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Abstract

Recent research based on accountability interventions in the Global South shows
that providing information on incumbent efforts does not necessarily lead citizens
to change their evaluation of that politician. At the same time, much research has
documented that citizens do, in principle, care strongly about corruption and ser-
vice delivery. This paper uses a survey experiment in South Africa and Tunisia to
explore whether clientelism influences how citizens relate to performance informa-
tion on politicians. We present respondents with a radio-cast in which two reporters
comment on the local councilor. The radio-cast varies the profile of the politician
(clientelistic or neutral) as well as performance information on service delivery and
corruption (good or bad). The design emulates the real-world setting in which
performance information is provided about a politician that has other attributes
citizens are aware of. We find strong evidence for a motivated reasoning mecha-
nism: respondents exposed to the clientelistic profile are substantially less likely
to process negative programmatic performance information than those exposed to
the neutral profile. We find some evidence that even those respondents who have
successfully processed programmatic information are less likely to identify it as the
most relevant piece of information if they have been exposed to the clientelistic
profile, although this evidence is weaker.

1 Introduction

Voting that disregards politician performance - e.g. clientelism or ethnic voting - leads

to insufficient or low quality public services for citizens and the persistence of inequality

(Keefer and Khemani 2004; Khemani 2015; Pellicer 2009). To explain this type of voting

behaviour, many studies have pursued a hypothesis that it is lack of information about

incumbent or candidate quality and performance that stops citizens from holding politi-

cians accountable in developing democracies (e.g, the work summarized in Pande (2011)

or the studies documented in Dunning, Grossman, Humphreys, Hyde, McIntosh and Nel-

lis (2018)). A priori, the assumption that more knowledge about individual performance
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of politicians would, on average, make citizens more likely to re-elect good candidates and

vote bad ones out of office, seems very sensible. However, the evidence on this is mixed.

In particular, a recent meta-analysis conducted in Dunning et al. (2018) shows that pro-

viding information on incumbent performance has overall no effect on voting behavior.

Remarkably, the causal chain leading from performance information to voting behavior

breaks down before the behavioral component. While citizens partly recall the informa-

tion that was provided, they almost never change their beliefs about a politician. At the

same time, much research has documented that citizens do, in principle, care strongly

about corruption and service delivery. The general puzzle that emerges from this litera-

ture is then: Why is information about corruption and service delivery not relevant for

the evaluation of incumbents?

Several reasons why voters may fail respond to politician performance information

have been proposed in the literature. A prominent explanation argues that programmatic

performance may not be salient enough relative to other politician attributes (Dynastic

politics in Boas, Hidalgo and Melo (2019); Co-Ethnicity in Adida, Gottlieb, Kramon and

McClendon (2017)). Inferences about the moderating role of these additional attributes

is partly correlational, as the studies are field experiments that focus on information

provision in real elections, and cannot manipulate real-world attributes of candidates,

such as dynastic politics or ethnicity.

Clientelism is considered as another attribute potentially reducing the effect of per-

formance information. The type of argument advanced in this regard is that clientelistic

constrains political behavior: clientelistic ties may bind voters to incumbents, and this

may prevent voters from acting on the performance information acquired. Dunning et al.

(2018) operationalize clientelistic ties in their meta-analysis as beliefs about candidate

electoral handouts and find no evidence that clientelism moderates the relationship be-

tween information and candidate evaluation. In contrast, Adida, Gottlieb, Kramon and

McClendon (2019) find that performance information matters particularly when voters

know that the information has been widely distributed in the district. They interpret this

finding through the lens of collective action problems, arguing that citizens might fear the

loss of clientelistic benefits if they are the only ones defecting from clientelistic voting.

This type of argument could help explain why voters do not act on politician performance

information, but cannot address why voters do not change their beliefs about the quality

of politicians.

This paper revisits the role of clientelism for how citizens relate to programmatic per-

formance information on politicians. We conduct a survey experiment in South Africa

and Tunisia that presents two hypothetical politicians, a “good clientelistic patron” that

helps voters in their everyday life in exchange for their support, and a neutral politician

without any specific attributes. We explore the effects of providing good vs. bad per-

formance information about these politicians and the moderating effect of being a “good
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patron”.

Our paper makes two main contributions to the literature on information and account-

ability. First, building on emerging literature on different types of clientelism and on the

role of the client for clientelism, we consider clientelism as a factor potentially valuable,

rather than constraining, to voters (Auerbach and Thachil 2018; Nichter and Peress 2017;

Pellicer, Wegner, Bayer and Tischmeyer 2020). In particular, we focus on “relational”

clientelism, as opposed to vote buying. Recent literature on clientelism emphasizes that

citizens might like and actively pursue clientelistic relations of a relational type. Nichter

(2018), for example, argue, that clientelism can be a sensible choice to relate to politics and

politicians in contexts where public services are dysfunctional or economic shocks likely.

Relational clientelism being potentially positively valued could explain why performance

information does not affect politicians evaluations.

Second, we provide causal evidence on the role of our hypothesized moderating politi-

cian attribute. As mentioned above, existing literature on the topic can only provide

correlational evidence on attributes such as co-ethnicity, because they consider real world

politicians. We are able to obtain causal evidence because we consider a hypothetical

politician that we randomly assign to respondents. Using a hypothetical politician in-

stead of a real one has of course its own limitations, namely that we cannot observe real

lefi actions. However, we believe in this case this is warranted. As mentioned, Dunning

et al. (2018) show that the chain connecting programmatic performance information to

voting behavior breaks down well before reaching the behavioral change. A survey ex-

periment that focuses on attitudes and perceptions is well suited to investigate why the

causal chain from information to action breaks down towards the beginning, at the level

of perceptions.

We present respondents with a radio-cast from a “web radio” in which two reporters

cover a community feast and comment on the local councilor.1 The radio-cast varies the

profile of the politician as well as performance information on service delivery and corrup-

tion. The profile of the politician takes two forms: he can be a good (relational) patron

taking care of individual needs of people in exchange for support or a neutral politician

with no particular attributes. His performance in the areas of service delivery and corrup-

tion can be either good or bad, relative to similar communities. With this experiment, we

seek to simulate a situation where programmatic performance information is provided on

top of other politician characteristics, including their performance in non-programmatic

politics. This design emulates the situation in which performance information is provided

in RCTs, namely that citizens receive performance information about a politician that

has other attributes they are aware of. These attributes may be positive or negative and

can moderate how citizens relate to the new input on performance information. Our ex-

periment is embedded in a survey measuring demand for clientelism in Tunisia and South

1The idea of using a radio cast to present information on politicians is based on Kramon (2016).
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Africa.2

Our results show that the patron profile is indeed positively evaluated, particularly

in South Africa. Information about good programmatic performance leads to better

politician evaluations, but, crucially, this effect is indeed substantially reduced when it

concerns the patron profile. We check that it is indeed the clientelistic nature of the patron

profile that drives the results: the effect is driven by respondents’ demand for relational

clientelism as measured by a question earlier in the survey, and not by socio-economic

characteristics, by trust in politicians, or even by demand for other types of clientelism.

We explore different mechanisms through which clientelism may reduce the effect of

performance information on politician evaluation. We consider two steps at which clien-

telism may break the chain linking performance information and politician evaluation.

The first is about information processing: it involves clientelism reducing the processing

of performance information by citizens. This effect may be driven by bounded rationality,

where voters choose not to pay attention because it is cognitively costly, or by moti-

vated reasoning, where voters are unwilling to process information incongruent with their

beliefs. The second step is about relevance: it involves clientelism rendering processed

performance information less relevant.

We find strong evidence that clientelism affects the first step in the chain: information

processing. Clientelism appears to induce motivating reasoning when appraising perfor-

mance information: Citizens being exposed to the clientelistic profile are substantially

less likely to recall negative programmatic performance information than those being ex-

posed to the neutral profile. We provide evidence suggesting that this effects is driven by

clientelism leading to “hot-cognition” rather than affecting priors in a context of bounded

rationality. Our findings in this regard are close to those of Adida et al. (2017), who find

a similar mechanism for co-ethnicity and performance information.

We also find some evidence of a role of clientelism in the relevance step, but this

evidence is weaker. We find some evidence that even those citizens who have processed the

information are less likely to find that information the most relevant piece of information

if they have been exposed to the clientelistic profile. However, this result is not fully

robust.

With this analysis our paper also contributes to the literature on the citizen side of

clientelism. This literature increasingly documents citizen agency in engaging in clien-

telism (Auerbach and Thachil 2018; Nichter and Peress 2017) rather than monitoring and

targeting (Gans-Morse, Mazzuca and Nichter 2014; Nichter 2008; Stokes 2005); addition-

ally, it shows that citizens often view clientelistic politicians in a positive light (Auyero

2000; Kramon 2017). We take this literature a step further by showing that the profile of

a “good patron” is, not only evaluated positively by citizens, but that can also lead to a

politician attachment akin to partisanship or co-ethnicity and override other important

2A PAP for this study can be found in https://osf.io/u6vek
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citizens concerns such as service delivery or corruption.

Our paper also has implications for the design of performance information campaigns.

The different mechanisms we investigate have different implications for how citizens might

react to stepping up politician performance information campaigns. Our results suggest

that in contexts where clientelism is pervasive and positively valued, stepping up efforts

to provide more accessible performance information might not be very effective.

2 Framework

We build on the framework developed in Dunning et al. (2018) on how programmatic

performance information affects voting behavior: newly provided information needs to

be understood by citizens, affect the perception of a politician, and lastly affect voting

behavior. According to the findings in Dunning et al. (2018), the chain partly starts

to break between the provision of information and its processing (with only 3/6 studies

reporting accurate recollection) and then collapses when information is supposed to affect

beliefs about politician performance.

In the present paper, we seek to gain further insights into what factors interfere in the

translation of information to perceptions of politician quality. We focus on clientelism. We

start from the premise that citizens value programmatic performance but that in contexts

where non-programmatic voting is prevalent, information on how a politician performs

competes with other, possibly more relevant, characteristics of that politician. One such

characteristic is whether the politician is a competent clientelistic patron. Different from

the approach in Dunning et al. (2018) who operationalize “clientelistic ties” with a ques-

tion asking about beliefs about that candidate’s engagement in vote buying3, we conceive

of a patron’s clientelistic performance as performance as a “relational” (Nichter 2018)

patron. A relational patron has repeated interactions with clients around various dimen-

sions of help (e.g. in accessing social security, material for improving a shack, signing

someone up for a short-term job, as well as handouts) in exchange for political support.

As noted in a number of new studies, this type of relational patron is fairly prevalent

and possibly more prominent than a vote-buying machine (Nichter 2018; Nichter and

Peress 2017; Pellicer, Wegner, Benstead and Lust 2021; Pellicer et al. 2020); moreover,

citizens strongly value such relational patrons that take care of them individually (Auyero

2000; Nichter and Peress 2017; Paller 2014). In sum, relational patron performance is a

more plausible clientelism-related factor moderating information before the actual voting

decision is taken than a candidate offering handouts around election time.

Figure 1 visualizes the mechanism underlying this project. Following the work in the

3“How likely is it that the incumbent, or someone from their party, will offer something, like food, or
a gift, or money, in return for votes in the upcoming election?”. Dunning et al. (2018) state that this
does not capture whether a citizen has personally benefited from these handouts.
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studies in the Dunning et al. (2018) meta-analysis, we assume a theory of change where

programmatic performance information (in our case, the incumbent‘s record on budget

management or on service delivery) has to be provided to a citizen, the citizen has to

process/ understand the information, and then update her beliefs about the quality of

that politician. Our framework explicitly acknowledges that the citizen has pre-existing

knowledge/ beliefs about that politician. One of these beliefs may concern the politician’s

credentials as a relational clientelistic patron.

Figure 1: Clientelistic performance moderates programmatic performance information

We hypothesize that a politician’s performance as clientelistic patron can interfere at

two steps of the process, as shown in Figure 1. First, between the receiving of information

and the processing of information, and second, between processing the information and

adapting beliefs about a politician.

At the first step of the process, we consider that clientelism can in turn affect informa-

tion processing in two different ways. First, clientelism may decrease the willingness to

pay attention generally to programmatic performance information of the politician. This

is based on the idea of bounded rationality, whereby processing information is generally

costly, and people are sometimes better off by not paying attention to information that

may have some relevance. Clientelism could have an impact on general willingness to pay

attention for instance by crowding-out attention. Clientelism may also render performance

information less interesting by virtue of providing a potentially more relevant benchmark.

Following Bénabou and Tirole (2016), we think of this process as “cold cognition” that

does no involve an emotional reaction to information.

There is a second way in which clientelism may affect information processing: moti-

vated reasoning (Kunda 1990; Taber and Lodge 2006). Motivated reasoning implies a di-

rectional, emotionally-driven, type of information processing (Bénabou and Tirole 2016).

This mechanism can be driven by cognitive dissonance. Negative information about a

positively valued politician may be emotionally painful and thus be left unprocessed. Mo-

tivated reasoning would lead to an asymmetric information processing in the sense that
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positive information would be processed as well for a positively valued than for a neutral

politician, but a difference would emerge when encountering negative information.

These two mechanisms would imply that clintelism generates a gap between receiving

performance information and being able to recall accurately that performance informa-

tion. The main difference between the two is that the effect of clientelism on information

processing is asymmetric under motivated reasoning but symmetric under bounded ratio-

nality.

At the second step of the process, if performance information has been appropriately

processed, clientelism may still affect how relevant this information is for the evaluation

of the politician. Learning accurately that a politician has performed well or less well

may matter less when that politician is a considered a valued patron: Citizens that

value good patrons may be more forgiving towards them regarding sub-par programmatic

performance.

3 Experiment

Our experiment consists of a audio-recording to which respondents listen during the sur-

vey. In the recording, two reporters report from a community feast in an unnamed

location. They discuss the profile of a local politician4 that attends this event in terms

of clientelistic and programmatic performance (see Appendix A for the full script of the

radio-cast). The politician’s profile can either be relational-clientelistic where the re-

porters discuss how the politician assists people in the community in exchange for support

or neutral where the reporters simply mention what he is doing at the feast (e.g. announce

the winner of a music competition). After this, the reporters discuss the politician’s pro-

grammatic performance information, consisting either of a audit reports or a report on

service delivery. This performance information can be good or bad and is discussed by

the reports as compared to “similar communities”.

After listening to the radio-cast, the respondents answer a number of outcome ques-

tions that focus on the evaluation of the politician, recall of the programmatic performance

information, and identification of the most salient aspect of the radio-cast.

Respondents listen to two iterations of the radio-cast (for our design, see figure 4 in the

appendix). In the second iteration, the politician is described as the councillor (mayor)

of the neighbouring community who now also attends the feast, and respondents get

allocated information about the other performance indicator. For example, if a respondent

listened to information about corruption in the first iteration, they would listen to the

service delivery information in the second iteration. Whether the information is good or

4In South Africa, where municipalities are very large, the local politician is a ward councillor, in
Tunisia, where municipalities are small, he is a mayor.
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bad is randomly allocated.5

4 Data

4.1 Data Collection

The data collection in Tunisia and South Africa was implemented by local service providers

after extensive pre-testing of the radio-cast and the survey instrument by the authors in

July and August 2019.6

Sample size in South Africa is 1000 respondents, in Tunisia it is 1200 respondents.

In South Africa, data collection took place in September and October 2019 in KwaZulu-

Natal, a province with a high incidence of clientelism. In South Africa, the sample is

stratified by a) rural, b) urban- lower middle class, c) formal settlement- poor, and d)

informal settlement-poor. The interviews were conducted in Zulu or English. In Tunisia,

the data collection took place in November and December 2019. The Tunisian the sample

is stratified by a) rural, b) urban-inner provinces, c) Tunis-lower middle class and d)

Tunis-poor. The Tunisia surveys were conducted in Tunisian Arabic.

Within each stratum, enumeration areas were randomly selected. In each EA, around

10-15 respondents were interviewed. A start point is selected in each EA -after this,

enumerators select households per random walk. Interviewees in the household were

selected with a Kish Grid. Interviews were face-to-face and responses recorded on tablets.

In both countries, data quality was ensured through full recordings of the interviews.

4.2 Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics for the outcome variables used in this paper by country

and by round. Appendix 2 shows shows the range and standard deviation of these variables

in addition to some demographic variables by country (table A.3).

5 The profile that respondents listen to in the second iteration was also randomly allocated. This
implies that around half of the respondents listened in the second round to the same politician profile
as in the first. This was not intended but was a mistake made by both programmers, as explained in
appendix 1 below. This feature is a nuisance: it is strange for respondents to hear exactly the same
profile twice and makes it unclear for them to know whether the politicians in the first and second round
were the same person or not. For this reason we conduct our analysis dropping the observations in the
second round of those who listen to the same profile in the two rounds. This implies that the second
round has half the amount of respondents as the first.

6We received ethical exemption for this data collection by University College Dublin. The survey was
implemented by ELKA consulting in Tunisia and Citizen Surveys in South Africa. The survey instrument
and the radio-cast were back translated into English and the translation reviewed by the authors.
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Candidate Evaluation

To measure how politicians are evaluated, we use two measures. First, a question that

asks what feeling the candidate generates in the respondent. The possibilities are: happy,

neutral, angry, and disgusted. From these answers, we generate an emotional valence

variable that takes value one if the emotion is positive (happy), minus one if the elicited

emotion is negative (angry or disgusted), and zero if the emotion is neutral. Second, we

use a question about “how likely” a respondent would be to vote for the politician in the

radio-cast if they lived in his community. This is our key measure of citizen evaluation

about the politicians. This measure ranges from 1 “extremely unlikely” to 10 “extremely

likely”. We use this as a continuous measure and refer to it as vote-intention later on.

Table 1 shows that overall evaluation of the politician is generally higher in South

Africa than in Tunisia. It is also higher in Round 2 than in Round 1.

South Africa Tunisia Round 1 Round 2 Min Max
Politician Evaluation

Emotion Valence towards Politician 0.08 −0.13 −0.05 0.00 −1 1
Politician Vote Intention 5.02 3.74 4.16 4.68 1 10

Recall Accuracy
Recall Accuracy 0.58 0.42 0.46 0.56 0 1
Performance Correct 0.46 0.37 0.38 0.48 0 1
Author Correct 0.73 0.30 0.44 0.61 0 1
Share Details Correct 0.64 0.62 0.62 0.67 0 1

Most Relevant Aspect of Radiocast
Performance 0.37 0.30 0.32 0.37 0 1
Politician Profile 0.33 0.31 0.32 0.31 0 1
Dont Know 0.31 0.38 0.36 0.32 0 1

Demand for Clientelism
Relational 4.35 2.36 3.31 3.24 1 10
Collective 5.47 3.62 4.48 4.43 1 10
Vote Buying 3.47 1.63 2.46 2.54 1 10
Traditional 2.93 2.63 2.76 2.78 1 10

Number of Observations
N 1511.00 1738.00 2163.00 1086.00 3249 3249

Table 1: Descriptive statistics

Information Processing

The radio-cast discusses a report that provides information about programmatic perfor-

mance of the politicians in the form of service delivery and corruption. Recall questions

about the information in this report are used to understand whether respondents have

processed programmatic performance information. The most important question of these

is whether respondents accurately recall whether service delivery/ budget management

have gotten worse, better or stayed the same while the councillor/ mayor was in office

according to the report. Respondents who are unable to recall this information can be

9



assumed to not have processed the key message about the politician’s programmatic per-

formance. Other questions concern specific features of the report. One is about who

has written the report (an independent NGO for service delivery, and the auditor for the

report on budget management). We also asked four yes/ no question about whether spe-

cific issues where mentioned in the report (e.g. water or roads, two of which were actually

mentioned), and we compute the share of these four that is correctly recalled.

We use these accuracy recall variables to construct an index of information process-

ing. Following the PAP, we construct a “theoretically-driven” weighted index (Recall

Accuracy), in which we give special importance to the whether respondents got the big

picture about performance correct (50%) and the weigh equally whether the could identify

the author of the report (25%) and the share of items/ issues mentioned in the report

they got correct (25%).

Recall accuracy displays substantial variation across subgroups and items. We note

two relevant points. First, South Africans display an overall higher recall accuracy than

Tunisians. This suggests South Africans paid more attention and engaged more with the

radio-cast than Tunisians. Second, information processing increases in the second round

of the experiment. This was anticipated as respondents have become aware that they will

be ”tested” on their performance knowledge; we will use this feature of the experiment

below.

Relevance of Performance Information

We use an open text question to assess what is most relevant for the respondent in the

recording [“Can you tell me what is for you the most significant thing in the recording?”].

This question is asked as the second question right after the recording. This measurement

is consistent with typical approaches to measuring salience with survey questions where

respondents are asked how important an issue is to them.

From this open text, we code if the respondent mentions anything related to pro-

grammatic performance information (e.g. the items in the performance section (money,

budget, roads, garbage etc.), or about the politician profile, or whether they do not know

what to respond.

Respondents are roughly split between the three answers. Around a third mention

a performance related aspect as most significant aspect of the recording; another third

mentions an aspect of the politician profile; and a third does not know. Consistent with

the idea that respondents pay more attention to performance in the second round, more

respondents consider performance aspects most relevant in round 2 than in round 1, to

the detriment of the other two categories.
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Demand for different types of clientelism

Our survey contains questions designed to measure demand for different types of clien-

telism. We consider four types of clientelism, following Pellicer et al. (2020). We are

particularly interested in relational clientelism, for it is this type of clientelism that we

hypothesis can drive our mechanism. To measure demand for relational clientelism, we

ask: “Imagine it was election time now and a candidate offered to improve your personal

situation (like a job, help when you need it...) if you convince others in the community

to vote for this candidate. How likely would you be to accept this offer?”, with answers

from 1 to 10. We also ask similar type of questions for collective clientelism, vote buying,

and traditional clientelism.7

Table 1 shows that there is lower demand for clientelism in Tunisia relative to South

Africa. The differences are substantial, with Tunisians displaying around half the values

as South Africa for all types of clientelism except traditional. The levels are overall

not very high (4.35 in South Africa in a scale of 1 to 10, and only 2.36 in Tunisia).

Notice however, that the question does not capture whether respondents simply value

good relational patrons; it also imposes the condition of being willing to convince others

in the community to vote for him.

5 Results

In our main empirical analyses, we perform simple OLS regressions of the following form:

Yi = β0 + β1Pi + β2Ci + β3PiCi + λ′Xi + εi (1)

where i indexes individuals, Yi is the corresponding outcome variable (candidate evalu-

ations, accuracy of information processing, etc.). Pi indicates whether the programmatic

information that was provided was positive or negative (0 when programmatic perfor-

mance is negative and 1 when it is positive), Ci indicate whether the politician profile is

neutral or clientelistic (0 when neutral, 1 when clientelistic), and X is a vector of minimal

controls: round, type of performance in the report (service delivery or corruption), and

type of area (rural, informal, etc.).

7The question for collective clientelism is: “Imagine it was election time now and a candidate promised
to prioritise your community relative to others in providing electricity, roads, etc., if your community
gives him most of their votes. How likely would you be to accept this offer and vote for this candidate?”.
The question to measure demand for vote buying is: “Imagine it was election time now and a candidate
offered you R500/70TD (around 25 Euros) in return for your vote. How likely would you be to accept
this offer and vote for this candidate?”. The question to measure demand for traditional clientelism is:
“Imagine that it is election time and an important member of your family or your community instructed
you to vote for a candidate or party? How likely would you be to vote for this candidate or party?”.
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5.1 Preferences for Cliententelism

The starting point of our study is that voters value a relational clientelistic profile and a

good programmatic performance. We address these hypotheses by the coefficients β1 and

β2 in a regression as 1 but without the interaction term. We use as outcome variable the

valence of the emotion inspired by the politician as well as the intention to vote for him.

The results are in Table 2, separate for South Africa and Tunisia.

Good performance is positively evaluated in the two countries. Respondents feel better

about politicians with good programmatic performance relative to those displaying bad

performance and would be more ready to vote for them. The effect is quantitatively large,

particularly in South Africa.

Dependent variable:

Emotion Valence towards Politician Vote Intention
SA Tns SA Tns

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Good Performance 0.444∗∗∗ 0.305∗∗∗ 1.930∗∗∗ 1.414∗∗∗

(0.034) (0.031) (0.162) (0.157)
Patron 0.117∗∗∗ 0.011 0.359∗∗ −0.118

(0.034) (0.031) (0.162) (0.157)

Observations 1,463 1,646 1,511 1,738

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Regression of each outcome variable on good (vs bad) performance and patron profile, controlling

for round, area and performance type of the scenario (service delivery vs corruption).

Table 2: Politician Evaluation

Our key starting hypotheses concerns preferences for a clientelistic office-holder as

opposed to a neutral one. Here the results differ across countries. Relative to the neutral

profile, the patron profile is better evaluated in South Africa, but not in Tunisia. For

South Africa, the effects of the patron profile is smaller than the of good performance.

Nevertheless, the effects are non-negligible and clearly statistically significant. That the

patron is positively evaluated in South Africa but not in Tunisia is consistent with the

lower demand for relational clientelism displayed by our Tunisian sample, as shown above.

We will revisit the Tunisian case below, in the robustness checks.

5.2 Clientelism and the effect of performance information

Our core hypothesis is that programmatic performance information is less relevant for the

evaluation of clientelistic candidates. This corresponds to a negative interaction term β3

in equation 1. Table 3 shows the results for the South African and Tunisian samples using

vote intention as outcome variable.
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Dependent variable:

Vote Intention
SA Tns

(1) (2)

Good Performance 2.446∗∗∗ 1.581∗∗∗

(0.229) (0.221)
Patron 0.865∗∗∗ 0.059

(0.227) (0.227)
Good Performance X Patron −1.021∗∗∗ −0.340

(0.323) (0.314)

Observations 1,511 1,738

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Regression of Vote Intention on good (vs bad) performance, patron profile and the interaction

between the two, controlling for round, area and performance type of the scenario (service delivery
vs corruption).

Table 3: Politician Evaluation, Performance, and Profile

The coefficient for the interaction term is negative and statistically significant in the

South African sample. For South Africa, performance information matters around 40%

less when evaluating the patron profile than the neutral profile. For Tunisia, the coefficient

is small and statistically insignificant.

These results are consistent with our key mechanism. In South Africa, where relational

patrons are valued, performance information has a particularly limited impact when it

applies to a relational patron. For Tunisia, where the patron profile is not particularly

valued, performance information matters as much for the patron profile as for the neutral

one.

According to our mechanism, the effect we observe in South Africa could be the result

of different, possibly complementary, processes: information processing and relevance.

We consider the two in what follows, focusing only on South Africa. In the next section

we return to the Tunisian sample and explore the extent to which our main mechanism

applies there.

5.3 Information Processing

As argued in a large literature on political behavior in Western democracies, preferences

for a politician/ party can affect how citizens relate to new, information about that

politician/ party.

We consider two different ways in which clientelism may limit the processing of perfor-

mance information. First, clientelism may reduce reduce attention to additional informa-

tion in a context of bounded rationality, possibly because it makes it less worth for voters
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to spend valuable attention resources. This channel would imply that clientelism makes

people pay less attention to performance information (and thus recall it less accurately),

regardless of whether the information is positive or negative.

Second, clientlelism may lead to motivated reasoning. In this case, the effect of clien-

telism on information recall is asymmetric. It is only when the type of information is

negative, at odds with the positive image that citizens may have about a politician, that

the information is recalled less accurately.

Figure 2 tests these channels estimating our basic model in equation 1, using recall

accuracy as outcome variable. The results are shown in figure 2.

Figure 2: Recall accuracy by performance information and politician profile

Predicted values of a regression of Recall Accuracy on good (vs bad) performance, patron profile, and
the interaction between the two, controlling for round, area and performance type of the scenario (service
delivery vs corruption), with 90% confidence intervals.

Respondents exposed to the clientelistic politician recall performance information less

accurately than those exposed to the neutral politician. However, all the difference is

concentrated in the bad performance scenario. In the good performance scenario, infor-

mation is recalled as accurately for the patron as for the neutral politician. This suggests

support for the motivated reasoning channel: information is not well recalled only when

it is inconsistent with the perception of the politician (bad information about a positively

valued patron). There is no support for the bounded rationality channel: the patron

profile does not seem to induce lack of attention in general as shown by the similar recall

accuracy between profiles in the good information scenario.
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5.4 Relevance

We find evidence that the mechanism between information provision and politician eval-

uation is already partially interrupted at the information processing stage. Evidently, if

citizens do not recall bad performance of a politician, it cannot affect their perception

of that politician. This effect, could, however, be amplified if even those who recall per-

formance, actively discard it because positive clientelistic actions render programmatic

performance less relevant for their evaluation of that politician.

Our analysis of relevance of performance is based on two related strategies. The first

strategy makes use of the variable that captures what respondents identified as the most

relevant aspect in the radio-cast. The second strategy focuses on whether accurate recall

of performance information impacts on candidate evaluation and is presented in Appendix

3.

We first tabulate the variable that captures whether performance was found to be the

most relevant aspect in the radio-cast by profile (see table 4). Respondents are much

less likely to find performance relevant in the patron profile. This is suggestive of the

possibility that clientelism makes performance less relevant.

Don’t know Performance Profile
Neutral 0.4 0.47 0.14
Patron 0.3 0.20 0.50

Most relevant aspect of in the radio cast according to respondents. Respondents answers
were open ended and later coded by the researchers as relating to the profile of the

politician, or his perofrmance.

Table 4: Most relevant aspect in radio-cast by politician profile

To test whether clientelism affects the relevance of programmatic performance, we take

the following approach. If performance is relevant for respondents, as respondents pay

more attention, they should increasingly state that performance is the most important

aspect of the radio-cast. If clientelism reduces the relevance of programmatic performance

for respondents, this effect should be less pronounced when considering the patron profile.

We operationalize this idea by running the following regression:

PRi = α0 + α1RAi + α2Ci + α3RAiCi + γ′Xi + vi (2)

where PR is relevance of performance in the radio-cast, RA is recall accuracy, and C

is the clientelistic profile variable in the experiment. We expect that, as people pay more

attention and are more accurate in the neutral profile, they are more likely to say that

performance was the most relevant issue in the radio-cast (a positive α1). If clientelism

reduces the relevance of programmatic performance, we should observe that this pattern

is less pronounced in the patron profile, leading to a negative α3 coefficient.
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OLS ITT IV

(1) (2) (3)

Recall Accuracy 0.419∗∗∗ 0.998∗

(0.054) (0.596)

Patron −0.165∗∗∗ −0.276∗∗∗ 0.280
(0.049) (0.030) (0.435)

Round 2 0.011 0.060∗

(0.025) (0.035)

Recall Accuracy X Patron −0.194∗∗∗ −0.944
(0.075) (0.740)

Round 2 X Patron −0.055
(0.051)

Observations 1,456 1,456 1,456

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Regressions of performance relevance on recall accuracy, patron profile, and the interaction be-

tween the two, controlling for round, area and performance type of the scenario (service delivery
vs corruption). Performance relevance is a variable with value one if the respondent answered in
an open text question that the most important aspect of the radio-cast (s)he had heard was about
programatic performance. Columns 2 and 3 show the corresponding intention to treat and IV es-
timates using Round 2 (where respondents knew they would be asked and therefore were expected
to pay more attention) as instrument for recall accuracy.

Table 5: Role of recall accuracy and politician profile for performance relevance

The first column of table 5 shows the results of this regression. Consistent with our

expectations, we find that the coefficient for information accuracy is positive: in the

neutral profile, as performance information is more accurately recalled respondents are

more likely to say that performance issues are the most important feature of the radio-cast.

The coefficient for the interaction between accuracy and patron profile is negative,

indicating that, indeed, this effect is less pronounced when the patron is considered. This

suggests that clientelism leads respondents, not only to pay less attention to performance

information, but also to find it less relevant once they do pay more attention.

An important caveat with the results just described is that recall accuracy is likely

to be endogenous. For instance, people with more education may have more accurate

recall. Even more problematically, given our results on information processing, whether

performance information is recalled accurately or not depends on preferences towards the

clientelistic candidate. These correlations may go on to confound the interaction effect of

interest.

To address this issue, we use a feature of the experimental design. Because the ex-
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periment is repeated, respondents have become aware that they will be “tested” on their

knowledge on performance information in the second round. We thus expect that they

will pay more attention to performance information in the second round and that recall

accuracy will be higher in the second round relative to the first. Round 2 of the experiment

can thus be used to instrument RA in equation 2.

Table A.4 in Appendix 3 evaluates the strength of Round 2 as instrument for recall

accuracy. Recall accuracy increases in Round 2 and the increase is statistically significant,

although the instrument is not as strong as one may wish for.

The “intention to treat” results, where we replace recall accuracy RA in equation 2

for its instrument, Round 2, is presented in Column 2 in table 5. The interaction term

between Round 2 and profile remains negative, but is now not statistically significant. This

could be because the OLS results are driven by endogeneity or because the instrument

has less variation leading to less precision. Column 3 answers partially this question

by showing the IV results, where RA instrumented by round 2. Again, the coefficient

remains negative but statistically insignificant. The absolute value of the coefficient for

performance accuracy falls by around half relative to the OLS estimate. This shows that

difference between the OLS and the IV approach is not just a matter of precision: Once

we take the endogeneity of recall accuracy into consideration, there is less clear evidence

that clientelism reduces the extent to which accuracy translates into relevance.

We conclude from these analyses that there is some evidence that clientelism affects

relevance but that the evidence is rather weak.

The analysis using relevance as outcome variable hinges on the assumption that the

open ended question about which aspect of the radio-cast respondents find relevant cap-

tures what is politically relevant for the respondent. It could be that respondents find

“relevant” something that is simply noteworthy. It could be that some the patron profile

contains such noteworthy elements (for instance, the radiocast mentions the politician

having provided a wheelchair). Then even if people pay more attention, and consequently

find performance more relevant, they may nevertheless still mention features of the patron

(the wheelchair) as most relevant. For this reason, we use a second strategy for evaluating

whether clientelism reduces the relevance of performance.

This second approach does not use the performance relevance variable and instead fo-

cuses directly on the implications of accurate recall on candidate evaluation. The approach

is explained and analyzed in Appendix 3. The results using this alternative approach are

very similar to those above, using the performance relevance variable. Our main conclu-

sion remains: there is soe evidence that clientelism makes performance less relevant even

when information is processed, but this evidence is rather weak.
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6 Robustness

6.1 Is it really clientelism?

A key feature of our analysis is that the politician profile is randomized and so we can be

fairly certain that the differences we observe are due to the differences in the profiles as

such, and not to other characteristics, such as characteristics of voters or environments.

At the same time, the profiles we present differ in several ways in addition to clientelism.

The patron profile is longer, and possibly more colourful and more engaging. It could

be that these differences, rather than the clientelistic attribute, drives the differences we

observe.

In order to address this, we explore if our main results are driven particularly by

people with high demand for relational clientelism as opposed to other characteristics.

Among other characteristics, we consider individual socioeconomic characteristics such

as education, age, and gender, and characteristics of the neighbourhood (middle class,

formal poor, informal and rural area). We also consider political attitudes such as trust

in politicians and, crucially, demand for other types of clientelism, such as collective

clientelism, vote buying, and traditional clientelism.

We conduct regressions as in 1, of politician evaluation on performance, profile, and

the interaction between the two, but here we add as third interacting variable demand for

relational clientelism as well as (in separate regressions) each of the additional variables

above.

The table is divided into two panels. The first row in each panel shows the interaction

of the patron profile with demand for relational clientelism and each of the other variables.

This tells which type of respondent prefers the patron profile relative to the neutral.

Respondents with high demand for relational clientelism are substantially more likely

to prefer the ‘patron to the neutral relative to people with low demand for relational

clientelism. In contrast, interestingly, this is not the case for the other variables considered:

men and women, respondents with high and low education, those with high or low trust

in politicians, or even with different demands for other types of clientelism, all prefer the

patron to the neutral politician to a similar extent. The only exception is demand for

collective clientelism, although the coefficient for this is much smaller than the coefficient

for demand for relational clientelism. This suggests that, indeed, differences between the

profiles are perceived as being about clientelism, and mostly about relational clientelism.

The second row of the table shows the triple interaction between good (vs. bad)

performance, patron profile, and demand for relational clientelism (as well as the other

“placebo” variables). This gives clues as to what drives our core hypothesis by telling

which type of respondent tends to ignore performance information specifically when it

applies to a good patron. The first column shows that this is the case for people with

high demand for relational clientelism. In contrast, this is not the case for any other
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Interacted Variable
Demand

Relational
Clientelism

Demand
Collective

Clientelism

Demand
Vote Buying

Demand
Traditional
Clientelism

Trust in
Politicians

Education

Patron x Interacted Vble 0.224*** 0.124* 0.04 0.103 -0.105 0.081
(0.066) (0.065) (0.07) (0.088) (0.244) (0.283)

Good Performance x
Patron x Interacted Vble

-0.222** -0.037 0.044 -0.01 -0.187 0.094

(0.094) (0.09) (0.098) (0.124) (0.349) (0.407)

Interacted Variable Female Age
Formal
Poor
Area

Middle
Class
Area

Informal
Area

Rural
Area

Patron x Interacted Vble 0.145 0.008 -0.556 -0.216 0.872 -0.065
(0.47) (0.018) (0.518) (0.528) (0.533) (0.523)

Good Performance x
Patron x Interacted Vble

-0.247 -0.026 0.325 -0.219 -0.583 0.377

(0.664) (0.026) (0.753) (0.752) (0.74) (0.739)

Regressions of Vote Intention on good (vs bad) performance, patron profile, an additional variable, and
the interactions between the three, controlling for round, area and performance type of the scenario
(service delivery vs corruption). The additional interacting variables in each regression are potential
drivers of the interaction between performance information and patron profile. The main candidate

driver is demand for relational clientelism. The remaining variables are shown as “placebos”. Only the
coefficients for the interactions involving the corresponding additional variables are shown.

Table 6: Potential Drivers of Lower Response to Patron’s Performance Information
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of the variables considered, including trust in politicians and demand for other types of

clientelism. This suggests that our main result is indeed driven by relational clientelism.

We also consider if our motivated reasoning results appears to be driven by demand

for relational clientelism. The analysis in Appendix 4 shows that this seems to be the

case. Bad performance information about the patron (relative to the neutral politician)

is recalled particularly badly by respondents with high demand for relational clientelism.

6.2 Motivated reasoning vs priors

We find that the patron profile induces an asymmetric recall of performance information

that is consistent with motivated reasoning. It is possible that this result is driven by an

alternative mechanism: Respondents may have more positive performance priors about

the patron than about the neutral politician. If some respondents do not pay attention to

the programmatic information in the radio-cast, more people will believe that the patron

is a good performer relative to the neutral politician. This in turn, will imply that when

considering the patron, respondents will be more often right when encountering good

performance information. This corresponds to a “cold cognition” type of mechanism

driven by priors as opposed to our hypothesized “hot-cognition” mechanism, driven by

an emotional reaction towards the patron.

We bring several pieces of evidence to disentangle between these two potential expla-

nations. First, we consider the different components that make up the accurate recall

variable. These are 1. Whether the report says that performance was good or bad, and 2.

Questions about specific features of the report (the author and specific topics the report

refers to).

If results were driven by priors, there would be differences between the patron and

the neutral profiles only in the first component (whether performance is good or bad).

This is the only component about which respondents could conceivably have a prior.8

Respondents cannot have priors about who wrote the report in the radio-cast or about

the specific details of the report in the radio-cast. Moreover, the pattern of difference

between the patron and neutral politician for the first component would be fairly specific:

the patron profile should display higher accuracy in the good performance case mirrored

by a worse accuracy in the bad performance case. Respondents not really paying attention

would tend to say that performance was good when exposed to the patron profile; that

would make them more correct in the good performance scenario, and also less correct in

the bad performance scenario (all relative to the neutral profile).

If results are driven by motivated reasoning, one might observe effects using the all

8Strictly speaking none of the performance information questions we ask ought to reflect priors. All
the questions we consider are about what the report said, rather than what the respondent thinks about
the politician’s performance. Nevertheless it is possible that people interpret the question as asking about
their opinion about the politician.
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components of the recall accuracy variable. Motivated reasoning implies less accuracy

for the patron profile in the (incongruent) negative information scenario. For the first

component (whether performance is good or bad), this pattern would imply “choosing to

forget” the information received (see Bénabou and Tirole (2016)). Respondents hearing

that the patron perform badly would simply disregard this information and maintain

their preferred narrative that he performed well. For the second component, motivated

reasoning would imply that, once respondents have heard that the patron performed

badly, they stop paying attention about the details and therefore are less accurate in that

case relative to the others.

We conduct the information processing analysis (estimating equation 1) using as out-

come the different information variables: 1. Accurate recall of whether the report says

that performance was good or bad, and 2. Accurate recall of the author of the report.9.

The results are in the different panels of figure 3.

Figure 3: Recall accuracy of different components of the radio-cast report by profile and
information type

The left panel of figure shows the results for recalling correctly whether performance

was good or bad. There is a marked difference in recall accuracy between the patron

and the neutral profile, similar to the one we already encountered above in figure 2, with

a difference in recall accuracy only in the negative performance information scenario.

Respondents are not particularly more correct in the good performance scenario when

observing the patron profile. It is only when performance is bad that respondents exposed

to the patron make a mistake relative to those exposed to the neutral profile. This

is not consistent with the the patron simply generating positive performance priors on

9A third variable, part of the second component, that captures the share of specific report details
accurate recalled is shown in Appendix 5 to be problematic as a measure of attention and is not shown
here. Essentially, it appears that responses to report details were close to random and have different infor-
mation content; the analysis we perform using this variable delivers no relevant variation, see Appendix
5
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respondents. Rather it suggests the presence of motivated reasoning when information is

incongruent with the ex-ante judgement of the politician.

The right panel of the figure shows the results for recalling correctly the author of the

report. There is also a difference between the patron and the neutral profile. Accuracy is

also worse for the patron in the negative performance scenario. The difference is smaller

than in the left panel but is statistically significant at the 10% level. Again, consistently

with motivated reasoning (and inconsistently with a simple change in priors), respondents

seem to have paid less attention to the radio-cast performance report specifically when

the patron was concerned and when performance was said to be negative.

An additional suggestive piece of evidence that our information processing results are

not driven by priors concerns the type of behaviors that respondents appear to attribute

to the patron in the radio cast. Our experiment contains two types of politician pro-

grammatic performance indicators: Service delivery and budget/corruption issues. The

politician in the patron profile is depicted as providing personal help for people that sup-

port him. A dispassionate calculating voter that simply upgrades priors may infer from

this that this is a politician that delivers in general. However, it seems much less plausi-

ble that such a voter would infer that this politician is particularly clean and neat in its

budgetary decisions. If at all, a dispassionate voter would rather associate such a profile

to that of corrupt politician. However, a voter that feels positive about the patron and

engages in motivated reasoning might attribute positive qualities to this politician less

selectively.

Our survey includes two questions at the end of round 2 that capture opinions about

service delivery and corruption of the politician in the radio-cast.10. Table 7 shows the

results of two regression of each of these two variables on the politician profile and on

whether performance is good or bad.

Good performers are judged to be better both at service deliver and to be less corrupt.

Reasonably, the effect is much larger for service delivery. Patrons are also judged better in

therms of service delivery and in terms of corruption, but the effect is as big in both cases

(although not statistically significant at conventional levels, probably due to the small

sample size). The fact that the patron is considered better than the neutral politician

both in terms of service delivery and in terms of corruption gives further credence that

the patron profile generates motivated reasoning rather than simply affecting performance

priors.

10The question about service delivery is: “In your opinion, does the councillor in the recording make
more or less effort to get things done for the community as a whole than other councillors?”. The question
about corruption is“If someone you trust told you that the councillor in the recording is involved in
corruption, how surprised would you be?”
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Dependent variable:

Politician Likely Effort Politician Likely Clean

(1) (2)

Good Performance 0.848∗∗∗ 0.390∗∗∗

(0.132) (0.136)
Patron 0.167 0.188

(0.132) (0.137)

Observations 231 260

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 7

6.3 Revisiting Tunisia results

We have focused primarily on the South African sample because Tunisians in our sample

appear not to evaluate positively relational patrons. This is consistent with the low overall

level of demand for relational clientelism in Tunisia. However, this may be compounded

by the fact that Tunisians appear to pay little attention to the radio-cast, as shown in the

descriptive statistics above. If respondents generally do not pay attention, their answers

will be extremely noisy. It turns out that the lack of attention in Tunisia is particularly

low in the first round. In the second round, accuracy in Tunisia is similar to that of

South Africa in the first round (see table A.7 in Appendix 6). This could help explain

our absence of results in Tunisia.11

We therefore conduct the analysis of our core hypothesis separately by round in

Tunisia. Is the patron more highly valued than the neutral politician in the second

round in Tunisia? And if that is the case, does performance information matter less for

the patron than for the neutral profile in that round? Table 8 shows the results of regres-

sions politician evaluation on performance, profile, and the interaction between the two

for Tunisia in the first and second rounds (columns 1 and 2). For comparison, we show

the two rounds in South Africa (collumns 3 and 4). We also show in column 5 the results

for those with some demand for relational clientelism (higher than one), although this

sample is fairly small and includes respondents in the first round possibly paying little

attention.

Performance (for the neutral politician) is positively evaluated in all samples. The

patron (in the low performance scenario) is not positively evaluated in the first round of

Tunisia, but becomes positively valued in the second round. For those with not too low

demand for relational clientelism (column 5), the patron is also positively evaluated, but

11this is particularly the case given that the sample size is double in the first than in the second round,
as explained in footnote 5.
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Dependent variable:

Vote Intention
Tns R1 Tns R2 SA R1 SA R2 Tns Demand Cl

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Good Performance 1.060∗∗∗ 2.550∗∗∗ 1.943∗∗∗ 3.332∗∗∗ 1.479∗∗∗

(0.272) (0.378) (0.289) (0.371) (0.450)
Patron −0.333 0.733∗ 0.560∗∗ 1.396∗∗∗ 0.431

(0.281) (0.384) (0.282) (0.379) (0.462)
Good Performance X Patron 0.012 −0.938∗ −0.761∗ −1.348∗∗ −0.155

(0.384) (0.544) (0.397) (0.549) (0.647)

Observations 1,163 575 1,000 511 434

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Regression of Vote Intention on good (vs bad) performance, patron profile and the interaction

between the two, controlling for round, area and performance type of the scenario (service delivery
vs corruption), for different subsests. The subsets are Tunisia in the first round, Tunisia in the
second round, South Africa in the first round, South Africa in the second round, and the subset of
Tunisians with demand for clientelism higher than 1

Table 8: Evaluation, Performance, and Profile for different subsets

the coefficient is not statistically significant.

It is interesting to note that strength of evaluations of performance and of the patron

profile follow the same order across countries-round samples. Both performance and the

patron are least valued in the Tunisian first round; then fairly similarly in the South

African first round and the Tunisian second round, and most of all in the South African

second round. This is exactly the order in which respondents seem to be paying attention

to the radio-cast as shown in the table mentioned above (table A.7 in Appendix 6). This

strengthens the suspicion that that lack of attention contributes to the lack of results in

Tunisia overall.

Our core hypothesis deals with the interaction between performance information and

the patron profile. In the Tunisian first round, where the patron is not positively eval-

uated, the interaction term is basically zero: good performance matters as much for the

patron as for the neutral politician. In the Tunisian second round, however, the effects

in Tunisia mirror those in South Africa: the interaction term between good performance

and politician profile is negative, implying that clientelism weakens the effect of good per-

formance information on vote intention. For those with not too low demand for relational

clientelism, the coefficient is also negative, although again not statistically significant.

These pieces of evidence suggest that clientelism also plays a role in reducing the

effect of performance information in Tunisia, although the effect is probably weaker than

in South Africa.
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7 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we have explored if relational clientelism and in particular the perception

that a politician is a relational patron, reduces the effect of programmatic performance

information on politician evaluations. We conducted a survey experiment where we varied

the politician profile (patron vs. neutral) as well as the programmatic performance (good

service delivery/ budget management vs. bad).

We find that performance information matters indeed less for the patron profile than

for the neutral profile in the samples where the patron profile is positively appraised.

We showed that this effect is particularly driven by respondents with high demand for

relational clientelism as measured by a separate question in the survey. We examined

different mechanisms that might explain this effect. Clitentelism may lead to failures of

information processing driven by different mechanisms: bounded rationality or motivated

reasoning. Or clientelism may render other aspects of politician performance less relevant

even when performance information is accurately processed. We find no support for the

bounded rationality channel, fairly strong support for the motivated reasoning channel,

and partial support for the relevance channel.

The three specific mechanisms we have considered (bounded rationality, motivated

reasoning, and relevance) have different policy implications. In particular, they have dif-

ferent implications for stepping up information campaigns. Bounded rationality implies

that people do not react to information because processing it is costly. Stepping up an

information campaign in that case would reduce the cost of processing information mak-

ing it more likely to be effective. Processing information may be still costly, but if this

information is everywhere and very easy to access, it will be more likely to be processed

leading to a change in politician evaluations. On the other extreme, the relevance channel

implies that stepping up an information campaign would have little impact. The rele-

vance channel operates after the information has been processed. Therefore, more easily

accessible information would have no impact on politicians evaluations. The problem in

that case is not that voters do not know about politician performance, but that it mat-

ters little to them. Motivated reasoning stands in the middle of the bounded rationality

and relevance channels. Motivated reasoning implies lack of willingness to process certain

types of information. Even if information becomes easily accessible, voters may still be

unwilling to process it. For instance, Redlawsk, Civettini and Emmerson (2010) shows

that providing more and more information incongruent with expectations in the context

of motivated reasoning fails to have an impact at first, but does have an impact after a

sufficient amount of information has been provided.

Our results provide support for the motivated reasoning channel and partial support

for the relevance channel. This suggests that in context where “relational” clientelism is

pervasive and positively valued, simply stepping up information campaigns may not be
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overly helpful in affecting politician evaluations.
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Appendix 1: Radio-cast

Figure 4 shows our experimental design. Note that this figure displays the intended the

design which sought to show respondents in the second round a different profile than in

the first round, so that a respondent who had seen the patron in the first round would

receive the neutral politician in the second round, and vice-versa. The idea was that

respondents should view them as different individuals. However, both survey companies

fully randomized the politician profile so that we have 50% of the respondents who listen

to the same politician profile in the second round. The remainder of the experiment

worked as displayed in figure 4.

Figure 4: Experimental Design
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Complete Script (South African Version) 

INTRODUCTION 

Reporter 1: “You are listening to Radio “X”, your radio number one for local news!  Today, we are 

reporting live from the Cultural Day in our community. I am Reporter 1 [replace with made up name] 

and Reporter 2 [replace with made up name] is here with me covering the event for you.”  

Reporter 2: “Thanks, Reporter 1 . There are several special guests, Inlamo dancers and a Mascandi 

competition.” 

 

“Half an hour ago, our main guest, the ward councillor, arrived. ” 

Reporter 1: Yes, the Ward councilor! I see him well from here! 

 

BLOCK I: Profile 

Reporter 1 

Information Good Patron Neutral 

Characteristics  
of Profile 

He is mixing in with the crowd. A lady 
just told me that they talked about the 
problems of her family, and he gave her 
his telephone number, telling her he will 
help them. 

He is shaking hands with a few guests 
and the hosts.  

 

Reporter 2:  

Information Good Patron Neutral 

Characteristics  
of Profile 

Ah, that’s what they all say, but then 
they forget about you 

Before, he made several official 
announcements. 

 

Reporter 1:   

Reinforcement Good patron Neutral 

 No, no! He is not like that!  Yes, and he was thanking the 
organizers of the event for their work. 

 

Reporter 2:  

Reinforcement Good patron Neutral 

 Yes, it’s true. Now that you mention, I 
recall meeting a lady who knows him 
well. She told me that he gave her a 
wheelchair for her sick mother. She said 
that he really takes good care of his 
people! 

I think he is now moving back to the 
stage to announce the winner of the 
Mascandi competition.  

 

Reporter 1:   

Reinforcement Good patron Neutral 

 Yes, he is the type of person that takes 
care of you. Of course, he also expects 
you to help him if you can. And if you do 
him a favor he will never forget it! 

Finally we will know who among all 
these talented people has won!  

 



 

BLOCK IIa: Performance Information 

Reporter 2: Let’s talk about his performance as councillor. A new report has just come out on service 

delivery.  Apparently, in his time  as councilor, local service delivery in his community…  

Information Worse Better 

 …has gotten worse compared to 
similar communities. 

…has gotten better compared to 
similar communities. 

 

Reporter 1: Who has written the report, his municipality? 

Reporter 2: No, it’s from an independent NGO. 

Reporter 1: Ah yes, I saw it, it was quite a detailed report. It said that his community now… 

Reinforcement Worse Better 

 …has more problems with electricity. …has less problems with electricity. 

 

Reporter 2: Yes, and garbage collection in his area is now also... 

Reinforcement Worse Better 

 ...worse compared to similar 
communities. 

...better compared to similar 
communities. 

 

BLOCK IIb: Corruption Info 

Reporter 2: Let’s talk about his performance as councilor. It seems that during his time as councilor 

the money of the municipality has been spent... 

Information Worse than average. Better than average. 

 …worse than in similar communities. …better than in similar communities. 

 

Reporter 1: Is this information from a government report? 

Reporter 2: No, it’s from the auditor. 

Reporter 1: Ah right! I have seen this report; it covers all municipalities. The report said that... 

Reinforcement Worse than average. Better than average. 

 ...in his municipality, budget 
procedures were not followed. 

...in his municipality, budget 
procedures were always followed. 

 

Reporter 2: Yes, indeed, and for most of the budget, it seems that the money was... 

Reinforcement Worse than average. Better than average. 

 … not spent according to plan. … spent according to plan.. 

 

CONCLUSION I 

Reporter 1:  I see that now one of the bands is going to the stage. Let’s tune in for their show! 

Reporter 2: Great! All the bands have been really great! It’s amazing how much talent we have 

around here! 

 

CONCLUSION II 



Reporter 1: Ok, let’s now move back to the music! The band that is playing now is really good! 

Reporter 2: Yes! and the crowd seems to be enjoying it very much! 

 

 

LINKING SENTENCE/ INTRO II:   

Reporter 2: Ah, look Reporter 1, I’m just seeing that the councillor from the neighbouring community 

is also here.    

Reporter 1: Yes, there he is indeed! He is the councilor of the ward next to ours. 

[Continue with Bloc I + Block IIa/Block IIb + Conclusion II] 

 

********************** 

Full Example 

Please see here a full example a script:  

Introduction + Block I (Profile) Good patron + Block II (Service Delivery) Worse + Conclusion I + 

[PAUSE] + linking sentence + Block I (Profile) Neutral + Block III (Corruption) Worse + Conclusion II 

 
Introduction:  

Reporter 1: “You are listening to Radio “X”, your radio number one for local news!  Today, we are 

reporting live from the Cultural Day in our community. I am Reporter 1 [replace with made up name] 

and Reporter 2 [replace with made up name] is here with me covering the event for you.”  

Reporter 2: “Thanks, Reporter 1 . It’s clear that the organizers invested a lot of effort to make this an 

extraordinary event this year. There are several special guests, Inlamo dancers and a Mascandi 

competition.” 

Reporter 1: “As you can hear, the atmosphere is very good! We enjoy perfect weather!”   

Reporter 2: “Half an hour ago, our main guest, the ward councillor, arrived. What is he doing now?” 

Reporter 1: I see him well from here! 

 
Block I: Profile 
 
Reporter 1: He is mixing in with the crowd, asking people how they are doing. A lady just told me that 
they chatted about the problems of her family, and he gave her his telephone number, telling her he 
will help them. 
 
Reporter 2: Ah, that’s what they all say, but then they forget about you and don’t answer the phone! 
 
Reporter 1: No, no! He is not like that! He really answers the phone!  
 
Reporter 2: Yes, it’s true. Now that you mention, I recall meeting a lady who told me that he gave her 
a wheelchair for her sick mother. She said that he really takes good care of people! 
 
Reporter 1: Yes, he is the type of person that takes care of you. Of course, he also expects you to 
help him if you can. And if you do him a favor he will never forget it! 
 
Block IIa: Performance Info 1 
Reporter 2: Let’s talk about his performance as councillor. A new report has just come out on service 
delivery.  Apparently, in his time in office, local service delivery in his community has gotten worse 
compared to similar communities. 



 
Reporter 1: Who has written the report, his municipality? 
 
Reporter 2: No, it’s from an independent NGO. 
 
Reporter 1: Ah yes, I saw it, it was quite a detailed report. It said that his community now has more 
problems with electricity. 
 
Reporter 2: Yes, and garbage collection in his area is now also worse compared to similar 
communities. 
 
Block III: Conclusion I 
Reporter 1:  I see that now one of the bands is going to the stage. Let’s tune in for their show! 
 
Reporter 2: Great! All the bands have been really good! It’s amazing how much talent we have 
around here! 
 
 
************************************** 

Intro 2nd Iteration 

Reporter 2: Ah, look Reporter 1, I’m just seeing that the councillor from the neighbouring community 

is also here.    

Reporter 1: Yes, there he is indeed!  

 

Block I 

Reporter 1: He is shaking hands with a few guests and the hosts. 
 
Reporter 2: Before, he made several official announcements. 
 
Reporter 1: Yes, and he was thanking the organizers of the event for their work. 
 
Reporter 2:  Yes, and he was thanking the organizers of the event for their work.I think he is now 
moving back to the stage to announce the winner of the Mascandi competition. 
 
Reporter 1: Finally we will know who among all these talented people has won! 
 

Block IIb: Performance Info 2 
Reporter 2: Let’s talk about his performance as councilor. It seems that during his time in office the 
money of the municipality has been spent worse than in similar municipalities.  
 
Reporter 1: Is this information from a government report?  
 
Reporter 2: No, it’s from the auditor’s office. 
 
Reporter 1: Ah right! I have seen this report; it covers all municipalities. The report said that in his 
municipality, budget procedures were not followed. 
 
Reporter 2: Yes, indeed, and for most of the budget, it seems that the money was not spent 
according to plan. 
 

Block III: Conclusion II 
Reporter 1: Ok, let’s now move back to the music! The band that is playing now is really good! 

Reporter 2: Yes! and the crowd seems to be enjoying it very much! 



Appendix 2: Descriptive Statistics

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Emotion Valence towards Politician 1,463 0.079 0.678 −1.000 1.000
Politician Vote Intention 1,511 5.021 3.292 1 10
Recall Accuracy 1,511 0.576 0.312 0.000 1.000
Performance Correct 1,511 0.465 0.499 0 1
Author Correct 1,511 0.730 0.444 0 1
Share Details Correct 1,511 0.644 0.267 0.000 1.000
Performance 1,456 0.368 0.482 0.000 1.000
Politician Profile 1,456 0.326 0.469 0.000 1.000
Dont Know 1,456 0.306 0.461 0.000 1.000
Relational 1,511 4.346 3.355 1 10
Collective 1,464 5.466 3.466 1.000 10.000
Vote Buying 1,511 3.467 3.276 1 10
Traditional 1,511 2.926 2.614 1 10
Female 1,511 0.614 0.487 0 1
Age 1,511 35.584 12.379 18 85
Work 1,511 0.438 0.496 0 1
No Schooling 1,511 0.068 0.251 0 1
Primary Completed 1,511 0.291 0.454 0 1
Secondary Completed 1,511 0.497 0.500 0 1
Tertiary Completed 1,511 0.144 0.351 0 1

Table A.1: South Africa
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Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Emotion Valence towards Politician 1,646 −0.129 0.650 −1.000 1.000
Politician Vote Intention 1,738 3.739 3.367 1 10
Recall Accuracy 1,738 0.417 0.331 0.000 1.000
Performance Correct 1,738 0.372 0.484 0 1
Author Correct 1,738 0.303 0.460 0 1
Share Details Correct 1,738 0.622 0.280 0 1
Performance 1,632 0.303 0.460 0.000 1.000
Politician Profile 1,632 0.312 0.464 0.000 1.000
Dont Know 1,632 0.384 0.487 0.000 1.000
Relational 1,738 2.361 2.788 1 10
Collective 1,738 3.619 3.421 1 10
Vote Buying 1,738 1.629 2.021 1 10
Traditional 1,738 2.629 2.867 1 10
Female 1,738 0.596 0.491 0 1
Age 1,738 44.133 16.712 18 96
Work 1,738 0.340 0.474 0 1
No Schooling 1,738 0.291 0.454 0 1
Primary Completed 1,738 0.178 0.383 0 1
Secondary Completed 1,738 0.292 0.455 0 1
Tertiary Completed 1,738 0.239 0.427 0 1

Table A.2: Tunisia

Summary statistics

Table A.3: Tunisia
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Appendix 3: Relevance

We first check the strength of Round 2 as an instrument for Recall Accuracy. Strictly

speaking, there are two endogenous variables (RA and RAxC) and two corresponding

instruments (Round2 and Round2XC). Table A.4 shows the two first stage regressions.

The first column is the regression for the endogenous variable RA and displays a positive

and statistically significant effect its instrument Round2: Respondents recall performance

information more accurately in the second round relative to the first. The second column

corresponds to the endogenous variable RAxC which is our key variable of interest. The

coefficient is also positive and statistically significant. The F-statistic for this instrument

is around 13, which is close to the threshold of around 10 that makes it safe form a weak

instrument point of view (Stock, Yogo et al. 2005). This implies that, while it seems

generally sensible to use these instruments, there are not as strong as one may wish for.

Dependent variable:

Recall Accuracy Recall Accuracy X Patron
SA

(1) (2)

Round 2 0.062∗∗∗ −0.0003
(0.023) (0.017)

Patron −0.052∗∗∗ 0.525∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.014)
Round 2 X Patron 0.024 0.087∗∗∗

(0.034) (0.024)

Observations 1,511 1,511

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table A.4: First stages of Round 2 as instrument for recall accuracy

We consdier here the altenrative approach to testing the role of clientelism for rele-

vance without using the performance relevance variable. The idea is similar to the analysis

before, but using politician evaluation as outcome. If performance is relevant to respon-

dents, good (vs bad) performance should matter more for candidate evaluations the more

accurate recall is. If respondents have paid no attention, good (vs. bad) performance

information should have little effect on candidate evaluation. If performance matters to

them, as they pay ore attention and become more accurate in their recall, good perfor-

mance should matter more. This would correspond to a positive two-way interaction

between good (vs. bad) information and recall accuracy, where the outcome variable is

candidate vote intention. If, clientelism, renders performance less relevant, this latter

effect should be less pronounced: good (vs. bad) performance should matter relatively

little for evaluating the patron profile even when paying more attention and being more
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accurate. This would correspond to a negative three-way interaction between good (vs.

bad) information, recall accuracy, and patron profile.

Column 1 in table A.5 shows the results of the three-way interaction between good

(vs. bad) information, recall accuracy, and patron profile where the outcome is politician

evaluation.

Consistent with our expectations, the interaction term between good performance and

accurate recall is positive and statistically significant. This implies that as people pay

more attention and recall more accurately they react more strongly to good (vs. bad)

performance information. The three-way interaction with the patron profile is negative.

Therefore, consistent with the relevance channel, this effect is less pronounced for the

patron profile.

Similar to the previous approach, accurate recall could be endogenous in this approach.

We deal with this in the same way, by instrument accurate recall by round 2. There are

now three endogenous variables (RA, RAxP and RAxPxC) with its three corresponding

instruments. The instrument of interest (Round2xPxC) has a F-statistic of 9, a bit below

the recommended threshold in Stock and Yogo (2005). Column 2 in table A.5 shows the

intention-to-treat results, where accurate information is replaced by its instrument in the

three-way interaction. The coefficient for the three way interaction using round 2 instead

of accurate recall is negative, but again, not statistically significant. As before, we find

some but rather weak evidence that clientelism renders performance less relevant to voters.

Column 3 shows the IV results. In this case, the coefficients of interest are implausibly

high in absolute value, underscoring the less than ideal strength of the instruments.
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OLS ITT IV

(1) (2) (3)

Recall Accuracy −4.074∗∗∗ −7.161
(0.493) (5.772)

Good Performance −2.215∗∗∗ 1.950∗∗∗ −11.633∗∗

(0.472) (0.288) (5.896)

Patron −0.003 0.558∗∗ −4.796
(0.425) (0.281) (3.967)

Round 2 0.459∗∗∗ −0.517
(0.162) (0.339)

Recall Accuracy X Good Performance 7.786∗∗∗ 23.244∗∗

(0.699) (9.730)

Recall Accuracy X Patron 1.023 10.311
(0.685) (7.230)

Round 2 X Good Performance 1.352∗∗∗

(0.473)

Round 2 X Patron 0.839∗

(0.475)

Good Performance X Patron 0.263 −0.763∗ 7.226
(0.650) (0.395) (6.843)

Recall Accuracy X Good Performance X Patron −1.693∗ −14.595
(0.988) (11.520)

Round 2 X Good Performance X Patron −0.521
(0.683)

Observations 1,511 1,511 1,511

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Regressions of politician vote intention on good (vs bad) performance, recall accuracy, patron

profile, and the interaction between the three, controlling for round, area and performance type of
the scenario (service delivery vs corruption). Performance relevance is a variable with value one if
the respondent answered in an open text question that the most important aspect of the radio-cast
(s)he had heard was about programatic performance. Columns 2 and 3 show the corresponding
intention to treat and IV estimates using Round 2 (where respondents knew they would be asked
and therefore were expected to pay more attention) as instrument for recall accuracy.

Table A.5: Role of recall accuracy and performance information, and politician profile for
vote intention

38



Appendix 4: Demand for relational clientelism and

information processing

To check if our motivating reasoning results are driven by demand for relational clien-

telism, we conduct the information processing analysis as above, adding demand for rela-

tional clientelism as additional interacting variable. In particular, we estimate equation 1

using recall accuracy as outcome variable, and adding demand for relational clientelism as

third interacted variable (i.e. good (vs. bad) performance information x Patron profile x

Demand for relational clientelism). Figure 5 shows the predicted values for the maximum

and minimum levels of demand for relational clientelism.

Figure 5: Recall accuracy by Performance type, Profile, and Demand for Relational Clien-
telism

At low levels of demand for relational clientelism, there is some difference in recall

accuracy for the patron relative to the neutral profile, in the good performance as well

as the bad performance scenarios, but the differences are not very large. However, for

high levels of clientelism demand, the differences are substantial, but only for the negative

performance information. This suggests that demand for relational clientelism drives our

information processing results.
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Appendix 5: Motivated reasoning vs priors

The second component of accurate recall variable, the one dealing with specifics of the

radio-cast report is in turn comprised of two questions.1. Who wrote the report, and 2.

to what specific topics the report refers to.

Accurate recall of these issues in principle ought to reflect how much attention respon-

dents paid to the radio-cast. The author report question and the report details question

are however different. The author report question offered four possibilities of which only

one is correct. The details question is comprised of 4 questions to which respondents could

answer yes or no, with two yes answers being correct. The author question was right 73%

of the cases, compared to 25% if it had been answered randomly. Each of the four details

questions is answered correctly on average 63% of the time, compared to 50% if answers

were random. The details question thus appear to be answered more randomly and thus

to have less information content than the author question.

To check if the author question indeed captures attentions better than the details

question, we checked how much more correct the questions are in the second round,

relative to the first round. As mentioned before, since the respondent expects questions

about performance in the second round, if the questions can be answered correctly with

attention, they should be more correct in the second round. If questions are ambiguous

or were too difficult, we might not observe improvement in the second round indicating

that accuracy about this questions is not a good proxy for attention.

1 2

Service Delivery
round2 0.109*** 0.034

(0.032) (0.02)

Corruption
round2 0.128*** 0.018

(0.034) (0.02)

Dependent Variable
Correct
Author

Share
Correct
Details

Robust standard errors in parenthesis. Signif. codes: 0.01 *** 0.05 ** 0.1 *. Regression of accurate
repsonse to different aspects of the report mentioned in the radio cast on round controlling for profile,

performance type, and area

Table A.6

We run regressions of correct recall of the author of the report and of the share report

details answered correctly on an indicator for round 2 (see table A.6). The questions and

correct answers were different when the performance scenario was about service delivery
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and when it was about corruption so we show results separately for the two. The table

shows clearly that answers about the author of the report improve considerably in the

second round in both the service delivery and the corruption scenarios. However, the

share of details correctly recalled does not improve basically at all. This suggests that,

indeed, the correct author variable captures attention reliably, but the share of details

recalled might not.

In the text, we show the information processing analysis for the more meaningful

variables: 1. Accurate recall of whether the report says that performance was good or

bad, 2. Accurate recall of the author of the report. Here we present for completeness the

results using the third variable: The share of report details accurate recalled (see figure

6).

Figure 6: Accuracy of share of details recalled of the redio-cast report by profile and
information type

Recall accuracy is fairly similar across conditions using the details variable.
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Appendix 6: Revisiting Tunisian results

Tns R1 Tns R2 SA R1 SA R2
Recall Accuracy 0.38 0.50 0.55 0.63
Performance Correct 0.33 0.45 0.44 0.52
Author Correct 0.23 0.44 0.69 0.81
Share Details Correct 0.60 0.67 0.63 0.66

Table A.7: Accurate recall of radio-cast features by country and round
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