
and neutrality of the IEBC, its suc-cessful record in organizing
by-elections, its efforts to create a reliable voter register via
biometrics, andits efforts to conduct a peaceful election. For
example, the first message sent in this group stated: “Freeand fair
Elections are important for democracy. The IEBC is committed to
strengthening the democracy.Vote on March 4.”

The second level of randomization varied the fraction of voters
treated within each polling station.For each treatment, a polling
station was either allocated to a group where every Safaricom phone
num-ber in the polling station would receive our text messages (in
the remainder of the paper, we refer tothese treatment cells as
“100% treatment”); or where only half of these phone numbers would
receivethe text messages (hereafter referred to as “50% treatment”
cells). The objective of this randomizationwas to test for the
presence of spillovers in the diffusion of information contained in
our text messages.Importantly, even in the “100% treatment” cells,
not all voters were treated: voters who did not have aSafaricom
cell phone number or did not provide it to the IEBC did not receive
text messages.

3.2 Implementation

The text messages were broadcast via Safaricom’s mass texting
technology. Phone numbers in our treat-ment groups received a total
of six messages—one per day over the six last days prior to
Election Day.Safaricom reported to us the rate of delivery of the
text messages, by day and by treatment cell (deliv-ery implies that
the SMS was successfully transmitted to the client’s device, not
necessarily that it wasread). When a text message was not
successfully delivered on the first attempt, Safaricom would
keep
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attempting to deliver the message as many times as needed until
the close of business on that day. Wereport these delivery rates in
Appendix Figure C.2. The success rate of the text messages was
slightlyover 70% on the first day of the experiment, and
approximately 90% in the following five days.6

4 Data

4.1 Administrative Data

To measure the impact of our text messages on participation, we
first use official electoral results. TheIEBC reported for each
polling booth the number of registered voters, the number of votes
cast, thenumber of spoilt, rejected, objected, and disputed
ballots, the number of valid votes, and the vote tallyfor each
presidential candidate. Unfortunately, we were not able to obtain
similar data for the other fiveballots.

The data from the presidential ballot was made available online
in the form of scanned images—asample image of a typical polling
sheet is shown in Appendix Figure A.1. Since all the results were
hand-written, we relied on a U.S.-based software company to process
and digitize the data from these scannedimages. The final dataset
contains official results from 11,257 polling stations across all
provinces ofKenya, out of the original 12,160 in our sample. This
attrition (7%) comes from 903 polling stations forwhich the IEBC
did not make scanned polling sheets publicly available after the
election. The top panelof Appendix Table C.1 presents summary
statistics from the electoral data. Note that turnout for
thepresidential ballot was generally high, averaging 88% of
registered voters based on votes cast.

4.2 Survey Data

We conducted an endline phone survey drawing a random subset of
individuals from theIEBC/Safaricom Database in November-December
2013—approximately eight months after the elec-tion. The survey
targeted a total of 14,400 individuals across 7,200 randomly
selected polling stations.The survey sample was drawn as follows.
First, we randomly drew 1,800 polling stations from eachtreatment
group (totalling 5,400 stations) and 1,800 stations from the
control group. Second, two phonenumbers to call were drawn randomly
from each polling station. In total, 7,400 of all phone
numberssampled (51%) across 5,389 polling stations were
successfully reached and surveyed. The numbers ofsampled polling
stations and survey respondents in each group are described in
Appendix Table A.1.

In our main analysis, we focus on voter participation as well as
two sets of political attitudes.7 Thefirst includes questions
related to trust and satisfaction with democracy specifically in
Kenya, and thesecond includes questions related to democratic
principles more generally. The bottom panel of Ap-pendix Table C.1
presents summary statistics from the survey data, and the complete
endline survey isavailable as an Appendix.8 To alleviate concerns
about experimenter demand effects, the survey did not

6Individual delivery data was not stored by Safaricom.7We did
not collect data on individual vote choice as this was deemed too
politically sensitive, but we measure effects onaggregate vote
shares based on the administrative data.

8In addition, Appendix Table C.2 compares average
characteristics in our polling station sample and our endline
survey with

7


	
reference the experiment conducted by the IEBC, nor did it
specifically ask about the messages sent aspart of the
experiment.

4.3 Election Violence Data

We use geocoded data from the Armed Conflict Location &
Event Data Project (ACLED) to measure theintensity of
election-related violence during the 2013 electoral period. We
aggregated the ACLED datain two steps. First, we coded all
election-related violent events recorded in Kenya between February
27,2013 (the beginning of our intervention) and November 10, 2013
(the beginning of our endline survey).We define as
“election-related” any event for which the ACLED description
contains one or several fol-lowing words: IEBC, polling center,
polling station, tallying centre, election, candidate, CORD,
Jubilee,TNA, Kenyatta, Odinga.9 Second, we plotted these events on
the 2013 constituency map of Kenya, andwe aggregated the number of
violent events by constituency. Overall, 10.4% of constituencies in
oursample experienced some election-related violence over the
period considered. We show the spatialdistribution of these
constituencies in Appendix Figure C.3.

5 Empirical Framework

This section describes the specifications we use to estimate
average effects of the mobilization campaign(section 5.1), as well
as heterogenous effects (5.2) and spillover effects (section
5.3).

5.1 Main Analysis

Our estimation strategies leverage the different levels of
randomization in our experimental design.First, we measure
treatment effects in polling stations in the 100% cells (all phone
numbers were con-tacted) and polling stations in the 50% cells
(half of phone numbers contacted) using the following
spec-ification:

yij = α+ βT100%j + γT

50%j + δl + εij (1)

where yij is an outcome measured at the level of individual i in
polling station j assigned to any treat-ment group (Tj ). The δl
are fixed effects for the strata used in the randomization. In the
administrative

country-level averages measured in the 2009 census. Column (1)
reports averages from the 2009 census averaged across
con-stituencies. Column (2) reports averages of the same variables,
where the data is at the constituency-level and weighted bythe
number of polling stations in our intervention sample. Our 12,160
polling stations are spread across 204 of the coun-try’s 210
constituencies. Column (3) report averages of the same variable
collected in our endline phone survey (averagedby constituency). In
total, 7,400 respondents answered the survey across 198
constituencies. Overall, there are few differ-ences between our SMS
campaign sample and countrywide characteristics measured in 2009.
On the other hand, our surveyrespondents tend to be younger, more
educated, and own more assets and amenities relative to the average
census respondent.

9We systematically reviewed all events in the ACLED database to
ensure these classifications were appropriate. After thisreview, we
included 5 additional election-related events where none of the
above terms appeared: namely one event in whicha former MP was
attacked by the supporters of an opponent, one event in which a
campaign staff member for a local MP-electwas killed, one instance
of an armed group attacking villagers for political revenge, and
two instances of politically motivatedattacks committed by an
unknown group.
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data, we look at electoral outcomes at the level of polling
station j—the corresponding equation is iden-tical to equation (1)
but has no i subscript. Standard errors are
heteroskedasticity-robust and clusteredat the level of polling
station j throughout the analysis. We also report Romano-Wolf
p-values to adjustfor multiple testing. The multiple testing
p-values are computed for every outcome in a given family
ofoutcomes (i.e. across all dependent variables within each
table).

We then estimate a specification including three dummies for
assigment to one of the three maintreatment groups (k = 3)
described in section 3.1:

yij = α+∑k

βkTkj + δl + εij (2)

where T kj = 1 if polling station j was assigned to treatment
group k. Here each of the T1, T2, and T3groups pool the 100% and
50% treatment cells. In Appendix Tables C.6 and C.7, we also show a
versionof equation (2) that includes six dummies for assignment to
one of the six treatment cells, including boththe T1/T2/T3
dimension and the 100%/50% treatment dimension.

5.2 Heterogeneity Analysis

We test whether treatment effects vary with whether individuals
were affiliated with the winning or thelosing side of the
election:

yij = α+ β1Tj + β2wini + β3losei + β4Tj × wini + β5Tj × losei +
δl + εij (3)

where Tj denotes assignment to any treatment group at the level
of polling station j, wini denoteswhether the individual belongs to
the tribe of the winning coalition in the presidential ballot
(Kikuyusand Kalenjins) and losei denotes belonging to the tribe of
the losing coalitions (Luos and Kambas). InAppendix Tables C.10
through C.12, we also run an alternative version of equation (3)
where we lookat the tribes of the top two presidential candidates,
the Kikuyus and the Luos. The main coefficients ofinterest are the
coefficients on the interactions, β4 and β5.

Finally, to test for heterogeneous treatment effects based on
the intensity of local election-relatedviolence, we use the
following specification:

yijc = α+ β1Tjc + β2Vc + β3Tjc × Vc + δl + εijc (4)

where Tjc denotes assignment to any treatment group, Vc denotes
election-related violence measured atthe level of constituency c,
and the other variables are defined as before. We have aggregated
treatmentsfor simplicity of presentation—in Appendix Tables C.12
and C.13, we show full specifications interactedwith any treatment
in a 100% cell and any treatment in a 50% cell. In this
specification, we clusterstandard errors at the constituency level
since the variation in violence is measured at that level.
Thecoefficient of interest is the coefficient on the interaction,
β3.
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5.3 Spillovers

In the Appendix, we also study whether the intervention
generated spillovers from recipients of the textmessages towards
other individuals voting in the same polling station. In this case,
we run a specificationof the form:

yij = α+ β1Treatij + β2Spilloverij + δl + εij (5)

where Treatij denotes individual treatment status (individual i
in polling station j was treated) andSpilloverij denotes spillover
status (individual iwas not treated inside polling station j that
was treated).This specification leverages the individual
randomization inside the 50% treatment cells. Other termsare
defined as in equation (1), and standard errors are clustered by
polling station j.

6 Results

In this section, we show that our text messages were received
(section 6.1) and increased participation inthe 2013 election
(section 6.2). However, the text messages also decreased trust
towards Kenya’s electoralinstitutions (section 6.3), especially for
voters on the losing side of the election and in constituencies
thatexperienced violence (section 6.4).

Figure 1: Treatment Effects on Turnout and Trust
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Note: This figure reports average treatment effects of the SMS
campaign estimated from equation (2). The correspondingcoefficients
are reported in Appendix Table C.3. Official turnout is measured as
the fraction of registered voters who casteither a vote or a valid
vote in the administrative data at the polling station level. All
other estimates are computed usingthe survey data. All dependent
variables are standardized to have mean 0 and standard deviation 1
in the control group.The bars indicate 90% confidence intervals.
Robust standard errors clustered by polling station.

Figure 1 summarizes the key insights from this section: the
intervention increased voter turnout atthe cost of diminished trust
towards electoral institutions. The corresponding coefficients,
estimated
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from equation (2), are reported in Appendix Table C.3. Text
messages increased administrative turnoutby approximately 0.03 SD
and self-reported turnout by 0.05 SD in the first treatment group.
Treatmenteffects are slightly smaller in magnitude and fall short
of statistical significance in T2 and T3. On theother hand, the
messages negatively affected various measures of trust in electoral
institutions, such astrust in the IEBC, beliefs as to whether the
election was fair, and satisfaction with democracy in Kenya.

6.1 The Text Messages Were Received

In Table 1, we provide evidence that treated individuals
remembered the SMS campaign. In columns (1)and (2), we show that
treated individuals were 4 to 5 percentage points more likely to
report receivinga text message (with a control mean of 76% – recall
that both treated and control individuals receivedmessages from the
IEBC, especially during the registration period). Column (2) shows
this holds acrossall three treatment groups. In columns (3) and (4)
we report treatment effects on the number of SMSsurvey respondents
reported receiving from the IEBC. This is set to zero for
individuals who did notreport receiving any text message. Overall,
individuals reported receiving between a half and one moretext
message (a 15% to 30% increase) than the control. In columns (5)
and (6), we show that treatedindividuals were 4 to 6 percentage
points more likely to remember the content of the SMS they
received.

The survey also elicited what individuals remembered about the
messages. We test whether respon-dents described the SMS as
mentioning some form of encouragement to vote in columns (7)-(8).
We findpositive, statistically significant effects of the
intervention on all these outcomes. Across the board, thereis
evidence that the respondents remembered and discussed the
messages, in spite of the high numberof messages received in the
control group.

Table 2 shows the extent to which the mobilization campaign
affected voters’ perception of the IEBC.All dependent variables in
this table are constructed based on the same open-ended question
containedin our endline survey instrument, which asked: “What are
the main missions of the IEBC?”. We thenconstruct indicators equal
to one if the respondent stated that the IEBC is responsible for:
conducting orsupervising elections (columns 1-2), counting votes
and announcing winners (columns 3-4), demarcatingelectoral
boundaries (columns 5-6), voter registration (columns 7-8), voter
education (columns 9-10), andensuring the election was free, fair
and peaceful (columns 11-12). Responses are not mutually
exclusiveas respondents could provide up to four answers. Appendix
Table A.4 provides the list of keywordsand phrases used to
construct these categories. Table 2 shows that the mobilization
campaign reinforcedvoters’ perceptions that the main role of
Kenya’s Electoral Commission was to guarantee free and
fairelections, while it did not increase knowledge of the IEBC’s
other key missions (conduct elections, countvotes, voter
registration, and voter education). As a result, voters who would
perceive the election tonot be free and fair may ultimately hold
the IEBC responsible—a result we discuss in section 6.3.

6.2 The Text Messages Boosted Turnout

In Table 3, we report treatment effects on turnout in the 2013
elections. Columns (1)-(4) present resultsusing the administrative
data and columns (5)-(8) using the survey data. We report
coefficients from
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equations (1) and (2), which estimate the average treatment
effects across all 100% cells and all 50%cells, and treatment
effects across the three groups (T1, T2, and T3), respectively.
Appendix Table C.4reports treatment effects on self-reported
turnout for each of the six ballots organized in 2013,
whileAppendix Table C.5 report treatment effects of the SMS
campaign on candidate vote shares for the toptwo candidates in the
presidential election. Finally, Appendix Table C.6 reports
treatment effects acrossall 6 treatment cells (T1/T2/T3 and the
100%/50% dimension).

Administrative Data. In columns (1) through (4) of Table 3, we
use two different measures of turnout:the first is based on the
number of votes cast, and the second on the number of valid votes.
Resultsusing either measure are similar. We find that the dummy for
any treatment in 100% cells has a positive,significant effect on
turnout of about 0.3 percentage points (about a 0.5% effect). This
effect is robust toadjusting for multiple testing, with a
Romano-Wolf p-value of 0.04. Treatment in 50% cells has no
signifi-cant effect on turnout. Looking at the three treatment
groups separately, we find that the Encouragementgroup dummy (T1)
has a significant effect on turnout, also of 0.3 percentage points
(the Romano-Wolfp-value is 0.08). The coefficients on the other two
treatment dummies (T2 and T3) are positive but fallshort of
statistical significance.

Survey Data. In columns (5)-(8), we report treatment effects on
turnout among our survey respondents.In addition to asking
respondents whether they voted in the 2013 election (columns 5 and
6), we alsoasked them if they voted for each of the six ballots
conducted on Election Day. We use this to create ameasure of
whether a respondent voted for all six positions (columns 7 and 8).
In columns (5) and (7),we find a positive, statistically
significant effect of any treatment in the 100% cells on turnout,
of about2 percentage points. This effect is robust to adjusting for
multiple testing. The effect of any treatment inthe 50% cells is
positive but not statistically significant.

In columns (6) and (8), we find significant effects of T1 and T2
on participation, with magnitudeslarger than those in columns
(1)-(4). In addition, the mean participation in the control group
is slightlylarger than turnout in the administrative data (93%
versus 88%). We are not concerned by these differ-ences, for the
following reasons. First, as shown in Figure 1, standardized effect
sizes in each group areof similar magnitude across the
administrative and the self-reported data. For example, text
messagesincreased administrative turnout by approximately 0.03 SD
and self-reported turnout by 0.05 SD in T1.Second, the phone survey
is limited to individuals with phones (as was the intervention
itself), while theadministrative data covers all individuals in a
polling station. The average fraction of Safaricom phonenumbers in
the register is 56%, which implies that in the absence of any
spillovers we would expectthe effects in the survey data to be
about 1.8 times larger than those in the administrative data for
thisreason alone. In addition, phone owners may have a different
propensity to vote than others, explainingthe difference in our
mean participation measures. Third, there is attrition in the
survey. Attrition islikely higher among people who use their phone
less or whose phone number was misreported duringregistration, i.e.
people that were less likely to be mobilized by the SMS
campaign.10

10Appendix Table C.17 shows Lee bounds on this effect. Combining
these two mechanisms, we find that our treatment effect
onadministrative turnout is not statistically different from the
lower Lee bound of the treatment effect on self-reported
turnout.
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Vote Shares. In Appendix Table C.5, we report impacts on the
vote shares of the top two candidatesin the election, who together
garnered 94% of all valid votes in the country. As in Table 3, we
reportestimates from equations (1) and (2), but here we weight
these specifications by the number of voters ineach polling station
so that they roughly replicate the overall results of the election.
Overall, althoughthe treatments affected turnout, they had no
significant effects on vote shares.

6.3 The Text Messages Reduced Trust in Kenya’s Electoral
Institutions

Table 4 reports treatment effects on trust in electoral
institutions and satisfaction with democracy inKenya. In columns
(1)-(2), we look at trust in the IEBC. Across the 100% cells,
treatment reduced trustin the IEBC by four percentage points, a 5%
drop relative to the control group (column 1). This effect(unlike
others in this table) is robust to adjusting for multiple testing,
with a Romano-Wolf p-value of0.01. All three coefficients in column
(2) are negative, although the coefficient on T3 is not
statisticallydifferent from zero.

In columns (3) and (4), we report results for trust in the
Supreme Court, which settled the result ofthe presidential ballot
after the main opposition candidate filed a petition against the
IEBC. We find neg-ative effects of the treatments on trust in the
Supreme Court, but none of the coefficients are
statisticallydifferent from zero. In columns (5) and (6), we report
impacts of the treatment on whether the surveyrespondent considered
that the 2013 election was fair and transparent. We find negative,
significant ef-fects across the 100% groups of about two percentage
points (column 5). In columns (7) and (8), wherewe ask whether the
2013 Supreme Court ruling that settled the election was fair, all
but one coefficientare negative, but none of the coefficients are
significantly different from zero.

In columns (9) and (10), we report effects on a dummy variable
for individuals responding “verysatisfied” to the question:
“Overall, how satisfied are you with the way democracy works in
Kenya?”We find a negative, significant treatment effect on this
variable. This holds across the 100% groups, 50%groups (column 9),
in T1 and in T2 (column 10). The coefficient on T3 is also negative
but not significant(note again that the coefficients across
treatments are not significantly different from each other).
Themagnitude of these effects is sizeable: individuals in the 100%
groups were 2.6 percentage points lesslikely to report being very
satisfied with Kenyan democracy. Relative to a control mean of 32%,
thiscorresponds to a 8% decrease.

Finally, in columns (11) and (12), we report treatment effects
on a standardized index (denoted “in-dex”) of each of the previous
five outcomes. We follow the procedure in Kling et al. (2007). We
find thatthe 100% treatment decreases the standardized index of
these outcomes (significant at the 1% level; seecolumn 11). These
effects are driven by treatments T1 and T2: the decrease in trust
in both these groupsis significant at 5%, while the effect is
smaller in magnitude and non-significant in T3 (column 12).

These results suggest that text message recipients were on
average more likely to mistrust Kenyanelectoral institutions after
the election. The sign of these effects is opposite to what we
anticipated atthe onset of the campaign. This is true particularly
for trust in the IEBC, which the intervention wasintended to
reinforce: the messages were designed to enhance the transparency
of the election and toimprove the reputation of the Electoral
Commission. The backlash in voters’ attitudes that we observe
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instead may have resulted from the fact that the IEBC did not
deliver on its promise of a transparentand orderly election. The
model presented in Section D rationalizes these results by showing
how thisobserved failure may have interacted with text messages to
generate a negative update of voters’ beliefson fairness.

Spillovers. Appendix Table C.8 looks at spillover effects of the
intervention on turnout and trust. In thistable, we estimate
spillovers in two specifications. First, as described in equation
(5), we create a dummyvariable for treated individuals within
treated polling stations, and another dummy for
non-treatedindividuals within treated polling stations. The latter
estimates average spillover effects of the cam-paign. The estimates
from this specification are reported in odd-numbered columns. In
even-numberedcolumns, we estimate a slightly different model
including separate indicators for the 100% and the 50%group, as
well as the individual spillover indicator. Both specifications
deliver similar results.

Column (1) through (4) of Appendix Table C.8 show that the
intervention had no spillover effectson (self-reported)
participation. Non-treated individuals within treated polling
stations were not morelikely to turn out than individuals in the
control group. The evidence from columns 5 through 8, whichlook at
3 measures of trust (the same measures as in Figure 1) is more
mixed. There is some evidence ofnegative spillovers in columns
(5)-(6) and (9)-(10).

It is possible that the campaign had limited spillovers on
turnout, but more substantial spilloverson attitudes. Only a few
days elapsed between the SMS campaign and the date at which voters
woulddecide whether or not to participate. In contrast to
mobilization effects, the negative impacts on trustin electoral
institutions could have spread over a longer period of time
(between the mobilization cam-paign and the endline survey, which
took place 8 months later), with treated and non-treated
individualsexchanging ideas about this topic after the outcome of
the election became known.

To further explore this hypothesis, Appendix Table C.9 estimates
treatment effects of the SMS cam-paign on the extent to which
voters discussed text messages with each other and also lost trust
in theIEBC. Overall, the decline in trust towards electoral
institutions seems driven by individuals who dis-cussed
election-related messages received as part of the mobilization
campaign. The campaign increasedthe likelihood that individuals
both discussed election-related messages and lost trust in the IEBC
(col-umn 2) or that they both discussed the messages and lost trust
towards their electoral institutions overall(column 4). However,
there was no negative impact on trust when individuals did not also
discuss mes-sages with others (columns 3 and 5). This suggests that
conversations and interactions about the textmessages contributed
to the decline in trust towards electoral institutions, and that
the SMS campaignaffected political attitudes beyond the original
recipients of the text messages.

6.4 Heterogeneity Analysis

Exposure to the various shortcomings of election administration
was not uniform across the Kenyanelectorate. If the negative effect
we observe on trust came from a backlash caused by the failures
ofthe electoral process, one would expect this effect to be larger
among voters for whom the failure wasmost salient: in particular,
voters on the losing side of the election, and those voting in
locations that
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experienced election-related violence.

6.4.1 Heterogeneous Effects on Winners and Losers

To explore the first of these predictions, we exploit proxy
variation capturing political preferences ofindividuals in our
sample. Specifically, in Table 5 we look at heterogeneity in our
treatment effects bywhether the individual was on the winning or
the losing side of the election. We use tribes to proxy forwinners
and losers. Exploiting this dimension of heterogeneity is
reasonable given the high prevalenceof ethnic voting in Kenya: as
members of specific tribes typically align with specific
candidates, tribescan be used to predict whether an individual was
likely on the winning or the losing side of the election.In the
2013 election, Ferree et al. (2014) estimated using exit polls that
83% of Kikuyu voters (and 74%of Kalenjin voters) sided with the
Kikuyu candidate, and that 94% of Luo voters (and 63% of
Kambas)voted for the Luo candidate.

In Table 5, we use political coalitions formed for the 2013
election. Specifically, we code Kikuyu andKalenjin voters as being
part of the winning coalition (the Jubilee Alliance) and Luo and
Kamba votersas being part of the losing coalition (CORD). In
Appendix Table C.10, we also look at Kikuyu voters andLuo voters
separately from all other tribes to proxy for winners and losers.
The bottom panel of Table5 reports the F-statistic on the test that
the treatment coefficient for the winners is not different fromthe
treatment coefficient for the losers. In all columns we control for
the interactions of treatment witheducation and wealth to make sure
that our results are not driven by education and wealth
differencesacross tribes. In Appendix Table C.11, we show that
these results are unchanged when we do not controlfor education and
wealth and their interactions with the treatment dummy. Appendix
Table C.12 furthershows heterogeneity with treatment in the 100%
groups and the 50% groups.

Column (1) of Table 5 looks at heterogeneous impacts on trust in
the IEBC. Trust in the IEBC isreduced for treated individuals who
are neither in the winning nor the losing coalition, though
thiseffect falls short of statistical significance. Trust is
reduced further for voters on the losing side, but theinteraction
is positive (parly offsetting the main effect) for those on the
winning side. We can reject (at1%) that the effects for losers and
winners are identical: tribes from the losing coalition are more
likelyto lose trust in the IEBC.11 Note that the main effects of
being on the winning or the losing coalitionare large and
significant—members of the losing coalition are substantially less
likely to trust the IEBC,whereas members of the winning coalition
are more likely to do so.

In column (2), we report results for trust in the Supreme Court.
The interaction coefficients have theexpected sign, and the
interaction with being in the losing coalition is significant at
5%. We can againreject that the treatment impact on winners and
losers is identical. The same holds for the impacts onwhether
individuals thought the election was fair and transparent (column
3), where we can also rejectthat the impact on winners and losers
is identical. In column (4), we show heterogeneous effects
onwhether the Supreme Court’s ruling on the election was considered
fair. Members of the losing coalitionwere less likely to consider
this was the case, and the difference between effects on losers and
winners isagain statistically significant. Overall, across columns
(1)-(4), we reject the null that treatment effects are

11These effects are not driven by differential effects on
turnout across tribes (results available upon request).
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the same for winners and losers of the election.In column (5),
we look at heterogeneous impacts on whether the respondent is very
satisfied with

how democracy works in Kenya. Here the relevant interactions are
not different from zero, and wecannot reject that treatment effects
for the winning and losing coalitions are the same. Finally in
column(6), we report effects on a standardized index of all
previous five outcomes (computed as above). Theinteraction of
treatment with being in the losing coalition yields a negative,
significant effect.

6.4.2 Heterogeneity with Election Violence

We then test for heterogeneity in our treatment effects by a
measure of election-related violence, con-structed from the ACLED
data as described in section 4. Specifically, we interact our
treatment variablewith a binary variable indicating whether any
violent events were recorded in the constituency. In Ap-pendix
Table C.13, we find no evidence that our treatment effects on
electoral outcomes differed by theintensity of local violence. The
coefficient on the interaction of treatment with violence is a
preciselyestimated zero when the dependent variable is turnout
(columns 1-2) or vote shares (columns 3-4), bothmeasured in the
administrative data. This coefficient is negative, but not
statistically different from zero,when the outcome is self-reported
turnout (columns 5-6).12

In Table 6, however, we find evidence that the impacts on trust
are heterogeneous across our measureof violence (column (1)). The
coefficient on the interaction of interest is negative,
statistically significant,and large in magnitude (7 percentage
points, or 9% of the control group mean). This suggests
thatindividuals exposed to both election-related violence in their
constituency and to our SMS treatmentwere significantly more likely
to update their beliefs on the IEBC negatively. In columns (2) and
(3),the coefficient on the interaction of interest is negative but
not statistically significant. Finally, there isno evidence for the
same kind of heterogeneity in columns (4) and (5), where we look at
individuals’perceptions of the Supreme Court ruling, and at
satisfaction with democracy in Kenya (in column (5),the main effect
of any treatment remains negative and significant). In column (6),
we report treatmenteffects on the same standardized index used in
columns (11)-(12) of Table 4. The effect of the interactionof any
treatment with violence on this index is negative, but not
statistically significant.

7 Mechanisms

The evidence presented so far suggests that the intervention
succeeded in boosting participation, butfailed to improve the
reputation of Kenya’s electoral institutions. In this section, we
explore four poten-tial mechanisms that could have led to these
unexpected effects on attitudes. First, the SMS campaigncoud have
turned voters into “critical democrats” displaying more skepticism
towards their electoral in-stitutions as well as greater engagement
with politics (section 7.1). Second, the diminished trust
towardsthe IEBC could be driven by voters who turned out because of
the mobilization campaign, and were dis-appointed by this voting
experience (section 7.2). Third, these effects could have resulted
from increasedexpectations caused by the mobilization campaign,
followed by disappointment (section 7.3). Fourth,

12We also show violence interacted with treatment in the 100%
groups and the 50% groups in Appendix Table C.13.
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the intervention may inadvertently have sent mixed signals about
Kenya’s electoral institutions—ourpreferred interpretation (section
7.4). We address each of these explanations in turn.

7.1 “Critical Democrats”

The negative effects we found on attitudes may have been
compensated by increased information orchanges in preferences
towards democracy more generally, to the extent that the SMS
campaign suc-ceeded in creating a group of “informed citizens”. To
test for this, in Table 7 we look at different mea-sures of
political knowledge and support for democratic ideals. The survey
questionnaire collectedobjective measures of information about
practical details of the election, offices elected on that day,
aswell as details of local politics. In addition, we asked whether
respondents felt well-informed about theelection overall, and
whether they agreed with statements describing the fundamental
characteristics ofdemocracy.

Columns 1 through 4 of Table 7 look at treatment impacts on
political information. In columns 1-2, the dependent variable is
whether respondent answered yes to: “Overall do you feel you were
wellinformed about the election?” We use this as a measure of
subjective information about the election. Incolumns 3-4, the
dependent variable is a dummy equal to 1 if respondents correctly
answered a seriesof questions on the election and national
politics.13 We use this as a measure of subjective informationabout
politics. We largely do not find effects on these measures of
information, suggesting that thecampaign did not incentivize
participants to seek more information about politics.14

The remaining columns of Table 7 look at support for democratic
ideals as they pertain to Kenyanpolitics.15 In columns 5-6, the
dependent variable is a dummy variable for survey respondents
whoagree with the statement: “Democracy is preferable to any other
kind of government.” In columns 7-8,the dependent variable is a
dummy variable for survey respondents who agree with the statement:
“Weshould choose our leaders through regular, open and honest
elections.” In columns 9-10, the dependentvariable is a dummy
variable for survey respondents who agree with the statement: “All
people shouldbe permitted to vote”. Across all outcomes, we largely
find small and statistically insignificant results—reassuringly,
while the mobilization campaign decreased trust in Kenya’s
electoral institutions, it did notreduce support for democratic
ideals generally. Overall, Table 7 suggests the effects we found in
earliertables pertain to satisfaction with specific institutions
(the IEBC and, to some extent, the Supreme Court),but not to
general support for the democratic ideal as an organizing principle
of Kenyan society.

13These questions asked about the month and the day of the 2013
election, the role of a Women’s Representative, the name ofthe
party of the President, and the name of the Ugandan President.

14In addition, the survey included questions on how often the
respondent listens to the radio, watches TV and reads thenewspaper.
The text messages had no effects on these outcomes (results
available on request), implying that the texts did notcreate a set
of more engaged citizens based on this metric.

15The statements were prefaced with the question: Do you agree
or disagree with the following statements regarding politicsin
Kenya?
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7.2 Effects of Participation on Trust

Alternative interpretations could explain the negative effect of
the text messages on attitudes. First, thecampaign could have
affected trust through electoral participation: voters who received
the messageswere more likely to vote and, as a result, to observe
the multiple failures of voting systems. Individualswho voted as a
result of receiving the messages may also have paid more attention
to election-relatednews, including those covering implementation
failures and instances of election-related violence. Inlight of the
relative magnitudes of our effects on trust and turnout, this
participation channel seemsunlikely to fully explain our results:
the decrease in trust in the IEBC is 1.5 percentage points
(117%)larger than the increase in turnout.

Nonetheless, we investigate this hypothesis more formally in
Table 8, where we show the effects ontrust are not entirely driven
by those individuals that were induced to vote by the text
messages. Wereport the average effects of any treatment, assigned
either at the polling station level (panel a) or atthe individual
level (b). Columns 1 and 2 of this table reports our baseline
estimates—the reduced formeffects of the messages on participation
and trust towards the IEBC. In columns 3 and 4, we run thesame
regression in column 1 but we restrict the sample to respondents
who reported to have voted inthe 2007 election. These individuals
are not, rigorously speaking, “always takers” but they would
likelyhave voted in the absence of any treatment: 96.4% of 2007
voters in the control group also voted in 2013.The effect of the
text messages is again unchanged in this specification. We
reproduce similar tests incolumns 5-6, where we look at voters who
voted in the 2010 constitutional referendumn, and columns7-8, where
we look at voters who voted in both 2007 and 2010.

Overall, Table 8 suggests that the SMS campaign did not increase
turnout among likely voters, butit did reduce trust towards the
IEBC among this group—by a magnitude similar to that of the
effectmeasured in the full sample. Because of this, the campaign’s
negative impacts on attitudes are unlikelyto be solely driven by
the “compliers” who were induced to vote by the campaign. Negative
trust effectsmay have spread towards the “always-takers”, as well
as individuals who did not themselves vote.

7.3 Voter Disappointment

Another alternative interpretation is a simple model of voter
disappointment. In this model, each voterforms expectations about
the quality of the electoral administration, q̃i. On the day of the
election, shereceives a signal about the election’s actual quality,
qi. The difference between voters’ expectations andactual
observation, (qi − q̃i), determines their level of satisfaction or
disappointment and affects theiranswer to the survey questions on
trust. For example, the text messages raise people’s expectations
bysome δ, to q̃i + δ and, thus, decrease their satisfaction by the
same δ: upon observing the same degreeof electoral failure, voters
who received a message are more likely to hold a negative view of
electoralinstitutions. Having set relatively higher expectations,
treated voters are relatively more disappointed.

We cannot formally rule out that this interpretation contributed
to the negative effect we observe ontrust in the IEBC, but note
that according to this interpretation, the intervention did not
affect people’sactual level of trust. In other words, this
interpretation amounts to assuming that voters answer a
slightly
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different question (the extent to which the IEBC’s action
matched their expectations) than the one theyare asked (their level
of trust towards the IEBC). In addition, in this interpretation
stated in its simplestform, the size of the effect is entirely
determined by the extent to which the messages raise people’s
prior(δ), irrespective of the realized quality. For instance, even
if the election is a success, we should still expectpeople who
received a message to be relatively less positively surprised, and,
thus, to report a lower levelof satisfaction. Thus absent
additional assumptions (e.g. regarding some asymmetry between
voters’reaction to good or bad news), this interpretation cannot
explain our heterogeneous results by the extentto which the
election is a success or a failure (and voters observe it).

7.4 Mixed Signals of Capacity and Fairness

As we documented in section 2, the 2013 Kenyan election was
widely perceived to have been a failurebecause of a variety of
implementation problems. A majority of Kenyan citizens had the
opportunity towitness this failure – either because they were
directly confronted with problems at the polling station, orbecause
they were dissatisfied with the electoral outcome, or both. Under
these circumstances, recipientsof the text messages could have
negatively updated their beliefs about the fairness of the election
if theyinterpreted the campaign as a signal of high institutional
capacity; while they would have updatedpositively if they
understood the campaign of a signal of honesty and
transparency.

In Appendix D, we provide a simple theoretical framework to
explain our empirical results. We pro-vide this framework as a way
to understand and interpret our empirical results, since the
effects on trustwere negative rather than positive (as was expected
during the design of the experiment)—we wrote thismodel after
conducting the main analysis, and the experiment was not
specifically designed to test itscore predictions. The model
highlights how communication efforts by the electoral
administration canbackfire if the administration (in our case, the
IEBC) fails to organize a successful election. A successfulelection
has two ingredients in the model: institutional capacity (the level
of “resources” allocated tothe organization of the election,
broadly defined) and institutional fairness or impartiality (the
extent towhich the final official results correspond to the choice
of voters). If voters interpret messages from theIEBC as a signal
of high capacity, i.e., a signal that enough resources were devoted
to the organizationof the election, then they are more likely to
conclude, upon observing electoral turmoil, that the electionwas
unfair or rigged. However, if messages are interpreted as a signal
of fairness, then they will drawthe opposite conclusion.

Our results are consistent with the former mechanism
(highlighted in Proposition 1)—whether thesebeliefs are measured in
terms of trust in the IEBC, satisfaction with the way democracy
works in Kenya,or the perception that the election was fair. This
result is intuitive: recipients of the messages weremore likely to
update their beliefs on the capacity of the electoral commission
(because they observedthe IEBC had the resources to conduct a mass
texting campaign) than on the fairness of the commissionor the
election, which would require more than the simple information
communicated in the messages.Note, however, that the negative
treatment effects on trust is particularly pronounced in groups T1
andT2 which did not emphasize the IEBC’s commitment to conduct a
free and fair election. Treatments T1and T2 only conveyed
information about institutional capacity: the messages sent to
these groups do
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not make any claim about the fairness of the election; but in
and of themselves they send a signal of highresources to conduct
the election. Instead, treatment T3 repeatedly mentions the IEBC’s
commitmentto fair elections: it is the only treatment which conveys
both a signal of resources and of fairness (seeTable 2 for the
details of messages sent to each group). Consistent with our model,
we find suggestive(though not statistically significant) evidence
that the negative effect on trust is mainly driven by T1 andT2.16
Finally, the results of our heterogeneity analysis are consistent
with the predictions of the model:the magnitude of the decrease in
trust towards the IEBC increases with exposure to
election-relatedviolence, and with being on the losing side of the
election.

8 Conclusion

This paper evaluates the impact of information disseminated by
the Kenyan Electoral Commission in aneffort to increase voter
participation and trust in a set of new electoral institutions.
Shortly before theelection, the IEBC sent eleven million text
messages to approximately two million registered voters—14% of the
Kenyan electorate. The messages provided either basic
encouragements to vote, informationon the positions to be voted
for, or information on the IEBC itself. We measure treatment
effects usingofficial electoral results as well as survey data
collected several months after the information campaign.

The intervention increased voter turnout by 0.3 percentage
points overall in treated polling stations,in administrative data
which includes individuals who did not themselves receive text
messages. Theself-reported increase in turnout among treated
individuals is approximately two percentage points.However, the
intervention also decreased trust in the Electoral Commission and
institutions that weresimilarly involved in the electoral
process.

While this outcome was certainly unexpected, should we also deem
it undesirable? Decreased trustin the Electoral Commission was
associated with decreased satisfaction with how democracy worksin
Kenya, but it did not undermine support for democratic principles:
citizens who received the textmessages remained equally likely to
find democracy preferable to any other kind of government, toagree
that leaders should be chosen through regular, open, and honest
elections, and to disapprove ofthe use of violence in politics. A
possible interpretation is that the information campaign
contributed tothe emergence of critical dissatisfied democrats
(Norris, 2011). We do not find much empirical supportfor this
interpretation: eight months after the election, citizens are
neither more informed nor moreengaged in the treatment groups than
in the control group. The simple model we provide suggestsanother
interpretation. If voters interpreted the IEBC’s SMS campaign as a
signal of high institutionalcapacity, then under plausible
assumptions, witnessing electoral failure could have led them to
believethat the election was unfair or rigged, or that the IEBC was
corrupt. Our results suggest treated votersinterpreted the campaign
in this way.

The decrease in trust towards the Electoral Commission and the
larger effects we find among losersof the election are a cause for
concern. In the long run, systematic differences in institutional
trust be-

16Looking at the last column of Table 4 (which compares effects
across groups on a trust index), a test of the null that the
effectof T3 differs from the average effect of T1 and T2 yields a
p-value of 0.17.
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tween different ethnic groups could make it harder to build
consensus around important reforms. Inaddition, growing
dissatisfaction with the functioning of democracy among repeated
losers may resultin social unrest, if the losers feel they do not
have any other option to have their voices heard. Overall,this
implies that mobilizing voters comes at a risk when the quality and
the transparency of the electioncannot be guaranteed. Failure by
the electoral administration to deliver such an election may
dramati-cally reinforce distrust in institutions. These results may
hold validity beyond the context of this study:across emerging and
developing countries, elections are often used as a tool to foster
peaceful politicaltransitions and regime stability. Our results
show that in young democracies, voter mobilization is acomplex, and
potentially perilous task.
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Tables

Table 1: Recollection of SMS Received, Survey Data

Received SMS Received from IEBC Remember Content Mentioned
Turnout

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Any 100% Treatment 0.050∗∗∗ 0.944∗∗∗ 0.057∗∗∗ 0.052∗∗∗

[0.012] [0.175] [0.014] [0.014]

Any 50% Treatment 0.036∗∗∗ 0.340∗∗ 0.038∗∗∗ 0.016[0.013] [0.162]
[0.014] [0.013]

Encouragement 0.042∗∗∗ 0.565∗∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.045∗∗∗

[0.014] [0.183] [0.015] [0.015]

Positions Info 0.036∗∗∗ 0.755∗∗∗ 0.044∗∗∗ 0.024[0.014] [0.189]
[0.015] [0.015]

IEBC Info 0.050∗∗∗ 0.594∗∗∗ 0.051∗∗∗ 0.034∗∗

[0.013] [0.185] [0.015] [0.015]

Control Mean 0.759 0.759 3.371 3.371 0.658 0.658 0.221 0.221100%
Romano-Wolf 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0050% Romano-Wolf 0.01 0.09 0.01
0.25T1 Romano-Wolf 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00T2 Romano-Wolf 0.02 0.00 0.01
0.11T3 Romano-Wolf 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.03R-squared .02 .02 .02 .02 .02
.02 .01 .01Observations 7324 7324 5879 5879 7400 7400 6608 6608

Notes: This table reports treatment effects on the respondents’
recollection of the SMS campaign in endline survey data.
Odd-numbered columns report estimatesfrom equation (1).
Even-numbered columns report estimates from equation (2). All
regressions include strata fixed effects. In columns 1-2, the
dependentvariable is a dummy variable for respondents answering Yes
to the question: “Did you receive any text messages related to the
election after getting registeredand before the election?” In
columns 3-4, the dependent variable is the number of text messages
respondents report receiving from the IEBC. In columns 5-6,the
dependent variable is a dummy variable for respondents answering
Yes to the question: “Do you remember what these messages were
about?”, in referenceto messages received from the IEBC. In columns
7-8, the dependent variable is a dummy variable for respondents
mentioning that the text messages mentionedvoter turnout. The
bottom panel reports the p-value from a Romano-Wolf multiple
testing correction with 500 bootstrap replications across all
outcomes in thistable. In columns 3-4, there are fewer observations
due to a malfunction in the electronic survey instrument. The Lee
bounds on the Any 100% treatment dummyare [0.666 1.084].* p


	
Table 2: Knowledge of the IEBC

Conduct Elections Count Votes Boundaries Voter Registration
Voter Education Free & Fair Elections

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Any 100% Treatment -0.009 0.006 0.010 0.008 0.008 0.028∗∗∗

[0.014] [0.011] [0.012] [0.013] [0.010] [0.008]

Any 50% Treatment -0.013 0.006 0.016 -0.003 0.008 0.018∗∗

[0.014] [0.011] [0.012] [0.013] [0.010] [0.008]

Encouragement -0.011 0.021 0.002 0.009 -0.005 0.025∗∗∗

[0.015] [0.013] [0.013] [0.014] [0.010] [0.009]

Positions Info -0.025 -0.003 0.020 0.002 0.018 0.024∗∗∗

[0.015] [0.012] [0.014] [0.014] [0.011] [0.009]

IEBC Info 0.002 0.001 0.017 -0.003 0.011 0.021∗∗

[0.015] [0.012] [0.014] [0.014] [0.011] [0.009]

Control Mean 0.705 0.705 0.159 0.159 0.218 0.218 0.221 0.221
0.115 0.115 0.065 0.065100% Romano-Wolf 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
0.0050% Romano-Wolf 0.81 0.81 0.83 0.81 0.65 0.16T1 Romano-Wolf
0.89 0.34 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.06T2 Romano-Wolf 0.40 0.96 0.96 0.40
0.40 0.06T3 Romano-Wolf 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.77 0.71 0.14R-squared .01
.01 .02 .02 .01 .01 .02 .02 .01 .01 .01 .01Observations 7400 7400
7400 7400 7400 7400 7400 7400 7400 7400 7400 7400

Notes: This table reports treatment effects on respondents’
perceptions of the missions of the IEBC. Odd-numbered columns
report estimates from equation(1). Even-numbered columns report
estimates from equation (2). All regressions include strata fixed
effects. In all columns, the dependent variable is adummy variable
for respondents stating the IEBC is responsible for: conducting or
supervising elections (columns 1-2), counting votes and announcing
winners(columns 3-4), demarcating boundaries (columns 5-6), voter
registration (columns 7-8), voter education (columns 9-10), and
ensuring the election was free andfair (columns 11-12) in response
to the question: “What are the main missions of the IEBC?”. See
Appendix Table A.4 for a detailed list of the words usedto
construct these categories. The bottom panel reports the p-value
from a Romano-Wolf multiple testing correction with 500 bootstrap
replications across alloutcomes examined in this table.* p


	
Table 3: Effects on Voter Turnout

Administrative Data Survey Data

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)Votes Cast Valid Votes Voted in
2013 Voted all positions

Any 100% Treatment 0.003∗∗ 0.003∗∗ 0.020∗∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗

[0.001] [0.001] [0.007] [0.008]

Any 50% Treatment 0.000 0.000 0.007 0.008[0.001] [0.001] [0.007]
[0.008]

Encouragement 0.003∗ 0.003∗ 0.014∗ 0.018∗∗

[0.001] [0.002] [0.008] [0.009]

Positions Info 0.001 0.001 0.015∗ 0.017∗∗

[0.002] [0.002] [0.008] [0.009]

IEBC Info 0.001 0.000 0.011 0.014[0.002] [0.002] [0.008]
[0.009]

Control Mean 0.877 0.877 0.869 0.869 0.934 0.934 0.917 0.917100%
Romano-Wolf 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.0050% Romano-Wolf 0.99 0.99 0.36
0.36T1 Romano-Wolf 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.04T2 Romano-Wolf 0.51 0.49 0.06
0.06T3 Romano-Wolf 0.77 0.89 0.16 0.14R-squared .48 .48 .49 .49 .02
.02 .02 .02Observations 11254 11254 11255 11255 7341 7341 7254
7254

Notes: This table reports treatment effects on voter turnout
measured in the administrative data (columns 1-4) or self-reported
in the survey data (columns 5-8).Odd-numbered columns report
estimates from equation (1). Even-numbered columns report estimates
from equation (2). All regressions include strata fixedeffects. In
columns 1-2, the dependent variable is the fraction of registered
voters per polling station who cast a vote. In columns 3-4, the
dependent variable isthe fraction of registered voters who cast a
valid vote. In columns 5-6, the dependent variable is a dummy
variable for survey respondents answering Yes to thequestion: “Did
you vote in the 2013 elections?”. In columns 7-8, the dependent
variable is a dummy variable for survey respondents reporting that
they cast avote in each of the six ballots organized in March 2013.
The bottom panel reports the p-value from a Romano-Wolf multiple
testing correction with 500
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