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Abstract

Political accountability requires both incumbent performance transparency and the presence of
viable challengers. Yet, previous theoretical and empirical scholarship does not consider the
role of incumbent performance transparency in critically shaping candidate entry and electoral
outcomes. In this study, we build a model of electoral accountability with endogenous candidate
entry, relating the behavior of incumbents’ performance transparency, effort and entry decisions
to the entry of potential challengers in the primary and general election, and ultimately elec-
toral outcomes. We evaluate these predictions in the 2015 primaries and 2016 general elections
across 50 Ugandan subnational governments (over 900 incumbent constituencies). We leverage
two sources of identification with regards to level of incumbent performance transparency: (1)
matching districts where a civil society organization (CSO) creates yearly incumbent perfor-
mance scorecards and disseminates to political elites to counterfactual baseline districts, and
(2) within CSO-scorecard districts, a field experiment in which the CSO additionally dissemi-
nates the scorecard to citizens for randomly assigned incumbents for two midterm years during
the 2011-2016 electoral term. We examine the effect of increased transparency from baseline to
political elite scorecard dissemination, as well as increased transparency from political elites to
political elites and citizens. We utilize four unmerged datasets: general election data from the
electoral commission, incumbent survey data on councilor characteristics and primary elections,
CSO scorecard data, and performance data from district plenary meeting minutes.
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The promise of democracy over authoritarianism is that though periodic free and fair elections,
citizens have the ability to hold politicians accountable for their performance. If politicians ex-
pect voters to throw them out of office for poor performance, they have an incentive to increase
effort and improve their responsiveness to constituents’ preferences. At minimum, this dynamic
depends on two key factors: voters having access to information that allows them to assess incum-
bent performance, as well as the presence of viable challengers allowing voters to act upon such
information (Przeworski, Stokes and Manin, 1999). Drawing on this logic, democracy promotion
initiatives are increasingly investing in programs designed to improve the quality of information
available to voters. These efforts are expected to be especially effective in low-income newly democ-
ratizing countries, where many voters are poorly informed (Besley and Burgess, 2002).1 What are
the political consequences of such civil society-led transparency initiatives? Are voters taking ad-
vantage of such initiatives to better sanctions and reward incumbents? Do transparency initiatives
ultimately lead to more accountable office holders?

While classic political economy models generally assume that increasing transparency improves
electoral accountability (Persson and Tabellini, 2003), testing this proposition poses two thorny
challenges. First, unobserved factors that cause polities to improve transparency may also di-
rectly affect electoral outcomes. Second, the relationship between transparency and accountability
is inherently dynamic: greater transparency induces endogenous response from (some) incum-
bents, which in turn affects potential challengers’ entry decision, which ultimately affects the set
of candidates from which voters select. Confronting these twin challenges, past studies generally
explore partial equilibrium settings; i.e., they limit themselves to testing one part of the complex
transparency–accountability nexus.

For example, a growing number of experimental studies explore the last part of the accountabil-
ity causal chain: whether providing constituents with incumbent performance information prior to
elections affects vote choice.2 The timing of information dissemination in these studies, however,
does not permit incumbents to improve their performance nor the entry of new challengers. Simi-
larly, testing the first part of the accountability causal chain, several well-identified studies exploit
exogenous variation in transparency level to explore its effect on incumbent (or government) perfor-
mance.3 These studies, however, do not explore the downstream effects of greater transparency on
candidate entry.4 A final set of studies explores the reduced form relationship between information

1See for example, the growing number of web platforms providing voters greater information on parliamentarians’
actions and qualifications. A partial list of African countries includes Kenya (Mzalendo), South Africa (People’s
Assembly), Ghana (Odekro), Nigeria (Shine your eye) and Zimbabwe (Kuvakazim).

2See for example, Arias et al. (2018); Adida et al. (2017); Banerjee et al. (2011); Boas, Hidaglo and Melo (2017);
Buntaine et al. (2018); Chong et al. (2015); Cruz, Keefer and Labonne (2017). Closely related, see Platas and Raffler
(2017) and Bidwell, Casey and Glennerster (2017) for the effect of exposure to candidates debates on vote choice.
For a summary and useful meta-analysis of this strand of the literature, see Dunning et al. (2018).

3For exogenous variation in media exposure, see for example, Besley and Burgess (2002); Strömberg (2004); Snyder
and Strömberg (2010); Malesky, Schuler and Tran (2012). For civil-society led transparency initiatives, see Grossman
and Michelitch (2018); Humphreys and Weinstein (2012).

4Several studies, such as Humphreys and Weinstein (2012) and Malesky, Schuler and Tran (2012) do, however,
explore the reduced form effect of greater incumbent performance transparency on incumbents’ reelection probability.
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and incumbents’ reelection rate. However, these studies are not designed to account for whether
the behavior of incumbents and potential challengers changes as a function of the information
environment.5

Studying how and why constituents use political information to inform their vote, or whether
incumbents change their behavior in the face of a more robust information environment, undoubt-
edly improve our understanding of the transparency–accountability nexus. Yet to assess the full
impact of transparency on political accountability, partial equilibrium approaches have clear limita-
tions. We advance this agenda by studying—both theoretically and empirically—a more complete,
general equilibrium setting, where an exogenous change to the information environment forces in-
cumbents to consider whether or not to increase effort, and—closely related—whether or not to seek
reelection. Responding to incumbents’ actions, we then explore the candidacy choice of potential
challengers, and ultimately, voters’ choice given an endogenous candidates’ set. In so doing, we
bring together two important political economy strands that, to date, have been generally disjoint:
political accountability and candidate entry.

We study the immediate and downstream effects of a non-partisan civil society organization
(CSO) transparency initiative in the context of Ugandan district local governments. Uganda of-
fers an ideal setting for testing whether an exogenous shock to the information environment is
consequential where democratic institutions are weak and voters are relatively uninformed. Many
Ugandan citizens lack knowledge of the basic functions of local governments, and of candidates’
performance more generally (Tumushabe et al., 2013). Uganda’s party system is characterized
by one dominant party—the National Resistance Movement (NRM)—and several smaller weakly
institutionalized parties that are strategic in where they field candidates, especially at the local
level (Tangri and Mwenda, 2008). The ruling NRM party has a structural advantage over op-
position parties in many constituencies, while the opposition has pockets of support. Ugandan
parties are non-programmatic, and ideological differences, if they at all exist, are generally unclear
to voters. Issues unrelated to incumbent performance or to candidates’ policy proposals—such as
a candidate’s ascriptive characteristics, charisma, clientelistic promises and perceived ability to de-
liver on valence development goods—are therefore important elements of voting decisions (Green,
2010; Bleck and Van de Walle, 2013).

We investigate how incumbent effort levels, challenger entry, and ultimately electoral outcomes
are affected by two “typical” scenarios of changes to the information environment. In the first
scenario, a CSO assembles and publishes political information—for example, online or in the form
of policy report—such that effectively, the information is only available to elite circles (i.e., incum-
bents, party representatives, potential challengers), and reaches voters with considerable noise. In
the second scenario, the CSO further disseminates the political information directly to constituents,

5See, for example, Chang, Golden and Hill (2010); Ferraz and Finan (2008); Gentzkow, Shapiro and Sinkinson
(2011); Boas and Hidalgo (2011), and Larreguy, Marshall and Snyder Jr (2016). For an exception, see Bobonis,
Fuertes and Schwabe (2016) and Casey (2015), which account for the endogenous response of incumbent parties, but
not of potential challangers.
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such that incumbents (and potential candidates) know that voters are acquiring (relatively) accu-
rate performance information.

Building a formal model of electoral accountability with endogenous candidate entry, we con-
sider the effects of these two transparency scenarios on incumbent, challenger, and voter behavior
in primaries and general elections, conditional on (i) incumbents’ ability, and (ii) their party’s
structural (dis-)advantage in the constituency. Party structural advantage is defined as an incum-
bent’s party’s relative organizational advantage over challenger parties, that ranges from low (party
disadvantage), to medium (competitive constituency) to high (party strongholds). Holding party
structural advantage above a certain threshold, we expect that for low (high) performers, increas-
ing transparency should reduce (increase) the likelihood that incumbents seek reelection, increase
(reduce) the likelihood of challenger entry, and reduce (increase) incumbent expected vote share in
both the primary and general elections. Below a certain threshold of party structural advantage,
incumbents performance becomes less relevant in deterring challengers entry relative to structural
obstacles to candidacy (such as the resources needed to run a campaign or the benefit from alter-
native uses of one’s time). Thus, an important implication of the model is that party structural
advantage complicates the ability of challengers to enter and voters to discipline incumbents.

To evaluate these theorized relationships empirically, we examine the behavior of citizens, can-
didates, and incumbents in 50 subnational Ugandan governments during the 2011-2016 electoral
cycle. In 25 governments, ACODE, a prominent non-partisan local CSO, produces annual in-
cumbent performance ‘scorecards’ and disseminates it both online and in elite circles, while in 25
matched districts, the CSO does not operate, and thus scorecards do not get produced. Within
the 20 of 25 governments in which the CSO produces the scorecard, we partner with ACODE to
conduct a field experiment in which the CSO disseminated the scorecard directly to constituents
for randomly-assigned politicians. We can thus compare behavior of incumbents, challengers, and
citizens across three levels of incumbent performance transparency: (1) no CSO initiative (status
quo), (2) the production of incumbent performance information that is directly available only to
political elites, and (3) the production of incumbent performance information that is dissemination
to both political elites and constituents.

We collect data from multiple (yet unmerged) sources to test the study’s core predictions. First,
we use official electoral returns to construct a variable that captures whether the incumbents stood
for reelection, and conditional on the incumbent’s decision to run, variables capturing whether the
incumbent won, the number of challengers, incumbent’s vote share and margin of victory. Second,
we use both in-person and phone surveys to collect information on the number of challengers in-
cumbents faced, if at all, in party primaries. Third, while the scorecard has a measure of incumbent
performance in ACODE districts, such performance information does not exist in non-ACODE dis-
tricts. We thus collected available records of plenary session meeting minutes from the 50 matched
(ACODE and non-ACODE) districts in 2011-2016. We extract the information from those records,
and construct count measures of incumbents’ legislative performance (e.g., attending meetings,
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speaking, proposing motions and bills). We then use these count measures to code incumbents
performance (low vs. high) using district medians as cutoff points. Because this measure is limited
to only legislative performance but not performance in other job duties, we further construct an
alternative measure of performance throughout the 50 districts by leveraging the legislative perfor-
mance data and other politician characteristics to identify the best linear combination of variables
that predicts the ACODE score within the 25 districts. We then take this model and estimate
counterfactual ACODE scores for politicians in the 25 districts in which ACODE does not operate.
Finally, we use past local and national electoral returns to construct a measure of each incumbents’
constituency’s structural party advantage.

This study draws together and expounds on two important political economy literatures: schol-
arship on political accountability and on candidate entry. First, we contribute to a growing liter-
ature on the nexus of transparency and political accountability (Pande, 2011; Kosack and Fung,
2014). Previous scholarship focuses on the effect of incumbent performance information on voter
choice in a context in which the set of candidates has been finalized. By contrast, we study the
effect of information disseminated early on in the electoral cycle, allowing us to explore whether
and how transparency initiatives affect incumbent and potential challengers’ decisions to run in
subsequent elections in the first place. These decisions ultimately affect the slate of available can-
didates and, therefore, citizen vote choice. Critically, we show that the role of early transparency
of incumbent performance is moderated by pre-existing party structural advantages, which may
come from a party’s historical reputation or organizational capacity.

Second, challenger entry is an important but understudied step in strengthening political ac-
countability more generally. Most political accountability models assume the existence of chal-
lengers and derive predictions regarding voter or incumbent behavior conditional on that assump-
tion (starting from Ferejohn (1986),Fearon (1999)), despite evidence that the availability of chal-
lenger is variable even in advanced democracies (Cox and Katz, 1996). Only a handful of studies
explore the conditions under which (potential) challengers enter, with a framework better suited for
an advanced democratic setting where campaign finance issues are of paramount importance (e.g.,
Epstein and Zemsky (1995), Goodliffe (2005)) or challenger entry can reveal information about
candidates’ quality (Gordon, Huber and Landa, 2007; Gordon and Landa, 2009; Alexander, 2017).
As in most theories of political candidacy (Black, 1972; Rohde, 1979; Osborne and Slivinski, 1996),
in our model incumbents and potential challengers are strategic (Aldrich, 2011), and compare the
cost of running to the benefits from office and the probability of winning. Most citizen-candidate
models, however, focus on ideological differentiation. Our model is unique in its ability to de-
liver testable implications on a variety of outcomes in an environment with multiple stages, many
potential entrants, and a focus on the transparency of performance information.

Empirical work on challenger entry has examined the role of individual attributes (Anzia and
Berry, 2011; Fox and Lawless, 2005; Schwindt-Bayer, 2011), career and life trajectories of potential
candidates (Diermeier, Keane and Merlo, 2005), motivations and perceived benefits of winning
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office (often compared to ‘outside’ options) (Weghorst, 2015; Caselli and Morelli, 2004; Messner
and Polborn, 2004; Grossman and Hanlon, 2014; Gulzar and Khan, 2016)) and political institutions,
such as electoral quotas, party organizations (Bhavnani, 2009), or regime type (Svolik, 2013). We
expand this literature by examining how candidacy entry is affected by the level of incumbent
performance transparency, and partisan structural barriers.

The results of this study have important policy implications. For example, our study will shed
light on whether disseminating incumbent performance information to citizens improves political
accountability, above and beyond curating such information and making it available for local elites.
Second, political accountability will not sustainably improve unless potential candidates decide to
challenge poorly performing incumbents. If we find that challenger entry is unaffected even in
the face of increased incumbent performance transparency where incumbent performance is low,
policy-makers and researchers will need to increase their efforts to understand potential candidates
barriers to entry.

1 Model

In this study, we contribute to past work on transparency and accountability by theorizing and
testing the effect of increased incumbent performance transparency well in advance of elections.
Specifically, we are interested in the effect of transparency initiatives on incumbent decisions to seek
reelection, challenger entry in primary and general elections, and ultimately, incumbent vote-share.
In this section we present a model in which transparency affects the precision of voters’ ability
about incumbent performance, and potential challengers at the primary and general election stages
make their entry decisions based on their conjectures about how performance information affect
their chances of victory, but also the entry decisions of other potential challengers.

The model’s assumptions reflect the environment under consideration: a low-income, newly-
democratizing country. Thus, we consider both a primary and a general election stage, in which
candidates compete in first-past-the-post elections. We assume a status quo with a sparse in-
formation environment— not only voters’ ability to assess incumbent performance is limited, but
candidates also face substantial uncertainty about their winning prospects. Further, party competi-
tion revolves, not around ideological disagreement, but instead around generic valance issues (Bleck
and Van de Walle, 2013).

Our theory combines insights from two traditions in formal political theory: one on electoral
accountability, the other on candidate entry. In line with the accountability tradition (e.g., Fearon
(1999); Ashworth (2005); Smart and Sturm (2013)), in our model the electoral fortunes of an
incumbent depend on (i) her performance, and (ii) the transparency of voters’ information about
it,6 and (iii) the responsiveness of performance information to voting decisions (for example, due

6While we assume that this retrospective response is driven by a rational, prospective goal of selecting high-ability
politicians, our results simply require that incumbents are punished for poor performance, which makes candidacy
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to partisanship). In almost all models of electoral accountability, challengers are not strategic.7

In line with the candidate entry literature (for example, Banks and Kiewiet (1989); Epstein and
Zemsky (1995); Osborne and Slivinski (1996); Besley and Coate (1997)), in our model potential
challengers are strategic (Aldrich, 2011) and run if the benefits from holding office times the prob-
ability of winning (Cox and Katz, 1996; Gordon, Huber and Landa, 2007) are higher than the net
cost of running (Black, 1972; Rohde, 1979), which includes potential non-material rewards such as
recognition.8 Most models abstract from strategic incumbents, and virtually none of them consider
the precision of incumbent performance information. An important exception is Gordon, Huber
and Landa (2007), who study a setting in which learning is about the incumbent type and its key
mechanism is the entry behavior of privately informed challengers.

Model Primitives

The game features a continuum of identical voters and n+m+ 1 politicians: One incumbent I,
m potential primary challengers, and n potential general election challengers. Politicians can be
high-ability (θ = 1) or low-ability (θ = 0). Voters form a common belief about the ability of each
politician. A politician’s reputation is then the common belief that she is high-ability. Crucially,
this belief is only imperfectly correlated with her actual ability. While challengers’ reputation is
fixed, voters can learn about the incumbent’s ability through her performance in office.

The incumbent I chooses effort e∈ [0,1] and after observing her performance, whether to run for
reelection (rI = 1) or not (rI = 0). Each primary and general election challenger i chooses whether
or not to run for election (ri ∈ {0,1}).

Holding office is valuable for politicians, and we normalize its associated payoff to one. Running
for general election has an opportunity cost of k ∈ (0,1). For simplicity, we assume that there is no
direct cost in running in a primary election, nor there is a direct benefit from winning it.9 Voters
are prospective and value ability. We assume that

• Primary voters elect the candidate with the highest reputation (which is only imperfectly
correlated to ability). As a result, the incumbent wins so long as her reputation is higher
than all her challengers’ reputation:

µI ≥max
j
{µjrj}

by challengers more attractive (Fishel, 1971; Bianco, 1984; Lublin, 1994; Ashworth, 2005).
7See Ashworth and Shotts (2015) and Dewan and Hortala-Vallve (2017) for important exceptions.
8The literature emphasizes that candidates are motivated by a range of benefits, such as career trajectory, material

gains, policy objectives, and prestige (Weghorst, 2015; Fenno, 1973; Payne and Woshinsky, 1972). Likewise, many
factors affect the cost of running for office, such as campaign finance laws, party versus candidates contribution (Lind-
berg, 2003), intimidation by other parties (Magaloni, 2006), and electoral institutions such as quotas, party-list versus
single member district (Gallagher and Marsh, 1988).

9As long as the cost of running in the primary is lower than k, the key insights of the model continue to hold.
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• General election voters elect the incumbent party’s candidate unless there is a challenger
whose reputation is higher by more than γ ∈ [−1,1]. The structural advantage γ (which can
be negative) captures the array of institutional and non-institutional factors (e.g., relative
party institutional capacity, relative retrospective citizen party loyalty, relative degree of re-
sources for winning elections) that help the incumbent party to hold its seat. The parameter
γ is analogous to what Gordon and Landa (2009) and Prato and Wolton (2018) call, respec-
tively, “partisan bias” and “partisan advantage.” In electoral authoritarian regimes, in which
the national ruling party has a substantial advantage, the party label might basically insu-
late incumbents from challengers’ competitive pressures. As a result, the incumbent party’s
candidate W wins so long as her reputation net of the party’s structural advantage is higher
than her challengers’ reputation:

µW +γ ≥max
i
{µiri}

The incumbent faces a cost of effort ce2, where c≥ 1/2 ensures that optimal effort is interior. After
exerting effort, the incumbent generates a performance p, which can be high (p= h) or low (p= l).
Performance is a function of the politician’s type and effort.10 For simplicity, we assume:

Pr(p= h|θ,e) = e
1 +θ

2

Information about performance is publicly released through a signal s, with distribution

s=

p with probability 1+τT
2

¬p with probability 1−τT
2

The transparency of performance information τT ∈ [0,1] depends on the degree of transparency of
performance information, which we link to our treatments (discussed below).

The incumbent’s reputation is fixed at an initial level µ0 and is then updated in light of the
public signal to µI(s). At the time of her entry decision, an imperfect signal of each potential
challenger’s ability is publicly observed, and results in a given reputation. While each potential
challenger’s type may be privately observed, we assume that challengers’ entry is entirely driven by
their public reputation and the incumbent’ common reputation. This allows us to abstract from
the possibility that challengers’ entry reveals private information—about their own ability, as in
Alexander (2017), or about the incumbent’s ability, as in Gordon and Landa (2009). We allow
for a very general class of updating processes and denote by F (µ) the probability that a potential
challenger obtains a reputation weakly lower than µ. F (·) : [0,1]→ [0,1] is continuous, has full

10In this model, ability and effort are complement. An additive model where effort and ability are substitute (e.g.,
Pr(p= h|θ,e) = e+θ) would yield similar results to our baseline model, with one key difference: effort would not vary
across types. In our baseline model, transparency affects voter learning in two ways: (i) directly, by increasing the
correlation between signal and performance (which is correlated with ability) and (ii) indirectly, by increasing the
correlation between ability and performance via effort. In a model with substitutes, only the first channel operates.
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support, and represents the compound uncertainty over a potential challenger’s ability and the
additional noise in voters’ ability to assess it.

After the primary election winner is determined, her own reputation becomes public knowledge.
Voters and all other politicians have a common prior that with probability µ0 she is high-ability.
Before the beginning of the game, there is also common knowledge about the value of performance
information transparency τ , which affects the extent to which higher incumbent effort results in
better public signals of her performance.

The timeline of the game proceeds as follows:

1. The incumbent I’s ability is drawn, and privately observed.

2. I chooses an effort level eθ.

3. I’s performance p is drawn.

4. The public signal s of I’s performance p is drawn.

5. I chooses whether or not to run for office

6. Primary challengers observes rI , and simultaneously observe their reputation and choose
whether or not to run

7. The primary election is held, primary winner W determined.

8. General election challengers observes µW , then simultaneously observe their reputation and
choose whether or not to run.11

9. The general election is held, the winner takes office, and the game ends

We study Sequential Equilibria. In addition, we assume that the incumbent’s and potential
challengers’ running decisions can only depend on their public reputation. In the case of the
incumbent, this is equivalent to assuming that entry depends on the public signal s, but not the
performance p directly.12 We refer to those as “equilibria,” and when multiple equilibria arise, we
select the one with the highest effort (as common in the literature). An equilibrium specifies: (i)
effort choices by each type of incumbent (eθ), (ii) running decisions by each type of incumbent
(rI(µI ;θ)) (iii) entry decisions by each primary challenger (rj(rI ,µI ,µ)),13 (iv) entry decisions by
each general election challenger (ri(µW ,µ)), and (v) (common) beliefs about the incumbent’s ability
µI(s).

11Without loss of generality, we assume that once a politician chooses to run in a primary, she cannot withdraw
from the general election if she wins it.

12This restriction allows us to abstract from situations in which (i) entry by challengers in itself informative of their
ability and (ii) incumbents’ behavior can self-sabotage their electoral chances owing to peculiar belief structures.

13Notice that ability does affect entry decisions, but only indirectly through its effect on reputation.
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Given our assumptions about beliefs, µI(s) can be derived from Bayes rule as follows:14

µI(h) =

(
1−τT

2 + τTe1
)
µ0(

1−τT
2 + τTe1

)
µ0 +

(
1−τT

2 + τT
e0
2

)
(1−µ0)

µI(l) =

(
1+τT

2 − τTe1
)
µ0(

1+τT
2 − τTe1

)
µ0 +

(
1+τT

2 − τT
e0
2

)
(1−µ0)

.

Notice that voters’ updating is a function of the performance information transparency: with no
transparency—that is, τT = 0– µI = µ0. We can also see that holding effort constant, µI(h) is
increasing in transparency and µI(l) is decreasing in transparency. This, however, does not imply
that in equilibrium beliefs will be ordered in the same way. To establish that result, we need to
solve the model.

Discussion

In the model, we focus on candidates’ strategic choices of entering a race, rather than on the re-
cruiting decision of parties. In high-income advanced democracies, parties may have well-organized
recruitment and grooming systems, and individuals move up in rank through lower government
up to national government in a political career trajectory. In low-income countries, well-organized
recruitment and grooming systems are often only in place at the national level, typically from a
wealthy class of foreign-educated elites, who may be groomed for such positions. At the subnational
level, locally notable people tend to run for office and parties are not particularly well-organized
to recruit candidates. Subnational politicians face substantial obstacles (e.g., status, educational,
and social barriers) when it comes to rising into national-level politics. We therefore abstract from
parties’ role in recruiting candidates.

Further, entry decisions by potential candidates are simultaneous and based on privately ob-
served general-election reputation. In practice (i) candidates make their entry decisions sequentially
and even withdraw, (ii) different candidates have different levels of expected popularity that are
commonly known even before entry decisions, and (iii) there may be different subsets of the voting
population eligible for participation in a primary. Since most of the variance in factors affecting
entry decisions are district-specific, not candidate specific, we choose to abstract from these asym-
metries in our model, which becomes significantly more tractable as a result. More generally, there
is a variety of ways in which primary elections might differ from general elections that differ cross-
nationally (for instance, voters might value ideology over human capital, or a candidate’s expected
loyalty to the party rather than the general electorate). In the absence of common institutions, we
employ the same basic modeling strategy for primary and general election. This approach is more
parsimonious in terms of both parameters and key theoretical insights.

14Our insights extend to various weakening of the assumptions of Bayesian voters.
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Third, the model focuses on one key consequence of the treatment: increasing the transparency
of performance information. In principle, the intervention can also change the net value of holding
office, since (i) treated councilors also receive training, and (ii) the implementation of the trans-
parency initiative might lead to a permanent increase in the “skill premium” of local political
representation (that is, might increase the value of holding office for high-ability types). Both
effects can be captured by assuming that the cost of exerting effort also varies with the treatment,
and this assumption would mostly reinforce the results from the baseline model.

Analysis

We proceed by backward induction: first, we analyze the general election, then the primary election.

General Election. Let µW denote the reputation of the incumbent party’s primary winner W
(when W = I, µW = µI(s)). Each general election challenger i enters if and only if her winning
probability exceeds the cost of running k. At the time of her entry decision, she only knows W ’s
reputation and her own, not the other challengers’. Her winning probability is then probability that
her reputation exceeds the reputation of the incumbent party’s candidate W (adjusted by γ) and
the reputation of the other n−1 potential challengers (probability F (µi)n−1):

µi ≥MG(µW ,γ,k)≡max
{

min{µW +γ,1},F−1
(
k

1
n−1
)}

General election candidates face two hurdles when deciding to run: first, an outsider hurdle: their
reputation should be sufficiently large relative to the incumbent party’s structural advantage and its
candidate’s reputation (µi ≥ µW +γ). Second, a visibility hurdle: their reputation should be large
enough to ensure a sufficiently large winning probability against multiple opponents of unknown
reputation (µi ≥F−1

(
k

1
n−1
)
). When the incumbent party’ structural advantage is large and/or she

enjoys a very high reputation, the outsider hurdle is harder to clear than the visibility hurdle. In
this case, a challenger’s decision to enter should not respond to changes in incumbent reputation.
When the incumbent party’ structural advantage is small or negative, the visibility hurdle is harder
to clear. In this case, a challenger’s decision to enter should be responsive to incumbent reputation.

Crucially, performance information transparency can only affect nC when (i) the incumbent is
the primary winner and (ii) the outsider hurdle is harder to clear than the visibility hurdle. For
instance, when γ < F−1

(
k

1
n−1
)
−1, performance transparency cannot have an effect on candidacy

at the general election stage, since the visibility hurdle is always harder to clear than the outsider
hurdle: a challenger’s decision to enter should not respond to changes in the incumbent’s reputa-
tion, nor should the number of candidates. As a result, the expected number of general election
challengers equals zero when the incumbent’s reputation and her party’s structural advantage are
too large to overcome, (ii) depends on incumbent’s reputation only when the latter is large enough
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relative to the cost of campaigning, and (iii) only depends on the cost of campaigning otherwise:

nC = nPr[µj ≥MG(µW ,γ,k)] =


n
(
1−k

1
n−1
)

if γ+µW < F−1
(
k

1
n−1
)

n(1−F (µW +γ)) if F−1
(
k

1
n−1
)
≤ γ+µW ≤ 1

0 if γ+µW > 1

while the winning probability of the primary winner is the probability that all possible challengers’
reputations fall below MG(µW ,γ,k), that is

ΠW (µW ) = F (MG(µW ,γ,k))n

Primary. In light of the above analysis, the net value of winning the primary for a candidate of
the incumbent party is given by ΠW (µ)−k. It is immediate to see that politicians with reputation
below F−1

(
k

1
n−1
)
− γ have a negative value from running (they would be indifferent if they had

n− 1 potential general election opponent, but they will face n). Hence, only a politician with
reputation above

F−1
(
k

1
n

)
−γ

can find it optimal to run in the primary. Given incumbent reputation µI (for clarity, we omit the
dependence on s), we then know that rI = 0 if and only if F−1

(
k

1
n

)
−γ > µI .15 This implies that

a potential primary candidate j runs if and only if

µj ≥MP (µI ,γ,k)≡max
{

min
{
F−1

(
k

1
n

)
−γ,1

}
,µI
}
.

By a logic similar to the one outlined in the analysis of the general election, the expected number
of primary challengers is given by

mC =


0 if γ < F−1

(
k

1
n

)
−1

m
(
1−F

(
F−1

(
k

1
n

)
−γ

))
if F−1

(
k

1
n

)
−1≤ γ < F−1

(
k

1
n

)
−µI

m(1−F (µI)) if γ > F−1
(
k

1
n

)
−µI

As in the general election, a potential primary challenger needs to clear an outsider hurdle and a
visibility hurdle: first, her reputation must be above the incumbent’s, if the latter chooses to run;
second, her reputation must be large enough so that her net value of winning the primary is large
enough (hence the dependence on n rather than m). In addition, there is a party hurdle: when
the party has a structural disadvantage that is large enough, no candidate will run in the primary
even if she was certain to win it. Notice how the role of the party’s structural advantage changes
compared to the general election case: rather than increasing the outsider hurdle, it now decreases
the visibility hurdle and creates the party hurdle. Intuitively, a more powerful label increases the

15Given that in the primary there is no direct cost of running, that condition is both necessary and sufficient.
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electoral value of being the incumbent party’s nominee.

Let ΠI be I’s unconditional probability of winning the primary. We have that

ΠI(µI) = F (MP (µI ,γ,k))m

In light of the analysis, the incumbent’s winning probability conditional on entering is given by
F (µI)m.

Incumbent’s choice. In light of the analysis above, we can define two thresholds of γ for each
value of the performance signal s:

• γ(s) = F−1
(
k

1
n

)
−µI(s), below which the incumbent does not run

• γ(s) = 1−µI(s), above which the incumbent wins the general election with probability one,
conditional on reaching it

Hence, the incumbent’s expected payoff from performance s is given by

ΠI(µI(s))max{0,ΠW (µI(s))−k}=


0 if γ < γ(s)

F (µI(s))m
[
F (µI(s) +γ)n−k

]
if γ ∈

[
γ(s),γ(s)

]
F (µI(s))m

[
1−k

]
if γ > γ(s)

Using these thresholds, we obtain that each type’s optimal effort equates the marginal improve-
ment in expected performance to its marginal cost, given the other type’s effort:

eθ = arg max
e∈[0,1]

E
{

ΠI(µI(s))max{0,ΠW (µI(s))−k}
∣∣∣e}

From these observations, we can obtain the following Lemma

Lemma 1 In equilibrium,
(i) when the structural advantage γ is small or negative, the incumbent I chooses not to run
regardless of performance, and effort is not valuable
(ii) when γ is intermediate, effort increases I’s winning probability in both primary (ΠI) and general
election (ΠW )
(iii) when γ is large, effort only increases I’s winning probability in the primary (ΠI)

Intuitively, provided the structural advantage is not so small that the incumbent never chooses
to re-run, effort is always valuable to deter potential primary challengers; However, effort is most
valuable when the structural advantage is intermediate, because it also deters potential general elec-
tion challengers. Specifically, when γ is large, effort is no longer useful in reducing I’s vulnerability
in the general election.
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Figure 1 illustrates the equilibrium relationship between effort and the structural advantage γ,
which is characterized analytically in the Appendix.16
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How does performance transparency affects entry decision by challengers (at both primary and
general election stage), the incumbent’s effort, and ultimately her electoral fortunes? In the next
section, we study how these quantities depend on the transparency of incumbent performance
information, i.e., the precision of voter information about incumbent performance.

Linking the model to the empirics

In line with our empirical application, we consider three possible informational environments T ∈
{C,ID,S}, each associated with different levels of incumbent performance transparency provided
by a CSO initiative:

T = C: where no incumbent performance information is generated or disseminated.

T = S: where incumbent performance information reaches voters indirectly (i.e., via dissemination
to local political elites), and thus with considerable noise.

T = ID: where incumbent performance information is disseminated directly to citizens (in addition
to local political elites), and thus with little noise.

In principle, we only need to assume that the informational environments can be ranked in terms
of informativeness of the public signal: τC < τS < τID. For simplicity of exposition, we assume that
τC = 0 (that is, in the control group C there is no learning about p) and τID = 1 (that is, under
the intensive dissemination voter perfectly observe performance—but not ability!), while τS ∈ (0,1)
(that is, elite dissemination results in an informative albeit imperfect signal of performance)17

16The figure is drawn under the assumption that γ(l) > γ(h). The only difference when γ(l) ≤ γ(h) is that the
central range is increasing rather than constant in γ.

17In practice, under treatment S politicians observe performance perfectly, but since voters do not, this more
realistic assumption introduces the possibility of multiple equilibria. Albeit theoretically interesting, we choose to
abstract from this possibility.
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How does the treatment affect effort? Under C, the posterior does not respond to effort, so
e0 = e1 = 0. As a result, effort levels under the other two treatments should be interpreted as
deviations from the baseline level.

Going from S to ID increases the informativeness of the performance signal, so it raises voter
posterior following a good news (µI(h)) while decreasing voter posterior following a bad news
(µI(l)). As a result, going from S to ID increases effort levels for each value of γ, and increases
the range of γ under which effort is positive and increasing (see Appendix for details).

S

ID
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Let eθ(T) and µI(s,T) denote equilibrium quantities as a function of the treatment T.

Proposition 1 In equilibrium,
(i) In absence of performance transparency, incumbents exert no effort: e0(C) = e1(C) = 0
(ii) For each level of γ, effort is weakly increasing in transparency, and strictly when γ is not too
small:

eθ(ID)≥ eθ(S)≥ 0, θ ∈ {0,1}

(iii) Voter posteriors are ordered as follows:

µI(l,ID)< µI(l,S)< µ < µI(h,S)< µI(h,ID)

In light of the above analysis, we can derive several predictions about the effect of transparency
conditional on good and bad performance.

Before proceeding, we assume that the incumbent’s winning probability is proportional to her
expected vote share.18 This assumption—which can be obtained by adding probabilistic voting
to the model—allows us to obtain predictions without complicating the model by adding different
sub-populations of voters.

First, incumbent effort and performance should respond to transparency only when the party’s
structural advantage γ is sufficiently large, and this response should be highest for intermediate

18See Patty (2007) for a discussion of the conditions under which the two are equivalent.
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values of γ: hence, we should expect transparency to increase effort only conditional on γ sufficiently
large. Effort under ID should exceed effort under S and effort under S should exceed effort under
C only for γ large enough.

Second, since the incumbent chooses to run for reelection whenever her reputation exceeds
F−1

(
k

1
n

)
−γ, transparency should increase her propensity to run conditional on high public signal

(and lower conditional on a low public signal). This effect, however, should only exist when when
γ is intermediate. To see this, notice that F−1

(
k

1
n

)
−µI(h,C)> γ > F−1

(
k

1
n

)
−µI(h,ID), which

implies that the incumbent’s running probability should be higher under ID than under C. Notice
also that the treatment effect on the incumbent’s unconditional probability of running is ambiguous:
even when transparency increases effort (γ large enough), the reduction in the probability of running
conditional on poor performance might be the dominating force.

Third, the number primary challenges conditional on the incumbent running (requires γ ≥
F−1

(
k

1
n

)
− µI) is given by mC(s,T) = m(1−F (µI(s,T))), and the incumbent’s probability of

winning the primary (again conditional on running) is given by ΠI(s,T) = F (µI(s,T))m. As a
result, transparency should decrease the number of primary challenges and increase the incum-
bent’s winning probability conditional on a high public signal, and increase the number of primary
challenges and decrease the incumbent’s winning probability conditional on a low public signal.19

The number of general election challenges conditional on winning the primary (which again
requires µI ≥ F−1

(
k

1
n

)
−γ) is given by

nC(s,T) =

n(1−F (µI(s,T) +γ)) if γ+µI(s,T)≤ 1

0 if γ+µI(s,T)> 1

and the incumbent’s winning probability conditional on winning the primary is given by

ΠW (s,T) =

F (µI(s,T) +γ)n if γ+µI(s,T)≤ 1

1 if γ+µI(s,T)> 1

Conditional on good performance, by increasing µI(h,T), transparency has two consequences: if the
structural advantage γ is sufficiently small, it decreases the number of general election challengers
and increases the incumbent’s probability of running unopposed and hence her overall winning
probability; it also lowers the minimum level of structural advantage above which those effects
no longer hold. Conversely, when performance is low and it is at least theoretically possible to
defeat the incumbent (i.e., γ < 1− µI(s,T)—a possibility from which we abstract in Table 1,
since in that case no external intervention can affect entry and electoral outcomes), transparency
decreases incumbent reputation µI(h,T) and her probability of winning ΠW (s,T), while increasing

19Notice that if all politicians had to face a cost kP of running in the primary, this result would still hold. The
reason is that the minimum γ above which an incumbent runs would solve F (µI)m[F (µI +γ)−k] = kP , and the set
of primary challengers would still include all politicians with reputation above µI—which is independent of kP .
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Table 1: Hypotheses

Incumbent’s Structural advantage γ Comparison: ID vs S and S vs C
. . . performance

small =
large +

High Performance Low Performance
. . . running probability

small = =
intermediate + -

large = =

. . . challengers in the primary, conditional on running (i.e., γ not small)
- +

. . . winning probability in the primary, conditional on reaching it (i.e., γ not small)
+ -

. . . challengers in the general, conditional on reaching it (i.e., γ not small)
intermediate - +

large = =

. . . winning probability in the general, conditional on reaching it(i.e., γ not small)
intermediate + -

large = =

Notes: ID stands for Dissemination to Citizens and Elites S stands for Dissemination to Elites and
C indicates the Control (status quo)

the number of general election challenger nC(s,T). It also increases the threshold below which
these effects should be observed.

In light of the above, not only we expect the effect of transparency on general election outcomes
to be conditional on low γ, but also that these effects should be stronger conditional on bad
performance than conditional on good performance.

An important advantage of using a model is that, even though some of the outcomes are
contingent on post-treatment outcomes (e.g., observing general election vote share for an incumbent
is contingent upon winning the primary), our predictions are explicitly taking this dependence into
account.

Table 1 summarizes the model’s empirical implications.

Dynamic Effects. Finally, we can use the model to explore the effect of performance transparency
on the value of political office, that is the expected payoff to an incumbent of competence θ. In
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the Appendix, we show that when transparency is large and γ is low, an increase in transparency
might decrease both the value of holding office and political selection. Intuitively, when γ is low
the incumbent has already low incentive to exert effort, and increased transparency mostly results
in increased probability of revealing poor performance, which leads to a higher likelihood that the
incumbent either does not run or not not win the general election. This implies that, if politicians
are far sighted enough, we might observe a “discouragement effect” that is more likely to be strong
in the ID treatment, and is not captured in our static model.

Gender as moderator of transparency

In recent years, many countries have introduced gender quotas. Women remain, however, marginal-
ized from political candidacy, in part, due to smaller political networks, more limited resources, and
party recruitment strategies (Schwindt-Bayer, 2011). Thus there may be fewer women aspiring for
office for the quota positions— a “supply side” problem. If true, the hypotheses above regarding
challenger entry may only bear out in non-quota (open-gender but de facto men’s) seats. Further,
it is likely that lower-capacity parties are especially disadvantaged vis-a-vis high capacity (domi-
nant) parties in gender quota seats. Indeed, the introduction of gender quotas is often supported
by dominant parties, in part, to disadvantage burgeoning opposition parties from winning seats,
all the while appearing democratic by seeking to boost women in office.

2 Study Context

Below the national government level, Uganda has three local government tiers: district (LC5),
subcounty (LC3), and village (LC1). District local governments are comprised of both bureaucratic
and political arms. Civil servants are chiefly responsible for implementing public services and
projects according to the budget and work plan developed annually in collaboration with the district
council, an elected legislative body. District councils are vested with the power to make laws (unless
they conflict with the constitution), regulate and monitor the delivery of public services, formulate
comprehensive development plans based on local priorities, and supervise the district bureaucracy.

Councilors (elected representatives to the district council) have four areas of legally defined
job duties, as stipulated in the Local Government Act (1997): legislative (e.g., passing motions
in plenary, committee work), lower local government participation (e.g., attending LC3 meetings),
contact with the electorate (e.g., meeting with constituents and local NGOs), and monitoring public
service provision (e.g., visiting schools to monitor whether service delivery standards are met).20

Councilors are thought to be constrained by low capacity vis-à-vis the district bureaucracy (Raffler,
2016). Citizens have low levels of information regrading district councilors’ performance (Grossman
and Michelitch, 2018).

20Councilors are expected to monitor, not implement, the delivery of public services.

17



There are two ‘types’ of councilors serving in the district council. In 2006, Uganda implemented
a gender quota mandating that at least one-third of all councilors are female. To achieve this
goal, so-called “special woman” constituencies, in which only female candidates can compete, were
overlaid on top of “regular” subcounty constituencies. Special woman constituencies encompass
between one and three sub-counties, depending on population size. Thus, all citizens are represented
by two councilors at the district level. Tables 2 and 3 provide information on the level of competition
for both regular and women councilors, using the 2011 elections, across all of Uganda’s 112 district
local governments.

Table 2: Summary statistics: Regular Councilors (2011 elections)

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. N
Unopposed 0.15 0.36 0 1 1310
Winner’s votes 2590.59 1630 74 13770 1110
Winner’s vote share 0.58 0.14 0.25 0.96 1110
Challenger’s votes 1413.01 1022.74 68 8772 1110
Challenger’s vote share 0.32 0.1 0.04 0.5 1110
Margin of victory 0.27 0.22 0 0.92 1110
N. challengers 2.74 1.31 1 10 1310
NRM 0.76 0.42 0 1 1310

Table 3: Summary statistics: Special Women Councilors (2011 elections)

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. N
Unopposed 0.22 0.42 0 1 904
Winner’s votes 3794.55 2479.01 260 25463 701
Winner’s vote share 0.59 0.12 0.28 0.96 701
Challenger’s votes 2209.18 1626.52 126 14139 701
Challenger’s vote share 0.34 0.1 0.04 0.5 701
Margin of victory 0.25 0.2 0 0.91 701
N. challengers 2.22 0.96 1 6 904
NRM 0.78 0.42 0 1 904

The Local Government Councilor Scorecard Initiative

In 2009, ACODE launched the Local Government Councilor Scorecard Initiative in consultation
with various local stakeholders in 10 pilot districts. Local stakeholders include the Ministry of
Local Governments, Uganda Local Government Association,21 district officials, and various other
NGOs. It has since expanded the scorecard program to 30 districts; though at the start of our
study, ACODE was operating in 22 districts.22 ACODE purposively selected districts with the aim

21The Ugandan Local Government Association (ULGA) is an associational group that represents and advocates
for the constitutional rights and interests of local governments, and gives support and guidance to make common
positions on key issues that affect local governments.

22Kanungu, Ntungamo, Rukungiri, Kabarole, Hoima, and Buliisa (Western region); Agago, Amuru, Gulu, and
Lira (North and West Nile region); Amuria and Soroti (Eastern region); and Nakapiripirit and Moroto (Northeast or
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of achieving diversity in region, levels of development, and age of district, following the creation of
many new districts after 1995 (Grossman and Lewis, 2014). By collecting systematic information
on councilors’ actions and sharing its findings with district politicians and senior civil servants, the
initiative seeks to improve councilors’ performance in their legally defined duties.

At the beginning of a legislative term, ACODE conducts orientation sessions on councilors’
legally defined duties, including advice on how best to fulfill these duties. The orientation also
entail an explanation of the scorecard initiative, including the design, methodology, and quality
control. As for scorecard construction, ACODE uses a team of researchers that reside in the study
districts, and collects the underlying data to produce the scorecard annually in reference to the
previous fiscal year (June-July). Specifically, ACODE assesses actions taken by councilors that are
consistent with their legally-defined job duties, defined above. The scorecard is solely based on
administrative data (e.g., meeting minutes, visiting books in schools and health clinics) and does
not rely in any way on citizen’s attitudes or perceptions. Figure 3 details the scorecard components
(and subcomponents), and their respective weights. Scores are set between 0 and 100, mirroring
the conventional scoring used in Ugandan schools.

	

PARAMETER/INDICATOR	 Actual	Score	 Maximum	Score	

1. LEGISLATIVE ROLE  25 

i) Participation in plenary sessions  8 

ii) Participation in Committees  8 

iii) Moved motions in Council  5 

iiii) Provided special skills/knowledge to the Council or committees  4 

2. CONTACT WITH ELECTORATE  20 

i) Meeting with Electorate  11 

ii) Office or coordination centre in the constituency  9 

3. PARTICIPATION IN LOWER LOCAL GOVERMENT  10 

i) Attendance in sub-county Council sessions  10 

4. MONITORING SERVICE DELIVERY ON NATIONAL PRIORITY PROGRAMMES AREAS  45 

i) Monitoring of Health Service delivery units  7 

ii) Monitoring Agricultural Projects  7 

iii) Monitoring Education facilities  7 

iv) Monitoring Road projects  7 

v) Monitoring Water facilities  7 

vi) Monitoring Functional Adult Literacy programmes  5 

vii) Monitoring Environment and natural resources  5 

	
Figure 1: ACODE Scorecard

Karamajong region).
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Once the scorecards are complete and vetted (around October each year), ACODE disseminates
them in district workshops attended by district councilors, senior bureaucrats, party officials, and
(at times) local media outlets. At these workshops, ACODE representatives remind the district
councilors of their legally-defined job duties and the scorecard methodology, and make public the
scores of all councilors. The information presented in the workshop, including each councilor’s
scores, is further summarized in district reports that are both printed and handed out to workshop
participants and posted online.23

ACODE activities are salient to councilors. In an in-person survey conducted with councilors
in ACODE districts soon after the first scorecard (2011-2012) of the legislative term has been
disseminated in district plenary workshops, 96% of councilors knew about the program, and over
85% could name their score within 10 points. By contrast, in-person surveys conducted at the same
time (late 2012) with a sample of citizens in every constituency (sub-county) in ACODE districts,
suggest that knowledge of the scorecard, and its accompanying scores, does not naturally trickle
down to voters, at least not early in the term. Councilors generally view ACODE as impartial and
its scorecard as reliable. Tellingly, in a survey the PIs conducted with councilors in late 2015, 94%
of councilors recommended that the scorecard initiative be scaled up throughout the country.

Comparing ACODE districts with non-ACODE districts thus allows testing whether improving
incumbent performance transparency to a district’s political elite affects incumbent’s reelection bid
and challenger entry. However, since ACODE purposively selected the districts it operated in, a
naive comparison of ACODE districts against all non-ACODe districts in Uganda could be biased.
This would be the case, for example, if factors that made ACODE more likely to select a district
also affect how elites would respond to the scorecard initiative. Since we know the criteria used by
ACODE for selection, we can (at least somewhat) mitigate this concern by matching ACODE to
non-ACODE districts on the basis of these criteria. We further describe our matching procedure
below in section 3.

Intense Dissemination of Performance Scorecard to Citizens

We use a downstream experimental design, leveraging ACODE’s “Intense Dissemination” (ID)
program to further estimate the effects of citizens holding incumbent performance information
similar to the one in the hands of local elites. ACODE implemented the ID program in 20 districts,
whereby district councilors were randomly selected to either have their scores disseminated down to
their constituents (treatment), or not (control). Following random assignment, ACODE held two
rounds of parish-level community meetings in treated constituencies.24 The first set of meetings

23ACODE produced a performance scorecard every year throughout the electoral term; from 2011 to 2015. The
2011 elections took place in Uganda in February. The first scorecard of the previous election term covered the period
of July 2011 to June 2012, and the last scorecard covers the period of July 2014 to June 2015. ACODE does not
produce a scorecard in election years (i.e., there is no 2015-2016 scorecard).

24Parishes include 3–10 nearby villages that share basic services (e.g., health clinics, secondary schools) and market
structures (e.g., trading center).
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took place in fall 2013 (354 meetings; 12,949 attendees; sharing information on 2012-2103 scores)
and the second in fall 2014 (339 meetings; 14,520 attendees; 2013-2014 scores). To be clear, ACODE
created an annual performance scorecard for both treatment and control councilors, and shared it
with local elites in district workshops, as discussed above. The ID treatment thus is the additional
transparency to citizens above and beyond transparency to local political elites. Below we provide
additional information on the ID dissemination program:

Meeting Recruitment. An average of 40 community members attended each dissemination
meeting. Although open to the public, ACODE mobilized specifically local opinion leaders—lower-
tier government officials, religious leaders, public service providers, and members of community
organizations—whom could act as initial nodes in a wider dissemination process to other community
members. To that end, meeting attendees were given fliers, posters, and calendars (see Figure 2)
with a summary of the councilors’ performance information to display in prominent public places.

Figure 2: Calendar Example

AprilMarch

M T W T F S S

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8 9 10 11 12 13 14

15 16 17 18 19 20 21

22 23 24 25 26 27 28

29 30

Plot 96-98 Kanjokya Street Kamwokya.

P.O. Box 29836; Kampala Uganda.

Email: acode@acode-u.org 

Website: www.acode-u.org

Scorecard district results sticker Here

Empowering Citizens to Participate in Good GovernanceEmpowering Citizens to Participate in Good Governance

Know what your 
councilor should 

do for you.

Represent and speak-
out community issues in 
the council

Participate in the 
sub-county council 
meetings

Monitor government 
programs and services 
within your sub-county

Report to you council 
decisions and get 
your opinion on issues 
affecting your community

321 4Legislative role Monitoring role Contact with the electorate Lower local government

 CITIZENS’ CALENDAR20132013
M T W T F S S

1 2 3

4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11 12 13 14 15 16 17

18 19 20 21 22 23 24

25 26 27 28 29 30 31

8th - Women’s Day
21st - World Forestry Day 1st - Easter Monday

7th - World Health Day22nd - World Water Day
29th - Good Friday

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS’ SCORE-CARD INITIATIVE (LGCSCI)LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS’ SCORE-CARD INITIATIVE (LGCSCI)

Plot 136 Najjanankumbi, Entebbe Road

P.O. Box 23120; Kampala Uganda.

Email: secretariat@ulga.org 

Website: www.ulga.org

LGCSC is an initiative by the Advocates Coalition of Development and Environment (ACODE) and the Uganda Local Governments’ Association (ULGA) 

whose goal is to strengthen citizens’ demand for effective service delivery and accountability. This initiative is supported by the Democratic Governance 

Facility with the following contributing partners: United Kingdom, Denmark, Norway, Ireland, Sweden, Netherlands, Austria and the EU.

Local Government Councils’ Score-Card Report  
District: AMURU.   Period:  FY2011/12.

Indicator 
and score Legislative 

Role = 25
Monitoring 
Role = 45

Contact with 
Electorate = 20

Lower local 
governments = 10 Total = 100

Name Political Party Sub-county
Josephine Atim NRM Atiak 14 16 14 0 44
Sta nislaus OwachBoki NRM Atiak 16 26 00 0 42
 Margaret Akot FDC Lamogi 16 18 04 0 38

Denis Rom FDC Lamogi 16 15 03 2 36

Tito Okello NRM Youth 16 8 09 0 33

Catherine ApiyoOywa FDC Pabbo 16 11 04 2 33

CeaserOketayot NRM Amuru 13 18 00 0 31

Jane Naku NRM Youth 6 13 04 0 23
Martin Akera NRM Amuru TC 13 9 0 2 24

Beatrice LanyeroOkiya NRM Amuru TC 09 08 0 0 17

Nighty Aparo NRM PWD 02 16 0 0 18
Alex Bongomin NRM PWD 15 02 0 0 17
ConcyAlyel NRM Amuru 02 15 0 1 18

* CHRISTOPHER ODONGKARA is also a District Speaker, thus he was assessed as a district leader and his scorecard was different.

3 421

Get 
involved!Get 
involved!

Note: Examples of a calendar that was distributed in ACODE’s community meetings with the intention
of disseminating the performance information beyond meeting attendees.

Meeting Content. ACODE facilitators first discussed how councilors’ statutory responsibili-
ties map onto the delivery of public services by providing information on their job duties, national
and district government responsibilities, and service delivery standards. Then, ACODE dissem-
inated the scores of councilors benchmarked against the scores of all other district councilors.
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ACODE also collected the cell phone numbers of meeting attendees and subsequently sent out
periodic text messages reinforcing the information delivered at those meetings. The research team
deployed enumerators to community meetings to record information on meetings’ agenda and to
conduct short exit surveys with five randomly selected participants to test for content comprehen-
sion and retention. We find that the meetings were successful in fulfilling their goals.

Incumbent performance transparency initiatives should only have an effect if they change incum-
bent’s reelection probabilities (i.e., citizen priors). We use the baseline citizen survey, conducted
in summer 2012, to demonstrate that the information ACODE disseminated to constituents was
both new and salient, and hence potentially consequential. First, only 9% of survey respondents
reported hearing “something” about the scorecard initiative. Tellingly, when asked to evaluate their
councilors’ baseline performance across the four types of legally defined job duties, respondents’
evaluations did not positively correlate with the 2011–2012 councilors’ scores (Figure 4), and a
majority of respondents admitted that they had no means of assessing their councilors’ efforts to
fulfill his or her job duties.

Turning to saliency, we find that the activities reported by citizens as their main priority for
councilors are highly correlated with their legally defined duties, and thus scorecard indicators
(see Figure 5). The most important duty cited by a plurality of citizens was visiting schools and
health centers (i.e., “monitoring services”), followed by regularly visiting villages (“contact with
the electorate”), participating in council sessions and committees (“legislative” role), and providing
assistance to communities and participating in LC3 and LC1 meetings (“lower local government
participation”).

3 Identification Strategy

We begin describing our design for examining the effect of increasing the transparency of incumbent
performance in the hands of local elite (non-ACODE vs. subset of ACODE districts). We then
move to describe our design for examining the effect of increasing the transparency of incumbent
performance in the hands of citizens, conditional on the fact that this information is already in the
hands of local elite (ID vs. non-ID constituencies within ACODE districts).

Matching procedures for identifying “Non-ACODE” districts

We use matching to identify non-ACODE districts to serve as plausible counterfactuals for ACODE
districts. We match on districts’ (a) age; ie., years since the creation of the district, and (b) number
of sub-counties; i.e., the number of district councilor constituencies. We also use two variables to
proxy development: (c) distance to Kampala in kilometers, and (d) night-light density, following
Henderson, Storeygard and Weil (2012). Finally, we match on (e) region, using four indicators for
North, Western, Central and Eastern Uganda. Table 4 provides balance statistics, comparing 25
ACODE districts with 81 Non-ACODE potential matches. We use a flexible optimal full matching
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algorithm—using the optmatch R package, matching on the propensity score, two calipers (for
both the propensity score and Mahalanobis distance), while also restricting to exact matching of
regions.25 In Table 5 we provide balance statistics of the resulting matched sample, and in Figure 3
we present a map of the matched districts.

Figure 3: ACODE and matched non-ACODE districts.

Random assignment into ID

While ACODE purposively selected districts for implementing its scorecard program, councilor
participation in the “Intense Designation” program within ACODE districts was randomly assigned
via a lottery in summer 2012. Since “regular” councilor constituencies are nested within “special
woman” councilor constituencies, we chose he special woman councilor constituency as our unit of
randomization. The idea was to ensure that voters’ two representatives in the district council—
the regular and special woman councilors—are assigned to the same treatment group. We further
blocked randomization at the district level.

Table 6 shows that with the exception of councilor’s education and number of challengers in
2011, the randomization achieved a good covariate balance across treatment groups with regards
to councilor, 2011 elections and constituency characteristics. Table 7 similarly reports covariate
balance when comparing between councilors hailing from the 25 ACODE districts and those hailing
from the 25 matched non-ACODE districts.

25Following Rosenbaum (2012), our matching algorithm penalizing non-exact matches.
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4 Data, Variable Description and Estimation Strategy

In this section, we describe the data and variables used to test the study’s hypotheses, as well as
our estimation strategy. We utilize three yet unmerged datasets: general election data from the
electoral commission, incumbent survey data on councilor characteristics and primary elections,
and performance data from district plenary meeting minutes.

Outcome Variables

Our main data source is the Uganda Electoral Commission (UEC), which has made available
electoral returns for regular and special women councilor for both the 2011 and 2016 district
elections.26 The election data allow us to construct the following outcome variables:

1. Incumbent run: an indicator variable that takes the value of 1 if the incumbent runs in the
general election.

2. Incumbent reelected: an indicator variable that takes the value of 1 if the incumbent won the
general election; this variable has a missing value if Incumbent run = 0 in 2016.

3. N. challengers elections: a continuous variable that measures the total number of candidates
in the (general) elections. This variable has a value of zero if the incumbent was unopposed
and missing if Incumbent run = 0 in 2016.

Since political parties in Uganda do not publish primary results, we use in-person and phone
surveys of councilors from all 50 (ACODE and non-ACODE) districts to construct two additional
outcome variables:

4. Incumbent run primary: an indicator variable that takes the value of 1 if the incumbent has
competed in his/her party’s primaries in the subsequent elections, and zero otherwise.

5. N. challengers primary: a continuous variable that measures the number of candidates in the
incumbent party’s primaries (coded as missing if Incumbent run primary is 0).

In addition to the above core outcomes, we will derive additional variables from the data the
electoral commission makes publicly available:

• Unopposed: a binary variable that has the value of 1 if a general election winner ran unop-
posed.

26The UEC published only a list of winners for the 2006 district council elections on its website, albeit with no
reference to neither challengers nor to any vote tallies
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• Winner vote share: a variable between 0-1 measuring the share of votes that the winner won
out of the total valid casted votes.

• Runner-up vote share: a variable between 0-1 measuring the share of votes that the runner-up
candidate secured out of the total valid casted votes.

• Margin of victory: a variable between 0-1 measuring the difference in the vote share of the
winner and the runner-up candidate. This variable is set to 1 when the winning candidate
has run unopposed.

• Winner party: a categorical variable identifying the party name of the winner in each of the
three local election cycles.27

Incumbent Performance Indicators

We coded meeting minutes from 49 districts, as one district refused to share copies of the minutes
with the research team. Our data covers the years 2011–2015, though not all districts were able to
produce all meeting minutes for all years. On average, we have 20 meeting minutes per district for
the 5-years study period (with range of 2 to 41), for a the total of 1,009 coded plenary meetings.

Using the meetings minutes we code, for each councilor, (a) attendance rates, (b) total number
of motions they proposed, (c) total number of bills they sponsored, and (d) total remarks they made
during the meeting. We further standardized these variables to construct a legislative performance
summary index, using the weighted mean of the the standardized values (Anderson, 2008). In
the final stage we dichotomize the summary index using district medians as the cutoff point to
assign each councilor as high (above median) or low performer (below median).28 Because this
measure is limited to only legislative performance but not performance in other job duties, we
further plan to construct an alternative measure of performance throughout the 50 districts by
leveraging the legislative performance data and other politician characteristics to identify the best
linear combination of variables that predicts the ACODE score within the 25 districts. We then
take this model and estimate counterfactual ACODE scores for politicians in the 25 districts in
which ACODE does not operate.

Treatment variables: Levels of Incumbent Performance Transparency

We have two “treatment” variables corresponding to the two types of comparisons:
27This is the only variable that is available for 2006 (besides the winner’s name), since the Uganda Electoral

Commission did not release vote tallies for 2006 district councilor elections.
28One could have the worry that the training or the personnel capacity for recording the meeting minutes is not

homogenous across districts. However, by coding councilors are at or above median versus below within each district,
it alleviates this worry. We are interested in the relative merit of the councilors with this measure.
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1. ACODE-S: a binary variable that is equal 1 for councilors hailing from ACODE districts
who did not take part in the “intense dissemination (ID) program,” and 0 for councilors
hailing from no-ACODE districts.

2. ACODE-ID: a binary variable that is equal 1 for councilors hailing from 20 ACODE districts
who were randomly selected to the “intense dissemination (ID) program,” and 0 for councilors
hailing from those 20 ACODE districts randomly selected to the “no-ID” treatment group.
Those in non-ACODE districts are coded as missing.

Other Variables

In some specifications we will further adjust for the following covariates:29

• Councilor covariates: SWC mandate (i.e., special women councilor indicator); Education
(a three-category variable); Age (continuous); Motor vehicle (binary, indicating ownership of
any type of motor vehicle); NRM (binary, indicating whether the councilor caucuses with the
NRM); Terms in office (number of terms served as district councilor).

• Past 2011 elections (derived from the electoral commission): Number of challengers 2011
(continuous); and margin of victory 2011 (continuous).

• Constituency covariates (derived from the 2002 census):30 log population; ELF (ethnic-
linguistic fractionalization); Literacy rate Share agriculture employment and Poverty index.

• Party’s structural advantage We construct the proxy variable as follows. Using the 2006
and 2011 elections, we examine four types of races: president, parliament, district chairperson,
and councilor. For each constituency and election-year, we code how the constituency voted,
and add one point to the index if the constituency’s plurality winner belongs to the same
party of the incumbent councilor post-2011. We further add a point to all NRM councilors
given the ruling party’s structural advantage in Uganda.

• District (matching) covariates: when comparing councilors hailing from ACODE versus
non-ACODE districts, we further adjust for the variables used for matching, including the
propensity score; distance to Kampala ; night light density; district age and region.

Estimation Strategy

Following the EGAP Metaketa strategy (Dunning et al., 2018) and in light of our theoretical
predictions, we estimate regressions separately for high versus low performers. Specifically, let Pij

29When we adjust for pre-treatment covariates, we set missing covariate values to the mean values of the covariates
in one’s treatment groups, and include an indicator variable that equals 1 for imputed values.

30These variables will be derived from the 2014 census if the Ugandan Bureau of Statistics will finally agree to
make the data publicly available
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denote the performance level of politician i in district j (which would be provided about him/her,
in the event of treatment), and Pmj denote the median value of Pij in a district j. We do not
have measures of party elites, nor citizens’ priors on councilors’ legislative performance scores,
as such, and consistently with the information contained in a scorecard, we assume that voters’
benchmark performance relative to other districts: performance above (below) the district median
is the empirical analog of high performance p= h (low performance p= l) in the model. We then
define L+ as the set of councilors whose performance Pij > Pmj . and L− denote the remaining
councilors.

E(Yij |i ∈ L+) = β0 +β1Ti+β′
zZij +β′

MMj (1)

E(Yij |i ∈ L−) = α0 +α1Ti+α′
zZij +α′

MMj (2)

Where Yij is the outcome of interest for councilor i from district j. Ti is one of two treatment
variables: ACODE-ID and ACODE-S (defined above). Zij is a vector of pre-specified councilor and
constituency covariates (discussed above), and Mj is a vector of district matching covariates (rele-
vant only when comparing ACODE-S vs. non-ACODE C). Note, however, that when comparing
ACODE-ID to ACODE-S councilors, treatment assignment was blocked at the district level. Anal-
ysis will therefore account for the blocking by adding district fixed effects and dropping Mj . Here
β1 and α1 are the average treatment of the transparency initiative for high and low performance
councilors (i.e., for whom the disseminated information is “good” and “bad” respectively).

While in light of our hypotheses (Table 1) we expect the magnitude, direction and significance
of these effects to depend critically on the councilor’s party estimated structural advantage, a
negative and statistically significant estimate of β1 when Yij is the incumbent’s reelection would
clearly contradict our theory. In addition to reporting these as our primary results we will report
the results for the analogous specification without covariates.

Following our model, we also estimate our effects conditional on the incumbent party’s structural
advantage (γ). Given the non-linearity of γ, we recode the original 0-10 proxy variable such that
Gij = small if γ ∈ [0,4]; Gij = intermediate if γ ∈ [5,7]; and Gij = large if γ ∈ [8,10]. We plan to
also test for the moderating effect of γ using the procedure proposed by Hainmueller, Mummolo
and Xu (2016).

E(Yij |i ∈ L+) = β0 +β1Ti+β2Gij +β3TiGij +β′
zZij +β′

MMj (3)

E(Yij |i ∈ L−) = α0 +α1Ti+α2Gij +α3TiGij +α′
zZij +α′

MMj (4)

According to our theory, (i) when Y is either the incumbent’s victory or vote share, β3 (α3)
should be positive (negative), (ii) when Y is the number of primary and general election challengers,
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β3 (α3) should be negative (positive), and (iii) when Y is the incumbent’s decision to run, β1 (α1)
should be positive (negative).

Estimation is conducted using OLS. We cluster standard errors on districts j for the non
ACODE C versus ACODE-S or ACODE comparisons. We cluster standard errors on the special
woman councilor constituency (the unit of randomization) for the ACODE-ID versus ACODE-S
comparison. We will report one-sided p-values, as well as non-parametric p-values derived from
randomization inference that takes into account the study’s design (e.g., district strata in ID vs.
S comparison). We also plan to address multiple comparisons concerns by controlling for false
discovery rate with the Benjamini-Hochberg correction procedure.

We emphasize that we can not compare the magnitude of the effect of a change in transparency
from non ACODE (C) to ACODE-S (or ACODE) with the magnitude of the effect of a change in
transparency from ACODE-S to ACODE-ID. The reason is because the identification comes from
the former through matching at the district level, while the identification from the latter comes
from random assignment at the Special Woman Councilor constituency level.

We will perform two ancillary tests:

1. To test whether the effect of the transparency treatment is stronger the better the councilor
performance, let N+

ij denote the difference Pij−Pmj (standardized by its mean and standard
deviation), defined for all councilors in L+. In other words, N+

ij is a standardized measure
of the extent of “good news.” Let N−ij denote the same quantity but for all councilors for
whom bad news are being disseminated. We can then augment our baseline model by in-
teracting the treatment effects with these continuous measures. Additionally, we will follow
the procedures outlined in Hainmueller, Mummolo and Xu (2016) because the moderating
variable–performance–is continuous, as outlined above.

2. Test our theory’s ancillary predictions: first, all things equal, the number of primary chal-
lengers should increase with estimated structural advantage; second, performance should be
hump-shaped in the estimated structural advantage.

In addition to the reduced-form estimation, we plan exploring the possibility of using structural
modeling techniques to untangle the various effects in play. The equilibrium specified in previous
sections features non-linear relationships between the variables of interest. A simple reduced-
form analysis will enable us to estimate correctly the sign of the effects, but is less prices when
estimating the values of the model parameters in the face of information provision. A structural
analysis may help exploring the structure of the game in order to better understand the relationship
of the different players’ sequential decisions. If we decide to explore structural modeling, we would
especially build on the well-established Industrial Organization literature on firm entry models,
such as Bresnahan and Reiss (1990) and Berry (1992).
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Appendix

A Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1. The incumbent’s expected payoff as a function of her effort, and given
her type θ is given by:

UI(e) =
{ [

e1+θ
2

1+τ
2 +
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1−e1+θ

2
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2

]
VI(h) +

[
e1−θ

2
1+τ

2 +
(
1−e1+θ

2

)
1+τ

2

]
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}
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where

VI(s)≡ΠI(µI(s))max{0,ΠW (µI(s))−k}=


0 if γ < γ(s)

F (µI(s))m
[
F (µI(s) +γ)n−k

]
if γ ∈ [γ(s),γ(s))

F (µI(s))m
[
1−k

]
if γ ≥ γ(s)

Under mild restrictions on µ0 and k, we have that γ(h)< γ(l): it is easier to sweep the general elec-
tion conditional on good performance than to run in the primary conditional on bad performance.
In this case, Incumbent optimal effort eθ is then as follows:

2ceθ =



0 if γ < γ(h)
1+θ

2 τF (µI(h))m
[
F (µI(h) +γ)n−k

]
if γ ∈ [γ(h),γ(h))
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[
F (µI(l) +γ)n−k

]}
if γ ∈ [γ(l),γ(l))

1+θ
2 τ [F (µI(h))m−F (µI(l))m][1−k

]
if γ ≥ γ(l)

Since µI(h) and µI(l) are functions of e0 and e1, the equilibrium effort levels solve a non-linear
system of equations of the form

e1−G[µI(h|e0,e1),µI(l|e0,e1)) = 0

2e0−G[µI(h|e0,e1),µI(l|e0,e1)] = 0

Brouwer’s theorem guarantees the existence of a solution, since G[·, ·] is continuous in (e0,e1).
Moreover, it must be that for each of these solutions, e1 = 2e0. Hence, we can re-express the
equilibrium as the fixed point of the following equation (defined in [0,1/2]):

2e−G[µh(e),µl(e)] = 0
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where

µh(e) = (1− τS + 4τSe)µ0
(1− τS + 4τSe)µ0 + (1− τS + τSe)(1−µ0)

µl(e) = (1 + τS−4τSe)µ0
(1 + τS−4τSe)µ0 + (1 + τS− τSe)(1−µ0) .

In general, the system can have multiple solutions. We select on the highest. Since µI(h) is
increasing in e and µI(l) is decreasing in e, G is strictly increasing in e in each of its ranges except
the lowest. We then proceed as follows. Let ê4 be the largest solution of 4ce− (1−k)[F (µh(e))m−
F (µl(e))m]. Let γ4 = 1−µl(ê4). Let ê3(γ) be the largest solution of 4ce− (1− k)F (µh(e))m−
F (µl(e))m[F (γ+µl(e))n−k], and let γ3 be the unique (follows form the fact that ê3(γ) and µl(e)
are decreasing function) fixed point of

γ−F−1
(
k

1
k

)
+µl(ê3(γ))

(By continuity of G, γ4 is also the unique fixed point of γ−1+µl(ê3(γ)).) Proceeding analogously,
we can define ê2 as the largest solution of 4ce− (1−k)F (µh(e))m and γ2 = 1−µh(ê2). (Again by
continuity of G, γ3 is also the solution of γ−F−1

(
k

1
k

)
+µl(ê2) = 0). Similarly, we let ê1(γ) as the

largest solution of 4ce−F (µh(e))m[F (γ+µh(e))n−k], and γ1 be the unique (follows form the fact
that ê1(γ) and µh(e) are increasing functions) fixed point of

γ−F−1
(
k

1
k

)
+µh(ê1(γ))

Notice that by continuity of G, γ1 also solves γ = F−1
(
k

1
k

)
−µ0. We then obtain the following

equilibrium effort:

2ceθ =



0 if γ < γ1

1+θ
2 τµmI (h)

[
(µI(h) +γ)n−k

]
if γ ∈ [γ1,γ2)

1+θ
2 τµmI (h)

[
1−k

]
if γ ∈ [γ2,γ3)

1+θ
2 τ

{
µmI (h)

[
1−k

]
−µmI (l)

[
(µI(l) +γ)n−k

]}
if γ ∈ [γ3,γ4)

1+θ
2 τ [µmI (h)−µmI (l)][1−k

]
if γ ≥ γ4

It is immediate to see that effort is hump-shaped in γ: starts at zero for γ < γ1, then increases for
γ ∈ [γ1,γ2), stays constant for γ ∈ [γ2,γ3), then decreases for γ ∈ [γ3,γ4), and is again constant for
γ > γ4.
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When instead γ(h)≥ γ(l), we have

2ceθ =



0 if γ < γ(h)
1+θ

2 τF (µI(h))m
[
F (µI(h) +γ)n−k

]
if γ ∈ [γ(h),γ(l))

1+θ
2 τ

{
F (µI(h))m

[
F (µI(h) +γ)n−k

]
−F (µI(l))m

[
F (µI(l) +γ)n−k

]}
if γ ∈ [γ(l),γ(h))

1+θ
2 τ

{
F (µI(h))m

[
1−k

]
−F (µI(l))m

[
F (µI(l) +γ)n−k

]}
if γ ∈ [γ(h),γ(l))

1+θ
2 τ [F (µI(h))m−F (µI(l))m][1−k

]
if γ ≥ γ(l)

and the analysis follows the same steps as the case of γ(h)<γ(l). The only difference is the location
of the thresholds γ2, and γ3, and the fact that in the range [γ2,γ3], effort is increasing in γ, rather
than constant.

Under the assumptions about the treatment τC = 0< τS < τID = 1, we have

• Within each sub-range above γ1, eθ(C) = 0< eθ(S)< eθ(ID)

• expressing the thresholds as a function of the treatment, γ1(C) = γ1(S) = γ1(ID), γ2(C) >
γ2(S)> γ2(ID), γ3(C)< γ3(S)< γ3(ID) and γ4(C)< γ4(S)< γ4(ID)

• for each γ > γ1, eθ(C)< eθ(S)< eθ(ID).

• Under treatments ID and S, effort is quasi concave in γ.

Lemma 1.iii and Proposition 1 then follow.

Proposition 2 There exist γ̂(θ) ≤ 1 decreasing in θ and τ̂(θ) increasing in θ such that whenever
γ ≤ γ̂(θ) and τ ≥ τ̂(θ), the value of office is weakly decreasing with transparency.

Proof. Let WI(τ ;θ) = argmaxeUI(e). Using the Envelope theorem, we have that

2dWI(τ ;θ)
dτ

= (eθ(1+θ)−1)(VI(h)−VI(l))+(1+τeθ(1+θ)−τ)∂VI(h)
∂τ

+(1−τeθ(1+θ)+τ)∂VI(l)
∂τ

When γ < γ1, dWI(τ ;θ)
dτ = 0. When γ is close enough to γ1 (and smaller than γ3), VI(l) = ∂VI(l)

∂τ = 0
and eθ is small enough so that

2dWI(τ ;θ)
dτ

≈−VI(h) + ∂VI(h)
∂τ

(1− τ)

Since VI(h) is increasing in τ and limτ→1
∂VI(h)
∂τ (1− τ) = 0, the claim holds.

Proposition 3 There exist γ̂≤ 1 and τ̂ such that whenever γ≤ γ̂(θ) and τ ≥ τ̂(θ), political selection
is weakly decreasing with transparency when the average quality of challengers is low enough.
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Proof. Let E denote the winner of the general election. Political selection is given by

Pr(θI = 1|E = I)Pr(E = I) + Pr(θE = 1|E 6= I)Pr(E = I)

Pr(E = I|θI = 1)µ0 + Pr(θE = 1|E 6= I)Pr(E = I)

When γ is slightly above γ1, we have that

2Pr(E = I|θI = 1)≈ (1− τ)µmI (h)(µI(h) +γ)n

which is decreasing in τ for τ large enough, by the same reasoning for which WI(τ ;θ) is decreasing
in τ . Finally, if the average quality of challengers is low enough, Pr(θE = 1|E 6= I)< µ0, and hence
political selection is decreasing.

B Additional Tables and Figures

Table 4: Balance (pre-matching)

ACODE Non-ACODE SD SD Diff Variance T p-value KS QQ Mean QQ Median QQ Max
Mean Mean Diff pooled Ratio T p-value Diff Diff Diff

num_subc 12.36 11.65 14.36 13.45 0.78 0.55 0.20 0.07 0.06 0.21
age 27.40 14.10 114.48 119.43 1.19 0.00 0.00 0.36 0.37 0.52

KampalaDist 223.88 206.99 17.53 18.27 1.19 0.44 0.18 0.10 0.11 0.24
LightDensity 0.21 0.04 40.16 55.25 17.52 0.06 0.00 0.22 0.21 0.35

region_1 0.12 0.23 -34.54 -30.00 0.60 0.17 0.06 0.06 0.12
region_2 0.28 0.31 -6.25 -6.21 0.97 0.79 0.01 0.01 0.03
region_3 0.32 0.23 17.94 18.90 1.25 0.43 0.04 0.04 0.09
region_4 0.28 0.22 12.61 13.17 1.20 0.58 0.03 0.03 0.06

N 25 81

Table 5: Balance (post-matching)

ACODE Non-ACODE SD SD Diff Variance T p-value KS QQ Mean QQ Median QQ Max
Mean Mean Diff pooled Ratio T p-value Diff Diff Diff

num_subc 12.36 13.88 -30.93 -26.73 0.60 0.35 0.79 0.07 0.08 0.16
age 27.40 24.32 26.51 25.86 0.91 0.36 0.54 0.07 0.04 0.16

KampalaDist 223.88 241.52 -18.30 -19.10 1.20 0.50 0.66 0.07 0.08 0.20
LightDensity 0.21 0.06 34.70 47.81 18.65 0.10 0.45 0.12 0.12 0.20

region_1 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
region_2 0.28 0.28 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
region_3 0.32 0.32 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
region_4 0.28 0.28 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N 25 25
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Figure 4: Citizens’ Perception of Councilors’ Performance against Actual Score (Baseline)
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Note: Survey question read, “I am going to show you pictures of activities undertaken by councilors.
I want you to tell me how well you think your district councilor performed in each of these areas. A.
Participating in district council sessions and committees, B. Regularly visiting villages to hear concerns
of subcounty residents, C. Visiting schools and health centers to ensure quality of service, E. Ensuring
the district technical officers are doing their work well (e.g., DEO, DHO), F. Participating in meetings at
lower government levels (LC1, LC3).” Responses were given on a five-point categorical scale.
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Figure 5: Citizens’ prioritization of councilor activities
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Note: Survey question read, “There are several ways in which district councilors can spend their time.
What are the most important activities of a district councilor in your view?”
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Table 6: Covariate Balance By ID Treatment Assignment

Control ID Cont-Treat P-value

Councilor:
Special women councilor 0.007 0.001 0.007 0.889

(0.492) (0.491) (0.048)
Female councilor 0.015 -0.010 0.025 0.602

(0.496) (0.491) (0.048)
Education (3-categories) -0.095 0.088 -0.182 0.029

(0.822) (0.740) (0.083)
Cognitive ability 0.078 -0.075 0.154 0.553

(2.328) (2.442) (0.259)
Age 0.308 -0.283 0.591 0.543

(9.342) (8.923) (0.971)
Motor vehicle 0.007 -0.012 0.019 0.686

(0.461) (0.429) (0.047)
NRM -0.006 0.004 -0.010 0.778

(0.348) (0.349) (0.037)
Terms in office -0.042 0.032 -0.074 0.344

(0.672) (0.779) (0.078)
Political experience -0.019 0.012 -0.031 0.512

(0.441) (0.458) (0.048)
2011 elections:
Unopposed 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.979

(0.276) (0.251) (0.026)
Vote share -0.007 0.007 -0.014 0.194

(0.109) (0.109) (0.011)
Margin of victory -0.010 0.010 -0.020 0.253

(0.175) (0.176) (0.018)
N. challengers 0.127 -0.117 0.244 0.014

(1.076) (0.960) (0.099)
Party advantage -0.159 0.113 -0.272 0.265

(2.573) (2.446) (0.244)
Constituency:
Population (log) 0.019 -0.009 0.027 0.582

(0.410) (0.503) (0.050)
Literacy rate 0.005 -0.007 0.011 0.146

(0.072) (0.073) (0.008)
Unmployment rate 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.606

(0.008) (0.009) (0.001)
Share employed in agriculture 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.925

(0.103) (0.092) (0.011)
ELF 0.011 -0.014 0.025 0.082

(0.134) (0.133) (0.014)
Poverty (asset-based) 0.022 -0.025 0.046 0.093

(0.250) (0.260) (0.028)
notes: Table reports covariate balance within the 20 ACODE districts in which the intense
dissemination experiment took place. Since random assignment was blocked by district,
we report balance test that absorbs district fixed effects. The control mean is therefore
the constant from the “absorbed” regression, the treatment mean is the constant plus the
treatment coefficient, and the difference is the treatment coefficient. p-values are two-sided.
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Table 7: Covariate Balance By ACODE

Non-ACODE ACODE Difference p-value

Councilor:
Special women councilor 0.396 0.401 -0.005 0.858

(0.020) (0.021) (0.029)
Female councilor 0.415 0.412 0.003 0.927

(0.020) (0.021) (0.029)
Education (3-categories) 2.246 2.297 -0.051 0.372

(0.039) (0.041) (0.057)
Age 44.138 45.109 -0.970 0.142

(0.464) (0.468) (0.660)
Motor vehicle 0.484 0.552 -0.068 0.036

(0.023) (0.023) (0.033)
NRM 0.878 0.820 0.058 0.013

(0.015) (0.018) (0.023)
Terms in office 0.516 0.482 0.034 0.517

(0.038) (0.036) (0.053)
Political experience 0.335 0.342 -0.007 0.824

(0.021) (0.022) (0.031)
2011 elections:
Unopposed 0.169 0.097 0.072 0.000

(0.016) (0.013) (0.020)
Vote share 0.588 0.579 0.008 0.322

(0.006) (0.006) (0.008)
Margin of victory 0.252 0.256 -0.005 0.716

(0.009) (0.009) (0.013)
N. challengers 2.410 2.763 -0.353 0.000

(0.043) (0.053) (0.068)
Party advantage 6.091 5.904 0.186 0.318

(0.125) (0.139) (0.186)
Constituency:
Population (log) 9.973 10.114 -0.141 0.001

(0.027) (0.024) (0.037)
Literacy rate 0.432 0.445 -0.012 0.287

(0.005) (0.006) (0.008)
Unmployment rate 0.011 0.013 -0.002 0.046

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Share employed in agriculture 0.273 0.212 0.062 0.000

(0.007) (0.005) (0.009)
ELF 0.230 0.246 -0.016 0.567

(0.011) (0.010) (0.015)
Poverty (asset-based) -0.007 0.050 -0.057 0.005

(0.011) (0.014) (0.018)

N 583 548 1131
notes: Table reports covariate balance between councilors hailing 25 ACODE districts and those
hailing from 25 matched non-ACODE districts. p-values are two-sided.
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C Scorecard Methodology

ACODE’s primary methodology for collecting data on councilors’ performance includes several
steps. First, ACODE engages in document review of service delivery and infrastructure reports,
budgets, planning documents, minutes of district councils and their committees and other relevant
documents. Second, ACODE researchers conduct interviews with councilors — and subsequently
any assertions made by councilors are followed up with written evidence. Third, field visits are
conducted with specific service delivery units and observation of service delivery units (e.g. schools,
clinics). Fourth, ACODE facilitates focus group discussions with citizens at the sub-county level
with a sampling methodology that seeks gender-parity of community leaders, as well as represen-
tation of ‘ordinary’ citizens and youth. Last, interviews with technical staff in the bureaucracy are
conducted at both the district and sub-county levels. These include, for example, interviews with
the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) heading the district bureaucracy, heads of bureaucratic
departments, and service delivery unit heads. Participants give informed consent and participation
is voluntary. Data is entered, cleaned and analyzed with Atlas-ti, Epi-data, and Microsoft Excel.

The councilor scorecard is divided into four components with a range of indicators for each. Each
indicator is assigned a score, awarded with a threshold approach. This means that a councilor who,
for example, has pushed forward more motions in plenary sessions than the designated threshold
of motions, receives the same number of points for that indicator as another councilor who has
only just met the threshold. One disadvantage of this method is that score-conscious councilors do
not have a strong incentive to exert further effort once the threshold for an indicator is reached.
However, there are also advantages to this scoring system. For one, councilors have different sized
constituencies, and councilors with larger constituencies are not disadvantaged. Specifically, special
woman constituencies often encompass two or three regular constituencies, and this scoring method
does not disadvantage women councilors, on face value. A second advantage is that it is arguably
the easiest type of scoring system for Ugandan councilors and citizens to comprehend. All indicators
sum up to a maximum possible 100 points, similar to marks in Ugandan schools. Figure 6 depicts
an example scorecard from Nakapiripirit District.31

Once ACODE completes assembling the scores of all councilors (including the council speaker
and the district chairperson), it holds an annual dissemination event in each district’s headquarters.
ACODE invites to this event the legislative and bureaucratic district officials as well as other
local stakeholders, such as journalists, civil society groups, and traditional and party leaders. In
this workshop, ACODE explains the components of the scorecard and reports on each councilor’s
score. We refer to this event as “weak dissemination”, since ‘ordinary’ citizens, who ultimately are
responsible for holding councilors to account, are not present in this district-level event.

31Ssemakula, E., G., Longole, L., and Atyang, S., Local Government Councils’ Performance and Public Service
Delivery in Uganda: Nakapiripirit District Council Score-Card Report 2013/14, Kampala, ACODE Public Service
Delivery and Accountability Report Series No.52, 2015.
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Figure 6: Scorecard Example - Nakapiripirit District
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To strengthen the reliability of the disseminated scores, ACODE undertakes several quality-
control measures. First, the scorecard undergoes periodic reviews by an expert Taskforce com-
prised of academics, officials from the Ministry of Local Government, representatives from the
parliamentary committee on local governments, district technical and political leaders, and civil
society representatives.

Second, district research teams are made up of three people, comprising a lead researcher and
two resident assistants of the district who speak the local languages. LGCSCI researchers are
not allowed to be involved in electoral or partisan politics. Prior to data collection, the research
teams are trained intensively over a centralized three-day Workshop accompanied by an official
Researchers’ Guide in basic methods, ethics, etc.

Third, after data collection, Research Teams come together for a three-day workshop to peer-
review the information collected and compute scorecard marks. A team of experienced Lead Re-
searchers directly monitor and supervise the Research Teams, and are also responsible for managing
fieldwork and producing district reports, as well as doing on-spot checks.

Finally, the LGCSCI leadership team and a technical backstopping team are responsible for the
final review and validation of data used in the scoring. Before publication of the scores, the report
is externally reviewed and edited to ensure consistency and quality of content. Thus, the scorecard
has a multi-layered review. A full description of the ACODE methodology and reporting can be
found at http://www.acode-u.org/documents/PRS_64.pdf

D District Council plenary minutes coding

In late 2015, following our matching procedure, described above, the research team collected
scanned copies of council meeting (DCM) minutes from all 50 matched districts, using trained enu-
merators from Innovation for Poverty Action (IPA). Our data covers the years 2011–2015, though
not all districts were able to produce the meeting minutes of all years. On average, the research
team was able to scan 25 meeting minutes per district for the 5-years study period (with range of
2 to 41), for a the total number of 1009 meetings.

The research team hired a data entry company to lead the coding of the DCM minutes and
capture the legislative activity at both the district and councilor level (such as attendance, the
number of motions proposed). After a competitive procurement process, Groble Information Ltd
(GIL), a data entry company based in Kampala, was selected to perform the coding activities.

GIL held a 3-day training sessions in cooperation with IPA and invited 30 candidates for the
training. At the end of the training, trainees took an exam that was written by the research
team, and GIL hired the best performing candidates. In total, we hired 18 councilor-level coders, 5
district-level coders, and 2 back-checkers. Coding activities commenced in Jun-2016 and ended in
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Aug-2016. Coders first read the minutes and marked every remark or comment to be coded then
used SurveyCTO program to code the minutes. Back-check was conducted on a randomly selected
sample of 10%. Back-checkers went over the work of the coders and corrected major mistakes when
necessary. For those coders who made frequent mistakes, 1-day re-training was provided by the
IPA trainer.

While GIL completed 90% of the work, a contractual difficulty with the company led IPA to
take over the remaining work in-house. This did not affect the quality of coding data. IPA held 3-
day training sessions with the identical training materials and adhered to the previously established
coding and back-check process. An IPA Field Manager was hired to lead the training and oversee
the coding process. The last phase of the coding took approximately 3 weeks starting October 2016
and ending on November 2016. Upon completion of the coding work, the research team combined
the data from GIL and IPA into a complete dataset.

E Study Timeline

Figure 7: Study Timeline

Note: The top panel depicts the research team activities, while the bottom panel depicts ACODE
activities.
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