Appendix 2. Survey Methods 


1. Introduction

In order to get a better sense of popular experiences and understandings, and to be able to place the findings of our interviews and archival work in broader context, three nationally representative surveys were conducted, one in each country. In each case the survey was conducted 2 to 6 months ahead of general elections, which meant 2016 for Ghana and Uganda and 2017 for Kenya.

The surveys were implemented in conjunction with a local public opinion company that could provide a team of enumerators with the necessary language skills and local knowledge so that each respondent could be interviewed in the language of their choice: Practical Sampling International in Ghana, and Ipsos-Synovate in Kenya and Uganda.

In each case, the research team visited the relevant country to conduct focus groups on key questions in order to ensure that appropriate words and terms were used in order to convey the correct meaning. Surveys were translated into the main languages spoken in each country in order to allow respondents to answer in the language of their choosing, and the quality of translations was checked by the research team through back translation into English using independent individuals who had not been involved in the initial translation exercise. 

The training of survey enumerators was supervised by Cheeseman, who has past experience of conducting surveys in Kenya and Nigeria, and the authors were present during the survey work in all three countries in order to quickly identify and put right any issues and challenges. 

Interviews were conducted face-to-face in households, with the respondent and household selected randomly in order to give all members of the population an equal and known chance of participating. 

Each survey included two components: first, a nationally representative sample of at least 1,200 people; second, an oversample of at least 250 people in each of the three constituencies selected for fieldwork. This was designed to enable us to both talk about the national picture and to gain a closer insight into public opinion in our main interview sites.

Survey responses were entered directly into a tablet to minimise transcription errors and enable geo-coding. The data was checked carefully for errors and patterns that might suggest enumerator error or that questions had not been understood as intended. Where national averages are provided, this is based on the nationally representative sample. 

Two of the main challenges in conducting surveys are the need to ensure accurate translations of questions and interpretations of answers. We dealt with the first challenge by workshopping questions and “back translating” all surveys with independent translators, as discussed in more detail in Section Three. The challenge of interpreting answers is an even bigger issue, especially when a research project is investigating such sensitive issues as vote buying and public morality. Even less loaded questions can be subject to considerable academic debate and disagreement. Perhaps most famously, there is significant disagreement about exactly how to interpret questions that ask individuals about their “satisfaction with democracy” (Canache et al 2001; Linde and Ekman 2003). If someone says that they are satisfied what exactly does this mean? It is tempting to interpret this as meaning that they believe that democracy is performing well. But if that is the case, do they mean that the political system is working well or simply that the government has achieved its aims? And if an individual is really focussing on the performance of the government, are they mostly swayed by the state of the economy or is it some other consideration that is driving this evaluation (Bratton and Mattes 2001)? Other questions can also be raised, such as whether “democracy” and “satisfaction” mean the same things in all countries and indeed to all individuals within a country. Might Americans not imagine a democracy in a very different way to Tanzanians and Venezuelans? (Whitehead 1997). If so, are we really comparing like with like?

The challenge of interpretation is even greater when it comes to questions about activities and beliefs that might generally be considered to be “wrong”, illegal or personally embarrassing (Moseson 2015). Will individuals answer these questions truthfully, or will they provide the “accepted” answer in order to protect themselves and to conform with expected norms? Innovative new research methods – such as interviewing individuals who sit behind screens and fill out the answers themselves to give them far greater anonymity (Scacco 2010) – has been shown to illicit greater honesty about issues such as being present at a protest or a riot. In turn, this implies that standard survey questions are likely to considerably underestimate the extent of illegal behaviour – which clearly has significant implications for our research on electoral malpractice.

One classic example of the tendency of individuals to provide what they consider to be the “right” answer given the context – being surveyed by an enumerator working for an international research project – is questions about the role that ethnicity plays in determining vote choice (Carlson 2016). While voting patterns in fine grained observation of electoral campaigns suggests that ethnicity is a central consideration to how an individual will vote in many – but by no means all – African countries, a very different picture emerges from survey questions that ask individuals to rank certain characteristics of a hypothetical candidate in order of importance. In most cases, ethnicity is ranked as one of the least important conditions (Lindberg and Morrison 2008): in part, it seems, because respondents are well aware that “tribalism” is widely seen to be a source of political and economic ills, and because co-ethnicity is often valued for what it implies about how likely a leader is to be sympathetic and trustworthy, rather than in and of itself.  

A further issue facing our research was that our focus on both history and contemporary politics meant that we were not only asking questions about the most recent elections but also about historical events – such as previous elections, and so on. In some cases, this involved asking individuals about events that took place twenty or thirty years ago, such as whether they voted in an election in the one-party state era and how democratic they considered those elections to be. These kinds of questions are clearly vulnerable both to memory loss, to individuals viewing the past through rose tinted glasses, and also to individual recollections being shaped by popular narratives – and the speeches of political leaders – that reimagine the past.

We adopted a seven-fold strategy for dealing with these challenges that is set out in detail in Section 2. Of course, although these measures were fairly comprehensive, they do not ensure that our survey findings do not suffer from any of the limitations set out above. For this reason, we are careful to always draw conclusions on the basis of a rounded view of the evidence that also takes into account the in-depth interviews and election observations that we conducted in each country (see Appendix 4). That said, it is striking that in many cases individuals were willing to openly state their support for – or at least refusal to condemn – forms of electoral malpractice. As discussed in detail in Chapter Seven, surveys in all three countries suggest that practices such as “treating” voters with food and drink, and handing out money in return for votes, receive considerable popular support. It is therefore clear that when faced with some fairly sensitive survey questions respondents did not simply give the “right answer” in line with national legislation and what they knew to be the official rules. In turn, this gives us greater confidence that the findings of the survey – which inform every empirical chapter – are meaningful and, when read carefully, provide important insights into popular opinion.


2. Designing surveys to generate reliable results

As predominantly qualitative researchers that have made use of – and in some cases designed and run – nationally representative surveys in their work, we take extremely seriously the challenge of designing and interpreting surveys so that they do not generate misleading findings. Consequently, our response to the challenges identified in Section 1 was seven-fold. First, as already noted, we used surveys as one research method among many, and contextualise our findings by bringing them into conversation with interviews, election observations, archival work (see Appendix 4) and laboratory games (see Appendix 2). This means that our findings are not dependent on the survey results. Second, we asked our most important questions in a number of different ways and cross-referenced the answers. One benefit of this approach is that we are less likely to be led astray by a particular question being framed in a way that strikes a nerve in respondents and leads to either misleading responses or a high-level of non-response. 

Third, we were careful to frame questions in a way that did not ask individuals to incriminate themselves, and did not imply any moral wrong doing. This involved, for example, asking individuals whether they had been offered a bribe rather than whether they had accepted one. It also involved asking individuals about how they expect others to respond to certain forms of malpractice, and what they had observed around elections, rather than what they had directly participated in. 

Fourth, in order to minimise the risk that individuals simply repeat popular rumours, for all questions that related to electoral abuses and malpractice we stressed that we were asking about personal experience. One way in which we did this was to emphasise that we wanted to know what individuals had seen “with their own eyes”. 

Fifth, we utilised an embedded vignette experiment (Gutiérrez-Romero and LeBas 2020) to allow us to gain information about how the identity of candidates shapes how individuals respond to their behaviour. By randomly changing the name of a hypothetical political candidate – so that it clearly indicated a certain ethnicity – we were able to assess how the co-ethnicity/non co-ethnicity of the respondent and the candidate shaped the willingness of individuals to sanction politicians, without asking directly about whether ethnicity influences political behaviour. In turn, this minimised the risk of receiving the kind of “right answer” discussed above.

Sixth, when asking questions about past events we were always careful to include a historical prompt of something that happened around the event that is commonly associated it. When asking about the 1988 election in Kenya, for example, respondents who could not clearly differentiate them would be prompted with a reminder that these were the last one-party state elections before the reintroduction of multiparty elections.

Finally, when it came to extremely important questions relating to the two registers of virtue that animate the analysis in the book, we deliberately framed some questions in ways that seemed more likely to evoke the patrimonial and civic registers. This enabled us to compare how answers varied when individuals were “primed” to  think about complex phenomena, such as vote buying, in very different ways. To take an example that we discuss at length in Chapter Seven, we framed questions about the morality of candidates distributing money during elections in two very different ways: a) as a bribe given outside of an existing relationship, and b) as the transfer of “something small” that occurred within a wider set of giving and development activities. As a result, we are able to gain insights into how question wording shapes the way that questions are understood and responded to.


3. Survey drafting and translation

Survey questions were initially drafted by Cheeseman, Lynch and Willis. In some cases, questions were designed to replicate other surveys such as the Afrobarometer and prior research to aid replicability. This was particularly the case with basic individual/demographic questions regarding the interviewee. In most cases, however, questions were original.

In general, the same questions were asked in each country, although due to the specific history of the three states some questions about past experience and events were tailored to the individual case.

In the case of particularly important or potentially sensitive issues, questions were focus grouped in-country, both with students on relevant courses from universities in the capital city, and with individuals with considerable expertise in conducting surveys from the survey companies in each country. This process led to numerous small adjustments to make the questions clearer, more concise, and to ensure that they more accurately retained our original meaning when asked in very different contexts. 

Questionnaires were originally drafted in English and then translated into some of the most spoken languages at the national level and in our case study locations in the country concerned:

· Kenya: English, Kikuyu, Luo, Maasai, Swahili, Turkana. 
· Ghana: Akan, Dagbani, English, Ewe, Fante.
· Uganda: Acholi, English, Kalamajong, Luganda, Luo, Runyankole.

Translations were conducted by language experts working for the survey companies. As errors in translation can undermine a survey – not least because linguistic mistakes can generate patterns that are likely to be mis-interpreted as reflecting real-world variations in the understanding and beliefs of different ethnic groups – we took particular care over this process. As a result, initial translations were checked via back-translation using independent language experts. In many cases this led to edits and modifications to the initial translations, especially around technical and less common terms.

The questionnaire was scripted so that data could be entered by the enumerators on hand held tablets. This option was favoured as it allows data to be uploaded in real time – making it easier to quickly detect and rectify errors – reduces  data error, and reduces waste paper.

In all cases, the enumerators responsible for conducting out the survey carefully went through the entire script twice, focussing on the version in their own first language. This made it possible to catch any errors introduced during the scripting process. Moreover, by simultaneously going through different versions of the survey at the same time it was possible to identify and rectify any cases in which the different translations had subtly different meanings.

A copy of the full questionnaire is available upon request from the authors.


4. Survey protocol

In general, we closely followed the protocol of the Afrobarometer, which has often been recognised as best practice (Heath et al 2005). This approach has two foundational principles. The first is to give each eligible individual an equal and known chance of being selected in the survey through random selection at each stage. The second is to use face-to-face interviews at the household level to make sure that surveys are genuinely inclusive in contexts in which conducting surveys online or over the phone would risk missing out significant parts of the population, including lower income groups and those living in outlying areas. 

Everyone was eligible to be included in the survey so long as they were over the age of 18 and ordinarily resident in the location in which the survey was being conducted. Only individuals over the age of 18 were allowed to participate for two reasons: first, because this was required for informed consent, second, because we are interested in the politically active population.

In each country, the survey sample was stratified using the national census sampling frame in order to generate a set of starting points that would ensure a representative distribution on key variables such as rural/urban and region/ethnicity. 

Once starting points for the day were selected, a supervisor would walk the area with four enumerators to identify any possible obstacles or challenges. Once specific starting locations had been selected for each enumerator, and taking care to point them in different directions to make sure that their paths could not cross, a randomly selected day code was chosen to identify the first household that the enumerator would stop at (e.g. a day code of 5 would mean that they would survey the fifth household). A household is defined as a group of people who eat from the same pot. The enumerator would then walk along the road in the given direction counting dwellings until they reached the designated number.

Upon identifying the correct household, the enumerator would then randomly select someone from the household to take part in the survey. If the individual randomly selected to be surveyed was not home, enumerators would ask when they would be back and make arrangements to return later at an appropriate time. Enumerators would only substitute another interview for the one that had been randomly selected if it proved impossible to arrange an interview with the person originally selected during the period of fieldwork. Substitution involved the same process of random selection. This particular aspect of the protocol – investing considerable resources in going back and interviewing the person who was selected the first time – is important to make sure that the sample does not underrepresent workers and younger citizens who may be less likely to be home. 

Once an interview had been completed, enumerators would then select the next household to visit based on a pre-determined interval (typically 10 households in urban areas and 5 in rural areas), taking every second left hand turn to make sure that they do not only interview people living on larger/main roads. To ensure quality and to give enumerators time to go back and interview individuals who had not initially been present, the number of surveys was limited to four per enumerator per day.

The authors remained on the ground to oversee the start of the survey in each country in order to identify and correct any mistakes or confusion that had not been identified during training. Particular attention was paid to the importance of not overlooking poorer households by only considering formal houses and large roads when walking from the selected starting point. 

In contrast with some surveys such as the Afrobarometer, enumerators were not asked to alternate respondents male/female in order to ensure gender parity. This was because there may not be gender parity in some urban and rural settings, as demographic studies have often suggested that some rural areas may have a higher female population residents due to the greater tendency for men to migrate for work (Camlin et al 2014). Given this, and our desire to understand our study locations as they are, we made the decision to reflect the gender balance of each locality as accurately as possible. 


5. Descriptive statistics

Table 1 provides an overview of our samples in each country. The percentages refer to the nationally representative sample and exclude the over-samples that were conducted to provide insights into our case study areas. In each country, the sample reflects recent census data and common knowledge with regards to the distribution of the population. The most recent census data available at the time of writing was:

· Ghana, Government of. (2010) Ghana Population and Housing Census.
· Kenya, Government of. (2019) Kenya Population and  Housing Census.
· Uganda, Government of. (2014) Uganda Population and  Housing Census.

Let us start by looking at the geographical distribution of our sample. Some 73% of our Ugandan sample resided in rural areas, as compared to 70% of the Kenyan sample and 47% of the Ghanaian sample. These figures are close to those collated by the World Bank based on census data, which record that 76% of Ugandans live in rural areas, as compared to 72% in Kenya and 43% in Ghana. The fact that Ghana is significantly more urban than our other two cases is noteworthy, as urbanization is often said to drive greater support for democracy and to lead to greater demands for accountability (see Chapter Seven). 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics, Ghana, Kenya and Uganda
	
	Ghana
	Kenya
	Uganda

	Total sample
	2748
	4189
	2604

	Nationally representative sample
	1528
	1139
	1211

	% Man
	47
	48
	44

	% Rural
	47
	70
	73

	% Under 35
	61
	64
	58

	% No formal schooling
	15
	12
	13

	% Completed secondary school
	46
	45
	38

	% Gone without 1 essential
	14
	18
	15

	% Gone without 2 essentials
	24
	32
	32

	% Attended a protest or march
	7
	8
	8

	% Attended a rally
	28
	40
	43

	% Have never voted
	5
	31
	25

	% Believe that democracy is best political system
	72
	71
	78

	% Feel close to ruling party
	39
	36
	48

	% Largest ethnic group
	45 (Akan)
	20 (Kikuyu)
	22 (Buganda)

	% Second largest ethnic group
	15 (Ewe)
	14 (Luhya)
	9 (Runyankole)

	% Largest religious group
	78 (Christian)
	86 (Christian)
	86 (Christian)

	% Second largest religious group
	18 (Muslim)
	8 (Muslim)
	11 (Muslim)

	% Most common first election to vote in
	26 (2012)
	31 (2013)
	22 (2011)

	% Member of a trade union
	27
	15
	15



The figures for the size of the largest and second largest ethnic groups are also very close to the official statistics. In Kenya, for example, the 2019 Housing Census recorded that the Kikuyu were the largest ethnic group, followed by the Luhya, which is what we find, with very similar figures: Kikuyu were 22% in the national census as compared to 20% in our sample, while Luhyas were 14% in the national sample – the same figure as in our sample. The figures for the distribution of our sample on the basis of ethnic identity are similarly close for Ghana and Uganda. Our sample also mirrors the official statistics when it comes to religious beliefs. Some 86% of our respondents in Uganda said that they were Christians and 11% Muslims. The 2014 Uganda census recorded 84% Christians and 14% Muslim. The figures for religious affiliation in Kenya and Ghana are also very similar to the official statistics.

As should already be clear, our sample closely reflects the central features of the three societies in which we conducted research. This includes the fact that all three populations are very youthful – but note that as individuals under the age of 18 were excluded from the survey, the proportion of individuals below the age of 35 is naturally lower than the official census figures. 

Because we did not enforce gender parity (see Section 4), our sample is not 50% male and 50% female. Instead, women make up a majority of respondents in all three cases. This reflects the reality in Kenya and Uganda but not in Ghana, where women make up 49% of the population. In all three cases, we record a higher proportion of women than official census data – although the gap is not significant except for the case of Uganda, which is 51% female according to the census and 56% female in our sample. This may be explained by the fact that some males who permanently live in rural areas leave for certain periods of time to do/look or work elsewhere. As our survey teams could not interview people who were not present in the area during the time that the survey was being conducted, this would increase the proportion of women surveyed – especially in countries such as Uganda, with its large rural population.

Our three cases look remarkably similar when it comes to education, with 12-15% of respondents in each country having no schooling and 38-46% having completed secondary school. There are some significant variations when it comes to wealth, however. Following the Afrobarometer, we ask a battery of questions about whether or not individuals have gone without key “essentials” such as food, water, medicine and so on in the past year. Table 1 shows that fewer individuals in Ghana (24%) had been forced to go without two of these items  than in Kenya and Uganda (both 32%). This reflects variations in the GDP per capita in the three countries, which is much higher in Ghana (US $2,200) as compared to Uganda (US $640) and Kenya (US $1,710).

There is also a noticeable variation when it comes to trade union membership. In line with the greater degree of urbanization in Ghana, a significantly higher proportion of the population are members of a trade union – 27% as opposed to 15% in Kenya and Uganda. 

Table 1 also provides information about levels of political participation and attitudes to democracy. Support for the statement that democracy is the best kind of political system – i.e. that “democracy is preferable to any other form of government” – is consistently high, from 71% in Kenya to 78% in Uganda. We also find that roughly similar proportions of respondents took advantage of their democratic rights by taking part in a protest or a march in the last year, although the level is of course considerably lower (7 to 8%). 

By contrast, there is considerable variation in our sample when it comes to voting and participating in rallies. Although Ghanaians are least likely to have attended a rally (28%) they are most likely to say that they have voted (95%). Taken at face value, these figures suggest that Ghana has developed a form of democracy with extremely high levels of popular commitment and – in line with the established democracies of Europe – lower levels of rally attendance. However, the remarkably low proportion of individuals saying that they have never voted is implausible. Although turnout has been very high in recent elections, at times exceeding 80%, only 52% of the total population is registered to vote. It therefore seems likely that some respondents said that they had voted when they had not. This is a common finding in survey work where self-reported turn out rates often exceed official turnout rates because – as discussed in the Introduction – individuals do not like to admit they did not do something that is commonly regarded as their duty (Hanmer et al 2014). In the Ghanaian case, the particularly low number of people willing to say that they did not vote may be attributable to the combination of high turnout and the fact that the country prides itself on its democratic status – two considerations that, in the run up to an election, are likely to encourage individuals to claim that they voted even though in some cases they did not. This is an important reminder of the need to always interpret survey findings carefully and cautiously.

Reflecting our youthful sample, a majority of the respondents who had voted did so for the first time in the elections prior to the ones that we were studying: 2011 in Uganda, 2012 in Ghana and 2013 in Kenya. As a result, most respondents had only voted in one election, although in all three countries a considerable number reported having voted two or more times. 

Moreover, in all three countries we had at least some respondents who could remember all the way back to late colonial elections (the earliest reported election a responded said that they had voted in took place in was 1951 in Ghana; 1963 in Kenya; and, 1958 in Uganda). These samples were particularly small, for obvious reasons, and so our survey findings focus on the more recent period.
 

6. Results

The results of the surveys are presented throughout the book, and used to contextualise, check, and assess the broader generalizability of the interviews (see Appendix 4). In many cases we present simple percentages as these are sufficient to illustrate key points, especially when we are comparing across countries. More in depth survey analysis was required for Chapter Seven, where our main aim was to assess how respondents felt about the use of money – and other forms of abuse/manipulation – during election campaigns. As noted above, when seeking to understand complex phenomena such as “vote buying” we asked questions in two ways, both to check for consistency and to see whether framing questions in different ways elicits different responses.

When looking at “vote buying” we first asked respondents how they felt about candidates “Handing out money in return for votes” – framing this explicitly as an electoral bribe and providing no context about the nature of the exchange. The possible responses were that such activities were: Not wrong at all; Wrong but understandable; and, Wrong and should be punished. 

We then asked a version of this question a second way, prompting respondents to say how they felt about “candidates campaigning for Parliament handing out gifts, money, paying fees and attending to other personal needs of their constituents?” This question explicitly places the transfer of money in the much broader context of an ongoing relationship between an individual and a candidate that involves the transfer of money around elections but also other forms of support. To reinforce the moral nature of the question being asked, we framed the response options as: Good; Mostly Good; Neutral; Bad; and Mostly Bad. 

As noted in Chapter Seven, early analysis of the survey data found remarkably little variation when it came to respondent’s attitudes to “Handing out money in return for votes”. This suggests that when the transfer of money is explicitly framed as “vote buying”, individuals think in terms of the civic register of virtue and appear to reject such behaviour at similar levels across different social groupings. 

We therefore focused our regression analysis on our second question (“candidates campaigning for Parliament handing out gifts, money …”) which, by placing the transfer of money in the context of a broader relationship of care and support, invokes the patrimonial register. In the analysis that follows, we recoded responses to this question as follows: Good & Mostly Good  Good; Neutral  Neutral, Bad & Mostly Bad  Bad. As our dependent variable is a three point scale, we ran a multinomial logistic regression. 

Our initial aim in this analysis was to see how political positionality impacted, and so the main independent variable we were interested in was whether or not respondents supported the ruling party. Our prior assumption was that ruling party supporters might be more willing to support the transfer of money on the basis that, with their party in control of state resources, they would be most likely to benefit from such practices. 

We included a range of control variables to take into account other factors that the literature has suggested may shape attitudes to “vote buying” (see Chapter Seven). This included gender, age, living in a rural area, and education. Perhaps less obviously, we also controlled for whether respondents expressed an interest in politics (self-reported interest in politics) and political knowledge (could they identify their MP) on the basis that those who engage in political debates and conversations may be more aware of the official rules and campaigns to reduce “vote buying”. We also included support for democracy (agreement that “democracy is preferable to any other kind of government”) on the basis that those who are most committed to democratic norms and values are more likely to reject behaviour that transgresses them. Finally, it was important to recognize the significance of ethnic identities to political behaviour in our three cases, and in particular the oft-cited assumption that individuals who feel their national identity more strongly than their ethnic one will be more willing to uphold civic values and less willing to subscribe to a patrimonial logic. We therefore included a variable that records whether an individual primarily identified with their national identity over and above sub-national ones.

A codebook is provided in section 7, but the key variables and coding decisions are summarised below:

· Attitude to transfer of money: Three-point scale, Good = 0, Neutral = 1, Bad = 2
· Support ruling party: Binary, No = 0, Yes = 1
· Gender: Binary, Men = 0, Women = 1
· Rural: Binary, Urban = 0, Rural = 1
· Education: No education; primary; secondary; university.
· Support for democracy: Binary, Democracy is preferable to other kind of government = 1, Other responses = 0
· Political interest: Binary, Interested + Very interested = 1, all other responses = 0
· Political knowledge: Binary, Could not identify MP = 0, Could identify MP = 1.
· Identifying with the nation: Binary, Your nationality as a Ghanaian/Kenyan/Ugandan = 1, Other responses = 0
· Income: Ten income brackets designed to standardise income across countries on the basis of US$ equivalence. 

The results of the analysis are presented in Tables 2-5. While Table 3-5 present regression results for each country in turn, utilising the nationally representative samples only, Table 2 presents the pooled dataset with fixed effects to take account of systematic variations between countries. Each Table presents a series of models as variables are added. For the individual country regressions, the discussion presented here centres on Model 10 (with all variables included), while for the pooled dataset we focus on Model 11 (all variables added and Fixed Effects).

Tables 2-5 reveal that few variables are significant across all three countries. In Ghana (Table 3), the only statistically significant predictors of an individual being more critical of the transfer of money and gifts between candidates and supporters are support for democracy, political interest and support for the ruling party. All three run in the expected direction: individuals that support democracy, are more politically engaged, and do not support the ruling party, are more likely to be critical of the transfer of money.

Of these three, only supporting the ruling party is significant in Kenya (Table 5). Neither political interest nor support for democracy is statistically significant; instead the most relevant variables in the Kenyan case appear to be whether an individual lives in a rural area and earns a particularly low income (as opposed to no income or a high income). Uganda (Table 4) provides yet another variation. In the Ugandan case, supporting the ruling party was not significant. Instead, in common with Ghana – but in contrast to Kenya – those who report being more interested in politics were more likely to be critical of the transfer of money and gifts.

When we pool our data (Table 2), only support for democracy, interest in politics and supporting the ruling party are statistically significant, with some evidence of an income effect. In all cases, the relationship is as hypothesised: individuals that support democracy, are interested in politics, support the opposition, and are wealthier, are more likely to be critical of the transfer of money and gifts by candidates.

As discussed at greater length in Chapter Seven, these results suggest the need for caution when evaluating survey findings. Indeed, in some ways the most striking outcome of our regression analyses is how many variables that one might have expected to be relevant, such as education, turn out not to be across all three countries. Read in this way, our surveys provide a valuable warning against assuming a simplistic relationship between demographic and socio-economic factors and political attitudes and beliefs.

While there is considerable evidence for the impact of political positionality, support for democracy, and political interest in our sample, even these variables are not significant in each of our three case studies. The significance of support for democracy and political interest also raises important questions of causality: what is it that explains whether an individual supports democracy and is interested in politics? Might it be the case that both these attitudes/beliefs, and being more critical of the transfer of money and gifts, are actually symptoms of a deeper individual commitment to the civic register? If so, is this commitment a function of experience and political positionality, or something that can only be fully explained by taking into account factors external to our model? We intend to go into these issues in further depth in future journal articles, which will explore which kinds of civic and patrimonial beliefs tend to go together, and which kinds of individuals are most likely to hold them.





Table 2. Country Fixed Effects, DV = willingness to criticise candidate, * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11) FE

	Support ruling party
	-0.132***
	-0.133***
	-0.132***
	-0.131***
	-0.131***
	-0.129***
	-0.126***
	-0.126***
	-0.126***
	-0.125***
	-0.078***

	
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.020)
	(0.019)

	Female
	
	-0.012
	-0.012
	-0.012
	-0.013
	-0.014
	-0.007
	-0.007
	-0.007
	-0.009
	-0.006

	
	
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.018)

	Age
	
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.001

	
	
	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	Rural
	
	
	
	-0.006
	-0.005
	-0.003
	-0.001
	-0.001
	-0.000
	0.003
	-0.011

	
	
	
	
	(0.020)
	(0.020)
	(0.020)
	(0.020)
	(0.020)
	(0.020)
	(0.021)
	(0.019)

	Education (Primary)
	
	
	
	
	-0.029
	-0.032
	-0.040
	-0.041
	-0.038
	-0.027
	0.006

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.035)
	(0.035)
	(0.035)
	(0.035)
	(0.035)
	(0.035)
	(0.033)

	Education (Secondary)
	
	
	
	
	-0.017
	-0.022
	-0.031
	-0.032
	-0.027
	-0.011
	0.047

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.036)
	(0.035)
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.034)

	Education (University)
	
	
	
	
	-0.048
	-0.052
	-0.066
	-0.066
	-0.063
	-0.049
	-0.019

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.051)
	(0.051)
	(0.051)
	(0.051)
	(0.051)
	(0.053)
	(0.050)

	Support for Democracy
	
	
	
	
	
	0.078***
	0.073***
	0.073***
	0.074***
	0.068***
	0.052**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.022)
	(0.022)
	(0.022)
	(0.022)
	(0.022)
	(0.020)

	Political Interest
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.052***
	0.051***
	0.054***
	0.057***
	0.059***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.018)

	Political Knowledge
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.010
	0.010
	0.012
	0.005

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.028)
	(0.028)
	(0.028)
	(0.026)

	Identify with Nation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.035*
	-0.035*
	0.025

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.020)
	(0.020)
	(0.019)

	Income Bracket 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.030
	-0.030

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.027)
	(0.025)

	Income Bracket 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.055**
	-0.020

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.027)
	(0.026)

	Income Bracket 4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.076**
	-0.024

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.034)
	(0.033)

	Income Bracket 5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.027
	0.082**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.043)
	(0.041)

	Income Bracket 6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.048
	0.065

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.056)
	(0.053)

	Income Bracket 7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.002
	0.083

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.061)
	(0.058)

	Income Bracket 8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.071
	0.054

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.089)
	(0.084)

	Income Bracket 9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.081
	0.019

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.113)
	(0.107)

	Income Bracket 10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.224
	0.294**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.155)
	(0.146)

	Constant
	0.649***
	0.655***
	0.640***
	0.642***
	0.665***
	0.616***
	0.598***
	0.589***
	0.595***
	0.602***
	0.507***

	
	(0.013)
	(0.016)
	(0.030)
	(0.031)
	(0.048)
	(0.049)
	(0.050)
	(0.055)
	(0.055)
	(0.055)
	(0.052)

	R²
	0.018
	0.018
	0.018
	0.018
	0.019
	0.023
	0.026
	0.026
	0.027
	0.041
	0.028


* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

Table 3. Ghana, Nationally Representative Dataset, DV = willingness to criticise candidate, * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)

	Support ruling party
	-0.101***
	-0.102***
	-0.101***
	-0.102***
	-0.102***
	-0.096***
	-0.088***
	-0.088***
	-0.087***
	-0.086***

	
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.032)

	Female
	
	-0.017
	-0.017
	-0.018
	-0.012
	-0.018
	-0.007
	-0.003
	-0.002
	-0.009

	
	
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.032)
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)

	Age
	
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.001
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	
	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	Rural
	
	
	
	0.032
	0.026
	0.028
	0.027
	0.029
	0.028
	0.025

	
	
	
	
	(0.031)
	(0.032)
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.031)

	Education (Primary)
	
	
	
	
	-0.026
	-0.019
	-0.033
	-0.033
	-0.037
	-0.035

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.054)
	(0.053)
	(0.053)
	(0.053)
	(0.053)
	(0.053)

	Education (Secondary)
	
	
	
	
	0.018
	0.016
	0.003
	0.000
	-0.005
	-0.004

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.055)
	(0.054)
	(0.054)
	(0.054)
	(0.054)
	(0.055)

	Education (University)
	
	
	
	
	0.030
	0.029
	0.007
	0.004
	-0.003
	-0.032

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.077)
	(0.077)
	(0.077)
	(0.077)
	(0.077)
	(0.081)

	Support for Democracy
	
	
	
	
	
	0.159***
	0.150***
	0.149***
	0.146***
	0.146***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.034)
	(0.034)
	(0.034)
	(0.034)
	(0.034)

	Political Interest
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.097***
	0.093***
	0.092***
	0.091***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.032)

	Political Knowledge
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.037
	0.037
	0.035

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.039)
	(0.039)
	(0.040)

	Identify with Nation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.037
	0.032

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.034)
	(0.034)

	Income Bracket 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.019

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.048)

	Income Bracket 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.024

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.045)

	Income Bracket 4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.085*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.050)

	Income Bracket 5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.014

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.063)

	Income Bracket 6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.031

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.085)

	Income Bracket 7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.108

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.082)

	Income Bracket 8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.101

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.134)

	Income Bracket 9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.044

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.148)

	Income Bracket 10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.200

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.182)

	Constant
	0.692***
	0.700***
	0.689***
	0.672***
	0.663***
	0.555***
	0.527***
	0.499***
	0.496***
	0.517***

	
	(0.024)
	(0.029)
	(0.052)
	(0.054)
	(0.079)
	(0.081)
	(0.081)
	(0.086)
	(0.086)
	(0.088)

	R²
	0.011
	0.011
	0.011
	0.012
	0.014
	0.036
	0.046
	0.047
	0.048
	0.063


Table 4. Uganda, Nationally Representative Dataset, DV = willingness to criticise candidate, * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)

	Support ruling party
	-0.035
	-0.034
	-0.035
	-0.035
	-0.040
	-0.039
	-0.038
	-0.039
	-0.039
	-0.045

	
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)

	Female
	
	0.005
	0.005
	0.005
	0.012
	0.012
	0.016
	0.011
	0.011
	0.012

	
	
	(0.027)
	(0.027)
	(0.028)
	(0.028)
	(0.028)
	(0.028)
	(0.028)
	(0.028)
	(0.028)

	Age
	
	
	-0.000
	-0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	
	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	Rural
	
	
	
	0.001
	-0.004
	-0.005
	-0.001
	-0.002
	-0.002
	-0.010

	
	
	
	
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.033)

	Education (Primary)
	
	
	
	
	0.047
	0.049
	0.043
	0.044
	0.044
	0.037

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.046)
	(0.046)
	(0.046)
	(0.046)
	(0.046)
	(0.047)

	Education (Secondary)
	
	
	
	
	0.103**
	0.104**
	0.096**
	0.098**
	0.097**
	0.081

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.048)
	(0.048)
	(0.048)
	(0.048)
	(0.048)
	(0.050)

	Education (University)
	
	
	
	
	0.017
	0.017
	0.002
	0.003
	0.003
	-0.048

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.078)
	(0.078)
	(0.079)
	(0.079)
	(0.079)
	(0.082)

	Support for Democracy
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.014
	-0.018
	-0.019
	-0.019
	-0.014

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.033)
	(0.033)
	(0.033)
	(0.033)
	(0.033)

	Political Interest
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.043
	0.047*
	0.047*
	0.049*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.028)
	(0.028)
	(0.028)
	(0.028)

	Political Knowledge
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.072
	-0.072
	-0.078

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.047)
	(0.047)
	(0.047)

	Identify with Nation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.003
	-0.003

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.030)
	(0.030)

	Income Bracket 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.014

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.035)

	Income Bracket 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.002

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.041)

	Income Bracket 4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.082

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.065)

	Income Bracket 5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.157*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.086)

	Income Bracket 6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.253*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.133)

	Income Bracket 7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.328

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.225)

	Income Bracket 8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.040

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.258)

	Income Bracket 9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.281

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.449)

	Income Bracket 10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.318

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.448)

	Constant
	0.737***
	0.734***
	0.743***
	0.743***
	0.658***
	0.666***
	0.650***
	0.714***
	0.713***
	0.726***

	
	(0.016)
	(0.021)
	(0.041)
	(0.042)
	(0.063)
	(0.066)
	(0.066)
	(0.078)
	(0.078)
	(0.079)

	R²
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.007
	0.007
	0.010
	0.012
	0.012
	0.021



Table 5. Kenya, Nationally Representative Dataset, DV = willingness to criticise candidate, * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)

	Support ruling party
	-0.102***
	-0.104***
	-0.104***
	-0.094***
	-0.088**
	-0.088**
	-0.089**
	-0.088**
	-0.082**
	-0.091**

	
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.037)
	(0.037)
	(0.037)
	(0.037)
	(0.037)
	(0.037)

	Female
	
	-0.065*
	-0.063*
	-0.068*
	-0.065*
	-0.065*
	-0.060
	-0.060
	-0.067*
	-0.048

	
	
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.037)
	(0.037)
	(0.038)
	(0.038)

	Age
	
	
	0.002
	0.001
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002

	
	
	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	Rural
	
	
	
	-0.073*
	-0.079**
	-0.080**
	-0.081**
	-0.079**
	-0.082**
	-0.099**

	
	
	
	
	(0.039)
	(0.039)
	(0.039)
	(0.039)
	(0.039)
	(0.039)
	(0.040)

	Education (Primary)
	
	
	
	
	0.051
	0.051
	0.044
	0.045
	0.050
	0.107

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.107)
	(0.107)
	(0.108)
	(0.108)
	(0.108)
	(0.108)

	Education (Secondary)
	
	
	
	
	0.103
	0.101
	0.094
	0.096
	0.098
	0.142

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.107)
	(0.108)
	(0.108)
	(0.108)
	(0.108)
	(0.108)

	Education (University)
	
	
	
	
	0.053
	0.050
	0.042
	0.039
	0.050
	0.042

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.124)
	(0.125)
	(0.125)
	(0.126)
	(0.126)
	(0.130)

	Support for Democracy
	
	
	
	
	
	0.015
	0.014
	0.014
	0.014
	0.004

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.040)
	(0.040)
	(0.040)
	(0.040)
	(0.040)

	Political Interest
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.024
	0.021
	0.018
	0.037

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.038)
	(0.038)
	(0.038)
	(0.038)

	Political Knowledge
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.051
	0.049
	0.019

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.055)
	(0.055)
	(0.056)

	Identify with Nation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.053
	0.044

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.037)
	(0.037)

	Income Bracket 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.199***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.060)

	Income Bracket 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.112**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.054)

	Income Bracket 4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.058

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.062)

	Income Bracket 5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.076

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.077)

	Income Bracket 6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.027

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.083)

	Income Bracket 7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.098

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.098)

	Income Bracket 8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.136

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.122)

	Income Bracket 9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.068

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.171)

	Income Bracket 10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.416

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.261)

	Constant
	0.330***
	0.359***
	0.297***
	0.336***
	0.232*
	0.225*
	0.219*
	0.175
	0.149
	0.191

	
	(0.027)
	(0.031)
	(0.058)
	(0.061)
	(0.127)
	(0.129)
	(0.130)
	(0.138)
	(0.139)
	(0.140)

	R²
	0.013
	0.018
	0.021
	0.027
	0.030
	0.031
	0.031
	0.033
	0.036
	0.079




7. Summary codebook 

	Variable name
	Type 
	Length
	Coding
	Description

	respID
	####
	4
	 
	Respondent’s ID number

	country
	Q1
	1
	1- Ghana
	Name of African Country

	
	
	
	2- Uganda
	

	
	
	
	3- Kenya
	

	ethnicity_ruling
	Q2
	1
	0- no
	If one's ethnic affiliation is reflected in the ruling party (In Ghana: Ewe & Dagomba; In Uganda: Munyankole, Munyaro, Mukiga, Mutooro; in Kenya: Kikuyu and Kalenjin)

	
	
	
	1- yes
	

	support_rulingparty
	Q3
	1
	0- no
	If one is a supporter of the ruling party (NDC in Ghana, NRM in Uganda, Jubilee Alliance in Kenya)

	
	
	
	1- yes
	

	region
	Q4
	1
	0- no
	If one's region is favoured by ruling party (In Ghana: Volta, Upper East & Upper West; In Uganda: Ankole, Kigezi, Tooro, Bunyaro & West Nile)

	
	
	
	1- yes
	

	age
	Q5
	1
	1- 18-19
	Age Categories

	
	
	
	2- 20-29
	

	
	
	
	3- 30-39
	

	
	
	
	4- 40-49
	

	
	
	
	5- 50-59
	

	
	
	
	6- 60 and above
	

	female
	Q6
	1
	0- male
	Gender (if female or not)

	
	
	
	1- female
	

	muslim
	Q7
	1
	0- not Muslim
	Religion (if someone is Muslim or not)

	
	
	
	1- Muslim
	

	rural
	Q8
	1
	0- urban
	If the location is urban or rural

	
	
	
	1- rural
	

	income
	Q9
	1
	1- thatch or grass
	What a person's house's roof is made of

	
	
	
	2- metal, aluminium, tin or zinc
	

	
	
	
	3- tiles, shingles or plastic sheets
	

	
	
	
	4- asbestos, multiple materials or concrete
	

	voted
	Q10
	1
	0- no
	If one voted in the previous national election or not

	
	
	
	1- yes
	

	education
	Q11
	1
	1- No formal schooling or informal schooling only
	Highest Educational Attainment

	
	
	
	2- Some primary schooling or primary school completed
	

	
	
	
	3- Some secondary school / high school or secondary school completed
	

	
	
	
	4- Above secondary school
	

	interest_politics
	Q12
	1
	0- no
	If a person is interested in politics or not

	
	
	
	1- yes
	

	support_votebuying
	Q13
	1
	1- Wrong and should be punished
	If one supports vote buying (handing out money to get votes)

	
	
	
	2- Wrong but understandable
	

	
	
	
	3- Not wrong at all
	

	support_gangintimidation
	Q14
	1
	1- Wrong and should be punished
	If one supports gang intimidation towards the supporters of rival candidates

	
	
	
	2- Wrong but understandable
	

	
	
	
	3- Not wrong at all
	

	support_developmentfavour
	Q15
	1
	1- Wrong and should be punished
	If one supports locating development projects in areas close to their own supporters

	
	
	
	2- Wrong but understandable
	

	
	
	
	3- Not wrong at all
	

	belief_demenviron
	Q16
	1
	1- Not a democracy
	How democratic is the country now/today

	
	
	
	2- A democracy but with major problems
	

	
	
	
	3- A democracy but with minor problems
	

	
	
	
	4- A full democracy
	

	belief_votingsecrecy
	Q17
	1
	1- Completely sure that it was not secret
	How confident one feels about his/her voting secrecy being maintained

	
	
	
	2- Fairly sure that it was not secret
	

	
	
	
	3- Fairly sure that it was secret
	

	
	
	
	4- Completely sure that it was secret
	

	support_campaignfavour
	Q18
	1
	0- Good (duty of leader to take care of people, help others)
	Feeling about candidates handing out gifts, money, and other material goods during their electoral campaign

	
	
	
	1- Mostly Good (in many ways it is good)
	

	
	
	
	2- Neutral (normal for election)
	

	
	
	
	3-  Bad (in many ways it is bad but there are also some good)
	

	
	
	
	4- Mostly Bad (unfortunate vote buying/bribery)
	

	belief_demgovtype
	Q19
	1
	0- It doesn’t matter
	What kind of government one prefers (i.e. whether one prefers a democratic government)

	
	
	
	1- In some circumstances, a non-democratic government can okay
	

	
	
	
	2- Democracy is preferable to any other kind of government
	

	belief_authoritarianism
	Q20
	1
	1- Strongly approve
	If one would approve if the Elections and the National Assembly are abolished so that the President can decide everything

	
	
	
	2- Approve
	

	
	
	
	3- Neither approve nor disapprove
	

	
	
	
	4- Disapprove
	

	
	
	
	5- Strongly disapprove
	

	witness_votebuying
	Q21
	1
	1- Never     
	If one witnessed any political party do the following during last election campaign: Hand out money in return for votes

	
	
	
	2- One or twice
	

	
	
	
	3- Frequently
	

	witness_stuffballotbox
	Q22
	1
	1- Never     
	If one witnessed any political party do the following during last election campaign: Stuff ballot box for fake votes

	
	
	
	2- One or twice
	

	
	
	
	3- Frequently
	

	witness_gangintimidation 
	Q23
	1
	1- Never     
	If one witnessed any political party do the following during last election campaign: Employ a gang to intimidate the supporters of rival candidates

	
	
	
	2- One or twice
	

	
	
	
	3- Frequently
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