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1. Exposure to campaign appeals related to land 

 

Table A1. Land Appeals in the Central Rift Valley (percentages) 

 Kalenjin  

(n=209) 

Kikuyu  

(n=118) 

“This is your ancestral land. If I win, I will help you defend 

this land.” 

72.1 51.7 

“If you kick out the other tribe, you will get their land.” 42.7 57.5 

“I will help you get title deeds or I will help you re-settle 

when I win.” 

48.4 56.7 

Notes: Table shows the percentage of respondents that recalled hearing each appeal type 

during prior elections. Data come from a survey conducted in 2013 in Nakuru and Uasin 

Gishu Counties. Source: Klaus (2015). 
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2. Sampling  
 

The sample was drawn from six parliamentary constituencies (Molo, Njoro, Gilgil, Subukia, 

Kuresoi South, and Rongai) in Nakuru County in the Central Rift Valley. Within constituencies, 

we stratified by ward according ethnic composition (predominantly Kikuyu or Kalenjin) using 

the ethnic identity of the Councilor from each ward (coded by surname) and anecdotal 

information from local informants. Sampling points (shown in Figure A1) were allocated across 

constituencies according to population shares, and starting points (polling stations – usually 

primary or secondary schools) were selected randomly within wards. We excluded a small 

number of remote polling stations that were far from major roads due to prohibitive travel costs. 

Enumerators used a random-walk procedure to select households. When multiple adults (18+) 

were present in a home, the enumerators asked one to volunteer.  

 

The sample included respondents from the two main ethnic groups in the area, the Kikuyu and 

Kalenjin. Given the potential sensitivity of the survey, we ensured that co-ethnic enumerators 

interviewed respondents. To improve the efficiency of this matching process, enumerators were 

assigned to wards in which we expected their own group to be a plurality or majority, and 

enumerators were instructed to only interview co-ethnic respondents in their assigned areas. One 

inadvertent effect of this operational decision is that most respondents were drawn from areas 

where their co-ethnic group was a local majority, potentially under-representing individuals from 

areas where their group was a local minority.  

 

To examine the extent of possible bias introduced by our sampling methods, we compare our 

sample to the sample from the 2014 Demographic and Health Survey (DHS), which was 

designed to produce representative samples at the county level and included 1,034 respondents 

from Nakuru County. One limitation is that the DHS data jitters GPS data for starting points by 

up to 5km in rural areas, which likely introduces some noise to these measures. We plot both 

samples over census data by sub-location from Kenyan National Bureau of Statistics (2014), 

which shows the majority ethnic group in each sub-location.  

 

Table A2 compares our survey sample to the DHS sample for the six constituencies included in 

our sample frame. First, we note that the DHS sample demonstrates the highly segregated nature 

of our sample area: 92.5% of Kikuyus and Kalenjins from the DHS survey reside in sub-

locations where their own group is a majority. Second, the DHS data suggest that our sample is 

slightly under-representative of respondents from locations where their group is a majority, with 

83.5% coming from such areas. Third, we observe differences across ethnic groups. For 

Kikuyus, our sample under-represents individuals from own-group localities by about 20 

percentage points (74.6% vs. 94.8%), while for Kalenjins our sample slightly over-represents 

individuals from own-group localities (93.8% vs. 86.0%). We expect that these sample biases 

should have limited effects on our results.  
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Table A2. Share Residing in Sub-location Where Own Group is Local Majority 

 Survey Sample DHS 2014 Sample  

Total 83.6 [824] 92.5 [251] 

   - Kikuyus 74.6 [437] 94.8 [172] 

   - Kalenjins 93.8 [387] 86.0 [79] 

Notes: This table compares our survey sample to data from the 2014 DHS sample for the six 

sampled constituencies in Nakuru County. Sample sizes shown in brackets.  
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Figure A1. Location of Sampling Points 
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3. Survey questions  
 

Ethnic group: Which ethnic community do you come from? 

 

Candidate support: How likely would you be to support this candidate? [very unlikely, 

somewhat unlikely, neither unlikely nor likely, somewhat likely, very likely] 

 

Perceived land security: How would you rate the security of your land rights today? [not 

secure, somewhat secure, very secure]. Low land security is defined as “not secure.” 

 

Violence exposure: 

Were you or any members of your family affected by the violence that followed the 2007 

election? / Were you or any members of your family affected by violence during the 1992 or 

1997 elections? [multiple select] 

You or members of your family were forced to leave the area where you were living 

You or members of your family were physically harmed 

Members of your family were killed 

Your home was damaged or destroyed 

A home belonging to another member of your family was damaged or destroyed 

A business you owned was damaged or destroyed 

Crops or livestock you owned were damaged or stolen 

Other [DON'T READ] 

 

Other outcomes: 

How trustworthy would you say each of the following groups is: [Kalenjins, Kikuyus]? [very 

trustworthy, somewhat trustworthy, neither trustworthy nor untrustworthy, somewhat 

untrustworthy, very untrustworthy] 

 

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

“Outsiders do not deserve to own land in this area. Only local people should own land here.” 

“Sometimes it is necessary for politicians or citizens to use violence when it comes to defending 

the land of his followers.” [strongly disagree, disagree, neither disagree nor agree, agree, strongly 

agree] 

 

Closeness to own group: How close do you feel to each of the following groups, not close, a 

little close, somewhat close, or very close? [Own ethnic group] [Not at all close, a little close, 

somewhat close, very close] 

 

Ethnic identification: Let us suppose that you had to choose between calling yourself Kenyan 

and calling yourself [R’s ethnic group]. Which of the following best expresses how you see 

yourself?  

 I feel only [R’s ethnic group] 

 I feel more [R’s ethnic group] than Kenyan 

 I feel equally [R’s ethnic group] and Kenyan 

 I feel more Kenyan than [R’s ethnic group] 

 I feel only Kenyan 
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Land access: Are you able to access enough land to support your family?  

 

Land ownership: How does your household access the land that you use? [multiple response] 

[Own land; Rent land; Access land through another family member who owns land; Communal 

access; Don’t know; Refused to answer ] 

 

Land size: How much land (in acres) are members of your household able to access for farming 

or business?  

 

Evicted: Have you or members of your household ever been evicted from your home or land?  

 

Age: measured in years 

 

Gender: recorded by enumerator 

 

Education: What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

[No formal schooling; Some primary school; Primary school completed; Some secondary school; 

Secondary school completed; College; Some university; University completed; Don’t know; 

Refused to answer] 

 

Wealth (asset index): Which of these items does your household own here where you live? 

[radio, mobile phone, gas cooker, tv, bicycle, motorcycle, car, tractor] 

 

 

 

 



 7 

4. Additional detail on violence exposure 

 

Table A3. Violence Exposure (percentages) 

 Kalenjins Kikuyus 

2007:   

   - Forced to leave area where living (self or family member)  9.6 52.9 

   - Physically harmed (self or family member) 6.6 21.9 

   - Family member killed 3.5 11.9 

   - Home damaged or destroyed (own) 5.6 24.4 

   - Home damaged or destroyed (family member) 9.4 45.6 

   - Business damaged or destroyed 4.6 23.5 

   - Crops or livestock damaged or destroyed 8.6 28.9 

   - Other 0.8 6.2 

Total (2007): 21.3 59.6 

   

1992 and/or 1997:   

   - Forced to leave area where living (self or family member)  10.4 41.9 

   - Physically harmed (self or family member) 3.0 14.8 

   - Family member killed 4.1 10.5 

   - Home damaged or destroyed (own) 5.6 20.3 

   - Home damaged or destroyed (family member) 7.1 34.6 

   - Business damaged or destroyed 3.0 14.8 

   - Crops or livestock damaged or destroyed 8.9 24.8 

   - Other 0.5 5.0 

Total (1992/1997): 19.8 47.2 

   

Affected by violence in 2007 a/o 1997/1992 32.7 68.6 
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5. Balance statistics 

 

Table A4. Mean Values by Treatment Assignment 

 Control Treatment 1 Treatment 2 

Kalenjin .46 .48 .48 

Age (years) 37.0 35.5 36.6 

Education (8-point scale) 3.8 3.8 3.9 

Female .56 .56 .53 

Asset index -.04 .07 -.03 

Have access to land for farming .95 .94 .91* 

Own land .62 .57 .57 

Land size (8-point scale) 3.1 3.1 3.1 

Ever evicted .25 .17* .22 

Affected by violence .35 .30 .34 

Notes: *significantly different from one or both other conditions at p<.05. 
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6. Power calculations 

Power calculations conducted after we completed the survey show that the minimum detectable 

effect (MDE) with an 80% probability of detecting an effect at the 5% significance level is .31 

on the five-point scale used to measure support for the hypothetical candidate for the pooled 

sample (n=834), and is .43 and .45 respectively for the Kikuyu (n=439) and Kalenjin (n=395) 

sub-samples.
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7. Regression Results 

 

Table A6. Effects of Appeals on Candidate Support  
 (1)  

Pooled 

(2)  

Kalenjin 

(3) 

Kikuyu 

(4) 

Kalenjin 

(5) 

Kikuyu 

(6) 

Kalenjin 

(7) 

Kikuyu 

T1 -0.06 0.06 -0.18 -0.10 -0.05 0.15 0.24 

 (0.11) (0.16) (0.16) (0.17) (0.18) (0.19) (0.28) 

T2 -0.02 0.05 -0.09 -0.11 -0.17 0.04 0.31 

 (0.11) (0.16) (0.16) (0.17) (0.18) (0.19) (0.29) 

Land security low    -1.57*** -0.21   

    (0.38) (0.29)   

T1 x Land security low    1.77*** -0.71*   

    (0.58) (0.42)   

T2 x Land security low    1.71*** 0.27   

    (0.52) (0.44)   

Violence      -0.25 0.16 

      (0.23) (0.24) 

T1 x Violence      -0.35 -0.65* 

      (0.34) (0.34) 

T2 x Violence      0.02 -0.56 

      (0.33) (0.35) 

Constant 4.08*** 4.10*** 4.07*** 4.23*** 4.11*** 4.19*** 3.96*** 

 (0.08) (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.14) (0.20) 

        

Observations 818 389 429 380 416 389 429 

R-squared 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.02 

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1     
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Table A7. Effects of Appeals on Candidate Support (Including Controls) 

 (1)  

Kalenjin 

(2) 

Kikuyu 

(3) 

Kalenjin 

(4) 

Kikuyu 

(5) 

Kalenjin 

(6) 

Kikuyu 

T1 -0.02 -0.16 -0.14 -0.06 0.07 0.19 

 (0.16) (0.15) (0.16) (0.17) (0.19) (0.26) 

T2 0.05 -0.06 -0.07 -0.11 0.10 0.28 

 (0.15) (0.15) (0.16) (0.17) (0.19) (0.27) 

Land security low   -1.21*** -0.14   

   (0.39) (0.27)   

T1 x Land security low   1.29** -0.50   

   (0.58) (0.40)   

T2 x Land security low   1.26** 0.22   

   (0.52) (0.41)   

Violence     -0.11 0.23 

     (0.23) (0.22) 

T1 x Violence     -0.31 -0.54* 

     (0.33) (0.32) 

T2 x Violence     -0.14 -0.48 

     (0.32) (0.32) 

Education -0.20*** -0.31*** -0.19*** -0.31*** -0.20*** -0.31*** 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

Age -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02*** 

 (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 

Female -0.17 -0.15 -0.15 -0.12 -0.20 -0.14 

 (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14) (0.13) (0.13) 

Closeness to own EG 0.11 0.29*** 0.13 0.27*** 0.11 0.27*** 

 (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) 

Constant 5.26*** 5.06*** 5.16*** 5.08*** 5.23*** 4.92*** 

 (0.44) (0.47) (0.44) (0.49) (0.44) (0.50) 

       

Observations 384 426 375 413 384 426 

R-squared 0.09 0.15 0.11 0.16 0.10 0.16 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses ; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1    
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Table A8. Treatments Interacted with Ethnic Group 

T1 -0.18 

 (0.16) 

T2 -0.09 

 (0.15) 

Kalenjin 0.03 

 (0.16) 

T1 x Kalenjin 0.24 

 (0.23) 

T2 x Kalenjin 0.14 

 (0.23) 

Constant 4.07*** 

 (0.11) 

  

Observations 818 

R-squared 0.01 

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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Table A9. Treatments Interacted with Land Insecurity and Ethnic Group 

T1 -0.05 

 (0.17) 

T2 -0.17 

 (0.17) 

Kalenjin 0.13 

 (0.17) 

T1 x Kalenjin -0.05 

 (0.25) 

T2 x Kalenjin 0.05 

 (0.24) 

Land security low -0.21 

 (0.28) 

T1 x Land security low -0.71* 

 (0.41) 

T2 x Land security low 0.27 

 (0.42) 

Kalenjin x Land security low -1.36*** 

 (0.49) 

T1 x Kalenjin x Land security low 2.48*** 

 (0.73) 

T2 x Kalenjin x Land security low 1.44** 

 (0.68) 

Constant 4.11*** 

 (0.12) 

  

Observations 796 

R-squared 0.04 

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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Table A10. Treatments Interacted with Violence Exposure and Ethnic Group 

T1 0.24 

 (0.27) 

T2 0.31 

 (0.28) 

Kalenjin 0.23 

 (0.24) 

T1 x Kalenjin -0.09 

 (0.34) 

T2 x Kalenjin -0.27 

 (0.35) 

Violence ever 0.16 

 (0.23) 

T1 x Violence ever -0.65** 

 (0.33) 

T2 x Violence ever -0.56* 

 (0.34) 

Kalenjin x Violence ever -0.41 

 (0.34) 

T1 x Kalenjin x Violence ever 0.30 

 (0.48) 

T2 x Kalenjin x Violence ever 0.59 

 (0.48) 

Constant 3.96*** 

 (0.19) 

  

Observations 818 

R-squared 0.02 

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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Table A11. Tobit Models of Effects of Candidate Support 
 (1) 

Pooled 

(2) 

Kalenjin 

(3) 

Kikuyu 

(4) 

Kalenjin 

(5) 

Kikuyu 

(6) 

Kalenjin 

(7) 

Kikuyu 

T1 -0.21 0.04 -0.45 -0.38 -0.27 0.20 0.55 

 (0.29) (0.41) (0.41) (0.43) (0.46) (0.51) (0.71) 

T2 -0.02 0.18 -0.21 -0.25 -0.51 0.05 0.89 

 (0.29) (0.41) (0.41) (0.44) (0.45) (0.51) (0.75) 

Land security low    -3.32*** -0.81   

    (0.95) (0.72)   

T1 x Land security low    4.09*** -1.10   

    (1.53) (1.06)   

T2 x Land security low    3.69*** 1.32   

    (1.32) (1.14)   

Violence      -0.89 0.46 

      (0.59) (0.61) 

T1 x Violence      -0.61 -1.53* 

      (0.86) (0.87) 

T2 x Violence      0.29 -1.54* 

      (0.85) (0.90) 

Constant 5.29*** 5.30*** 5.27*** 5.62*** 5.43*** 5.61*** 4.94*** 

 (0.22) (0.31) (0.30) (0.33) (0.33) (0.38) (0.51) 

        

Observations 818 389 429 380 416 389 429 

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1      

         

 

 

Table A12. Ordered Logit Models of Candidate Support 
 (1) 

Pooled 

(2) 

Kalenjin 

(3) 

Kikuyu 

(4) 

Kalenjin 

(5) 

Kikuyu 

(6) 

Kalenjin 

(7) 

Kikuyu 

T1 -0.10 -0.00 -0.19 -0.25 -0.10 0.04 0.33 

 (0.16) (0.24) (0.22) (0.25) (0.25) (0.30) (0.38) 

T2 0.01 0.10 -0.08 -0.14 -0.24 -0.04 0.49 

 (0.16) (0.24) (0.22) (0.26) (0.24) (0.30) (0.41) 

Land security low    -1.99*** -0.35   

    (0.55) (0.39)   

T1 x Land security low    2.56*** -0.69   

    (0.91) (0.58)   

T2 x Land security low    2.20*** 0.81   

    (0.78) (0.64)   

Violence      -0.63* 0.28 

      (0.35) (0.33) 

T1 x Violence      -0.28 -0.82* 

      (0.50) (0.47) 

T2 x Violence      0.35 -0.80* 

      (0.50) (0.48) 

        

Observations 818 389 429 380 416 389 429 

Standard errors in parentheses. Cut points not shown. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1    
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8. Alternate measures of land security 

 

Figure A2. Alternative Measures of Land Access / Deprivation 
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9. Testing for priming effects of the land questions 

 

Table A13. Effects of Appeals on Candidate Support – Did Land Questions Prime Respondents? 

 (1) All 

respondents 

(2) Kalenjins (3) Kikuyus 

Treatment 1 -0.12 -0.02 -0.22 

 (0.16) (0.23) (0.23) 

Land bloc before treatment 0.03 0.16 -0.09 

 (0.16) (0.22) (0.22) 

Treatment 1 x land bloc before 0.12 0.17 0.10 

 (0.23) (0.32) (0.33) 

Treatment 2 0.02 0.12 -0.08 

 (0.16) (0.23) (0.22) 

Treatment 2 x land bloc before -0.07 -0.13 -0.01 

 (0.23) (0.31) (0.32) 

Constant 4.07*** 4.02*** 4.11*** 

 (0.11) (0.16) (0.15) 

    

Observations 818 389 429 

R-squared 0.00 0.01 0.00 

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1     

 

 

 

Table A14. Effects of Appeals on Perceptions of Land Security – Did Treatment Assignment 

Affect Responses to Land Questions? 
 Not enough land Perceived land security Fear eviction 

 (1)  

All 

(2) 

Kalenjin 

(3) 

Kikuyu 

(4) 

All 

(5) 

Kalenjin 

(6) 

Kikuyu 

(7) 

All 

(8) 

Kalenjin 

(9) 

Kikuyu 

Treatment 1 -0.02 0.08 -0.10 0.18** 0.23* 0.10 -0.03 -0.02 0.01 

 (0.06) (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.12) (0.12) (0.06) (0.09) (0.08) 

Treatment 2 0.05 0.10 0.01 0.01 -0.11 0.10 -0.02 -0.04 0.02 

 (0.06) (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.12) (0.12) (0.06) (0.09) (0.07) 

Constant 0.63*** 0.56*** 0.68*** 2.28*** 2.40*** 2.19*** 0.59*** 0.44*** 0.71*** 

 (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.09) (0.08) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) 

          

Observations 413 195 218 406 191 215 410 193 217 

R-squared .0032 .0074 .0113 .0134 .0421 .0043 .0007 .0010 .0003 

Notes: Includes only respondents who received bloc of land questions after the campaign speech. 

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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10. Regression results – other outcomes 

 

Table A15. Effects of Appeals on Other Outcomes 

 Trust other group Outsiders do not 

deserve to own land 

Support for use of 

violence 

 (1)  

Kalenjin 

(2)  

Kikuyu 

(3) 

Kalenjin 

(4) 

Kikuyu 

(5) 

Kalenjin 

(6) 

Kikuyu 

T1 0.06 -0.02 0.27 0.21 -0.12 -0.20 

 (0.11) (0.11) (0.23) (0.19) (0.20) (0.20) 

T2 -0.07 -0.02 -0.03 0.10 -0.04 -0.07 

 (0.11) (0.11) (0.22) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) 

Constant 2.75*** 2.45*** 2.54*** 2.01*** 2.03*** 2.28*** 

 (0.07) (0.08) (0.16) (0.13) (0.14) (0.13) 

       

Observations 378 418 389 436 391 432 

R-squared 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1     
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11. Signaling candidate ethnicity 
 

 

Table A16. Surnames Used to Signal Candidate Ethnicity 

Kikuyu Kalenjin 

Chege 

Kariuki 

Maina 

Njuguna 

Macharia 

Karanja 

Ndungu 

Waweru 

Macharia 

Mbugua 
 

Cheruiyot 

Chepkwony 

Langat 

Korir 

Kirui 

Kibet 

Ngetich 

Rono 

Rotich 

Kibet 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A17. Manipulation Check – Perceived Candidate Ethnicity by Treatment Assignment 

(percent correct) 

 Kalenjin 

(395) 

Kikuyu 

(439) 

Total  

(834) 

Control 62.3 82.3 73.6 

Treatment 1 70.5 83.5 77.2 

Treatment 2 65.6 81.3 73.7 

Total 66.3 82.5 74.8 

Notes: Data come from a question that asked, “If you had to guess, what ethnic 

group do you think this candidate is from?” Differences across treatment 

groups are not statistically significant.  
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Figure A3. Main Tests 

(Excluding Respondents Who Thought the Candidate Was Not a Co-ethnic) 
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12. Interactions not reported in text 
 

Table A18. Tests of Conditional Hypotheses Not Reported in Main Text 
 (1) Kal. (2) Kik. (3) Kal. (4) Kik. (5) Kal. (6) Kik. (7) Kal. (8) Kik. (9) Kal. (10) Kik. 

T1 0.25 -0.25 1.23* -2.13*** 0.21 0.03 0.21 -0.30 -0.02 -0.31 

 (0.23) (0.25) (0.66) (0.66) (0.27) (0.22) (0.32) (0.33) (0.23) (0.20) 

T2 0.01 -0.29 0.71 -0.66 0.23 -0.26 -0.15 0.21 0.13 -0.17 

 (0.22) (0.24) (0.59) (0.69) (0.28) (0.22) (0.32) (0.31) (0.23) (0.21) 

Ethnic identification 0.12 -0.09         

 (0.09) (0.10)         

T1 x Ethnic identification -0.15 0.08         

 (0.13) (0.15)         

T2 x Ethnic identification 0.05 0.17         

 (0.13) (0.15)         

Closeness to own group   0.32* -0.01       

   (0.17) (0.18)       

T1 x Closeness to own group   -0.45* 0.75***       

   (0.24) (0.24)       

T2 x Closeness to own group   -0.26 0.22       

   (0.22) (0.25)       

Poor     0.59** 0.50**     

     (0.23) (0.22)     

T1 x Poor     -0.25 -0.37     

     (0.33) (0.32)     

T2 x Poor     -0.30 0.39     

     (0.34) (0.31)     

Education       -0.19*** -0.25***   

       (0.06) (0.07)   

T1 x Education       -0.06 0.04   

       (0.09) (0.11)   

T2 x Education       0.08 -0.11   

       (0.09) (0.10)   

Male         0.02 -0.38* 

         (0.22) (0.23) 

T1 x Male         0.15 0.33 

         (0.32) (0.34) 

T2 x Male         -0.14 0.21 

         (0.32) (0.33) 

Constant 3.95*** 4.18*** 3.28*** 4.11*** 3.89*** 3.97*** 4.67*** 4.76*** 4.09*** 4.22*** 

 (0.16) (0.17) (0.45) (0.50) (0.03) (0.05) (0.22) (0.22) (0.16) (0.14) 
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Observations 388 427 384 426 389 429 389 429 389 429 

R-squared 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.10 0.00 0.01 

Standard errors in parentheses           

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