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Support You Can Count On? Ethnicity, Partisanship, and Retr ospective Voting in Africa

Abstract

In this paper we investigate voting behavior iniédrto ask what base of support presidents cant@un
The most prevalent notion about electoral politicAfrica is that voters simply vote for co-ethnicé/e find
that assumption to be faulty. While voters tendupport a co-ethnic president, their support ts no
inevitable, and non co-ethnics can be swayed iesigient’s favor in essentially the same fashioocas
ethnics. We show that, despite political partaklof differentiable policy programs, party idéiottion is
what gives presidents their strongest support ba$ewever, there are also substantial numberswiny”
voters that judge the president based on merits dicouraging result suggests higher than expéetets
of voter sophistication and electoral competitivemim Africa.
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Introduction

Among the most pervasive assumptions about Aftipaiitics is that ethnicity plays a fundamentakrolAs
African presidents gave way to multiparty competitin the early 1990s, the assumption was ethnicity
would determine voting patterns, and thus, pres&deould count on co-ethnics as their support base
would face an uphill battle winning votes from ramethnics. What we will show in this paper isttha
voting patterns in Africa look more like those afvanced democracies than the assumptions aboutigthn
would lead us to expect. We will show that votgmaity identifications, and their evaluations af th
president’s job performance, are both more poweldtérminants than ethnic backgrounds. Our firglihg
not dismiss the importance ethnicity, yet we wilhclude that our conceptualization of the Africarer
merits reconsideration.

While liberal democracy is far from uniform in Adg, the process of holding regular, multiparty e is
now the norm (Posner and Young 2007). As a relsettause most countries in the region use a pregte
form of government, Africa is home to more prestddrelections in a given year than any other world
region. These elections carry significant weighfdrican presidents wield considerable powersddition
to their role as head of state, African presidehbsidgets, determine spending allocations, ane swen
control the legislative agenda. We think it worlil, then, to investigate where African presidelresy
their support? Do co-ethnics form the base opetf2 Do partisan attachments predispose votarstéo
for or against a candidate? Alternatively, do jpkests need tearn their support through performance?
These are the questions we address in this study.

We proceed as follows. First we discuss the varigays in which scholars of African politics havejaged
ethnicity to explain voting behavior. Next we aoffn argument about why party identification shahdpe
voting patterns in Africa. We round out the theiaad discussion by considering the place of evahea
voting, whereby African voters would make decisibased on their retrospective assessments. Foljowi
that we offer a test of these various hypothegesyidg on data from the Afrobarometer surveys.eAft
discussing the implications of these results feradbmpetitiveness of presidential elections in &sfriwe
conclude with a broader discussion of our findings.

Ethnic Votingin Africa

Essentially every study of elections and politjgaities in Africa engages ethnicity as an importaator,
though scholars disagree about the reasons fionjitsrtance. In earlier conceptions, ethnicity wegued to
determine voting patterns because voters suppodedhnics as an expression of identity. Horo{#285)
worried about the “ethnic census,” where throudimieally-based parties election results would nmithe
distribution of ethnic groups in a country. Inebdte that has followed about what electoral systam
most appropriate in multi-ethnic, developing derag@@s (e.g. Lijphardt 1991, Horowitz 1993, Reynolds
1995, Reilly 2001), ethnicity is often assumedttacture voting. The question for these scholgrgiven
that ethnicity is do determinativehat electoral rules are most likely to reduce bonf

Recently scholars have taken a more nuanced agptoamderstanding ethnicity’s role in electioris.a

study of why South African elections look to beracial census,” Ferree (2008) considers the identit
expression hypothesis along with two competing biypses to explain why members of the same race vote
the same way. Drawing on the insights of the eapstist approach to ethnicifyChandra (2004)and

Posner (2005) have considered that voters will drawlifferent dimensions of ethnicity (and poli¢éins and
parties will emphasize different dimensions of @tly) in different circumstances Using data from both

the single-party and multiparty era in Zambia, Roshows that political institutions shape the teled

arena by making some dimensions of ethnicity melevant than others.

! We use “Africa” to refer to sub-Saharan Africa.

2 Constructivist approaches to ethnicity view indivéls as having multiple ethnic identities, andetéeicity as fluid
(where ethnic identities can become more or lelgsndalepending on the circumstances) rather thesuf

% Chandra’s study is about India, though it is wydgted among scholars of African politics for iedevance.
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Another set of studies has taken an empirical ambrosimply asking whether or not ethnicity is a
significant predictor of the vote. Using the firstind of the Afrobarometer (henceforth AB) survyeyrsd
thus a cross-national sample, Norris and Matte¥3pfind that ethnicity (as measured by languagem
and race) is a significant predictor of party idgcdtion. In discussing this as their measurésapport for
the governing party,” they note the absence ofctimeasures for voting behavior. However, thedtfénd
fourth) round of AB surveys included a questionvoting intentions. In what is to date the most
comprehensive article on voting behavior in AfriBaatton and Bhavnani (2008) take advantage of #md
use the third round of the AB to examine the liekizen five different ethnically related factorsl amting
intentions. While a full summary is too volumindosgive herg the most relevant finding to this
discussion is that being a member of the ethniog(measured by tribe) in power is a consistently a
significant predictor of intention to vote for thding party. Lindberg and Morrison (2008) useéitiown
survey in Ghana to investigate the relationshipvben ethnicity (as measured by “local affinitiedarhily
or ethnic considerations”) and voting in two parientary elections. In a surprising finding, ethnic
considerations were much less widespread thanati@hs of past performance and consideration oféut
promises for Ghanaian voters.

The terrain of ethnicity’s role in African electieis fairly well tread, and our approach sharesesom
similarities with the studies just discussed. Liitke latter group of studies, we do not argue sume that
ethnicity will or will not matter, instead askinlyet empirical question: Can presidents, in factntomn co-
ethnics for electoral support? We recognize thephs, yet often overlooked fact that high levels of éthn
diversity require most presidents to build a mettinic support base. This leads to the questidrowof
African presidents are able to win support from norethnics. We also consider whether or not boies
and non co-ethnics evaluate the president in time $ashion.

Like Norris and Mattes, and Bratton and Bhavnarawdon AB surveys and take a cross-national approac
to illuminate and explain patterns “in Afri¢aHowever, as our interest is pnesidential support bases, we
do not use the full AB sample. Unlike Bratton @&tthvnani, we do not include parliamentary countmes
countries where the incumbent was not going taibaing for re-election. We also selected countrzsed
on the relative timing of AB surveys and upcomitgcgons to maximize the reliability of our findisg

That relative timing, and the countries used inanalysis, is discussed in the “data and testdfsebelow.

Party ID in Africa

Political parties in Africa hardly differ in ternts policy programs. It would be difficult to disgjuish
between them not just on a left-right, liberal-cemstive spectrum, but also on any sort of poljpgcsrum.
Put another way, valence issudeminate the dialogue of party competition. Or foint van de Walle
says “programmatic homogeneity” is a “striking feat’ where “party platforms diverge little and caaign
speeches rarely discuss policy issues” (van dee/2a@03: 304). Similarly, Manning says that “thie rof
ideology in party formation and competition tenddé weak in African third-wave democracies” (Mamtni
2005: 715), and Berman refers to the “relative yurtance, if not irrelevance, of ideology, prineipbr
policy” in African politics (Berman 1998: 338). @ainly there are exceptiofidut in most countries voters
would be hard pressed to identify policy differembetween political parties. This might lead ususpect
that party identification (party ID) would be weimkAfrica, as party labels do not provide the sarseful
cues about what government policies to expecteésdb in western democracies. Voters could haradig
“spatially” (Downs 1957; Enelow and Hinich 1984)“directionally” (Rabinowtiz and Macdonald 1989),
and thus they lack a key component to how parég@thments are formed in the west. So why would
African voters identify with political parties tbé point of these attachments shaping their votéceR

“The five ethnic variables were included in twelvietdent model specifications.

® Valence issues are those that everyone eitherswaaite of (e.g. development), or less of (e.g.ugion). That is,
they do not divide public opinion. See Stokes ()96Bthe original definition and use of valencsuss in political
research.

® For instance, in Ghana there has been disagre@menthe value of structural adjustment progradiso, there has
been disagreement over federalism in Nigeria (wévetitn remain federal) and Kenya (whether to adegéfalism).
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To answer this question we need to consider thigyudf voting in Africa. If we assume that therteal
utility of voting is to elect a politician who witleliver development back to the voter's home atea)
voters ought to consider two factors when evalgatendidates and making their decision: electgtalitd
reputation. First, on electability, does the cdatk in question stand a chance of winning, whidoarse
provides the ability to draw on public coffers?c&ad, is there a reputation tied to the candidatpiestion
for being beholden to certain constituencies? yRabels provide information about both electapiind
reputation, and should therefore be useful to gotém this was party ID is not as much an attactimmit a
cue or shortcut whereby voters will rely on pattlgdls when there is a party who passes both th&abikty
and reputation test. The roots of party ID irsthbnception are comparatively weak. Unlike tlessic
conception of party ID in the United States (Canlipdteal. 1966), here voters with party ID do nawh a
psychological attachment, nor are party IDs necig$ping to be passed down across generatioas in
family. Party ID in Africa may be lasting, if vatecan consistently identify a party that is elbtdand is
the most likely to deliver back to their area, bus not fixed. If a party repeated fails to wthe reputation
is not enough for voters to continue identifyinghwthat party.

The early rounds of multiparty competition tencettablish what parties are viable contenders. &\thére
tends to be a proliferation of new parties, andhhéyels of uncertainty, around first elections thg third
and fourth rounds (the period under investigatiothis study), voters can survey the landscapegonho
stands a reasonable chance of winning. Duver@&7)lwrote about the “psychological effect” at wamk
the single-member plurality/two party system relaship, wherein voters would not want to wastertheie
on a candidate who stands no reasonable chandamifiyy. Because the party that wins is the pdréy tan
distribute public goods, African voters should psety labels to determine which candidates arel@iab

Implicit in this argument is that a party superseitie individual politicians in voters’ minds. Tha, if a
party is known to be a major contender then anijigiain running with that party becomes a contender
regardless of his personal credentials. Similagn a politician with strong person credentialsvet be
seen as a contender is he is running on the tidl@minor party. An example from Malawi nicely
illustrates this point. The current president, Bimga Mutharika, polled a meager one half of oneg®rof
the vote 1999 when he ran with the little knowntgdiParty. Five years later he won the presidesiug,
was just re-elected in May 2009 with two thirdgtod vote. His personal credentials did not change
drastically from 1999 to 2004, nor, of course, ldiigl ethnic background. What changed was his party;
Mutharika joined the United Democratic Front, atp&nown from the first two elections to be a major
contender.

In the early rounds of multiparty competition inrigf political parties tended to be pegged withutafjons
for favoring certain constituencies. For the rglparties from the authoritarian era, these refmutstwere
often already set, e.g. the Kenya African Natiddialon (KANU) was thought to favor the Kikuyu trilzed
Central and Rift Valley provinces from Jomo Keng&ttera as president. New parties’ reputationgwer
typically based on the ethno-regional backgrountheir first presidential candidate. The environine
surrounding founding multiparty elections were, adtnby definition, short on reliable informationoaib
how parties would perform once in office. As meng&d above there was a dearth of policy being disml
on campaign trails, and opportunistic politiciae$pled to create these reputations; in their hormasar
presidential candidates who could claim local reatsild do so, and brand their competitors as being
beholden to other regions and tribes.

Just as the electability of a party supersedesithahl candidates, the ethno-regional reputatioa pérty is
imposed on its candidates. Posner (2005) givesrgelling example of this in Zambia. In 1993
prominent by-election took place in a Northern Rmog constituency that was mostly populated by the
Bemba tribe. Emmanuel Kasonde (whose floor-crossiggered the by-election) had a personal
background that would have indicated a strongtinthe local voters; he was a relative to the Bemba
paramount chief. However, Kasonde lost the eledigrause the party he defected to was seen as a Loz
(tribe), and Western, party.
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This argument about why African voters would forarty IDs that are useful for voting bears resemtzan
to other arguments in the literature on voting véran the developing world. Posner (2005) argtheat
both individual politicians and political partieave ethnic labels, and that in certain institutisi@ations
voters will use party labels as an informationalrstut. We look at ethnic identifications and pdB as
separate predictors, asking which is a more usefilfor voters. In an article explaining the “eda@ensus”
in South Africa, Ferree (2008) considers three tiypses about the importance of race to votingthQde
three, the argument offered here about the impoetahparty ID resembles the “racial heuristics”
hypothesis. According to the that hypothesis, lblaaters vote for the African National Congresg] arhite
voters the Democratic Alliance (for example), nroa expression of identity, but because there is
convergence along racial lines in the beliefs alhowt each party will behave once in office. Thothb
arguments see party labels as providing a cue attwaitis to come.

Building Support in Office

Thus far we have discussed two potential supp@edéor African presidents — voters sharing ethnic
affiliation, and voters sharing party affiliatio®oth would predispose voters to vote a certain.way
However, it may be that voters make decisions aiggrto what has actually transpired while a presid

has been in office, i.e. they vote retrospectivelyhe question addressed here, then, is whetbsidents
canbuild a support base while in office. We consider thpetential retrospective considerations that could
cause voters to support the president: 1) chagtbeir personal well-being; 2) national econontiamges;
and 3) evaluations of the president’s job perforcean

The first two retrospective considerations — chartgea voter’'s personal well-being and changebkdo t
national economy — have received great attentiatudies of American and West European politicg)de
referred to as “pocketbook” and “sociotropic” vafirespectively. Generally speaking, scholars have found
that sociotropic assessments better predict treethan do pocketbook assessments. Would we ettpect
same in Africa? In their study of American votévlgcKuen et al. present two caricatures, a “pedsantt a
“banker.” The peasant, because of his povertyilmntediate needs asks, “what have you done for me
lately?”; that is, he votes his pocketbook. Mastevs in most African countries are poor, face irdiaie
needs, and thus may be more inclined to vote gueiketbook. Furthermore, both pocketbook and
sociotropic evaluations, if they are to be usepractice, require the ability wetect changes. It stands to
reason that for poor, low educated, rural votevslved in small scale farming (a profile of the rabty/pe
of voter included in the sample we use below), gearto the national economy could be difficult ébedt.
Therefore, for both reasons of basic needs andtdditty, we expect pocketbook voting to be more
prevalent in Africa than sociotropic voting.

What about performance evaluation? Certainly fitasdifficult to form an opinion of the presideak
information is broadcast about presidents on g daikis and through a variety of melliéndeed more than
95% of those polled in the sample of countries umEdw report an opinion of the president’s job
performance, as opposed to answering that theyt‘@oaw, or haven't heard enough to say.” Thevald
guestion here is whether or not these evaluatitihsence voting behavior. Given the recentness of
multiparty democracy in Africa, we might expect mgathis sort of “mature” decision-making process.
Those who view ethnicity as primary would doubtt tassessments of job performance would drive voting
behavior, or rather expect that ethnic affiliatiwould pre-determine those assessments. In thimegoe
voters would evaluate a co-ethnic president favgramd co-ethnics unfavorably, and thus we cowld n
parse out the effect of one from the other. Altisrely, if party affiliations rather than ethnies drive
voting behavior, we would expect that party ID wbalso condition performance evaluations. In tlaise,
voters who do not identify with a party (hencefartferred to as “swing voters”) would be most liked be
swayed by a president’s job performance, wheraa@setwith party ID are pre-disposed to supportthei

" e.g. Kiewiet and Rivers (1984), MacKuen et al 929 Lewis-Beck (1986, 1900).

8 For instance, radio and television broadcastsrtefzily on the president. Also, it is common ifriéa to see the
president’s picture on billboards advertising aelepment initiative, on posters in marketplacegramed pictures in
businesses and chiefs’ homes, and on clothing.
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party’s candidate. Because of these nuances weamisider the interactions between both ethnidiafon
and party ID with performance evaluation.

Data and Tests

We draw on data from rounds three and four of threl#arometer surveys to test these various assangpti
and arguments about who will support African prestd. Unlike AB rounds one and two, these latest t
rounds include a question about voting intentiamdtie presidency, and this allows us to match
respondents’ opinions, affiliations, and backgrouhdracteristics with voting. The dependent vagiab
comes from answers to the question, “If a presidkatection were held tomorrow, which party’s citade
would you vote for?” We codeote for Incumbent as 1 if the respondent intends to vote for therimizent,
and 0 if they intend to vote for an opposition pa@ndidate. As mentioned above, we did not ohelthe
full sample of AB countries, instead selecting gmtgsidential countries where the incumbent wagingn
for re-election, and only countries where the syswsere administered in close enough proximityhio t
election that the candidates would reasonably logvkn This amounted to our dataset being built from
seven countries: Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mdzigore, Namibia, Tanzania, and Zambia. We think this
sample gives the fairest test to the arguments@stipn, and while our findings are discussed rims$eof
“Africa,” we recognize that our sample falls weliast of representing the entire region of sub-Saar
Africa.

The independent variables are constructed as felldgthnicity is measured from the question “Whkataur
tribe? You know, your ethnic or cultural groupf'the respondent’s tribe matched the presideribe fr
Tribe Match is coded as 1, and 0 otherwise. To measure [anye draw on two questions. Respondents
were asked whether they feel close to a partiqdétical party, and if the answer was “yes” thaay were
asked which one. We coéearty ID as -1 for respondents that feel close to an opipogarty, 0 for
respondents who do not feel close to a politicatypand 1 for respondents who feel close to tlesigent's

party.

To test for the pocketbook-type of retrospectivéngy we draw on the following question: “Lookingdk,
how do you rate your living conditions comparedvtelve months ago?” The answer choices are “much
worse,” “worse,” “same,” “better,” “much better,hd accordinglyChange in Personal Conditionsis coded
1 through 5. The question used to test for theotopic-type of retrospective voting is worded game
way, only substituting “economic conditions in tkimuntry” for “your living conditions.” The answer
choices are the same, and®wange in Economy is also coded 1 though 5. To test for retrospeatisting in
terms of performance evaluation, we draw on thieviohg question: “Do you approve or disapprovehsf t
way [insert president's name] has performed higfiteover the past twelve months, or haven't yoartie
enough about him/her to say?” The answer choieesstrongly disapprove,” “disapprove,” “approveid
“strongly approve,” and accordingdpb Approval is coded 1 through 4. The coding scheme is dweathell
variables are expected to be positive. We alsgidenthe interactive effects dbb Approval with Party 1D,
andJob Approval with Tribe Match. Finally, the model includes country fixed effect&able 1 shows this
model of voting intentions with coefficient estiraatof a logistic regression in the first columnj ahanges
in predicted probabilities in the second column.

LT

° Liberia’s President Johnson-Sirleaf comes fromGioéa and Kru tribes; Madagascar's President Ravaimna
comes from the Merina tribe; Malawi’s President Narika comes from the Lomwe tribe; Mozambique’ssitent
Guebuza comes from the Changana tribe; Namibiasiékent Pohamba comes from the Ovambo tribe; Téaizan
President Kikwete comes from the Mkwere tribe; Zadchbia’s President Mwanawasa comes from the Leifje.t
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Table 1: Retrospective Voting in Africa (Pooled Sample)

Dependent Variable: Intention to Vote for Incumbent President

Coefficient Chg in Predicted
Estimate Probaility
Tribe Match S55** .05
(.15)
Party ID 2.91%* .85
(.09)
Change in Personal L19%** .08
Conditions (.06)
Change in Economy -.05 -.02
(.06)
Job Approval .85** .39
(.06)
Country Fixed Effects yes
Pseudo R"2 0.62

N = 5614

Note: This table shows the results of a logistic regression model.
The first column shows the coefficient estimates with roubust
standard errors in parentheses underneath the coefficients.

The second column shows the change in predicted probability of
intention to vote for incumbent for each variable in question given
min to max change, holding all other variables from the model at
their mean.

*p < .05
**p < .01

The results show that several factors have atitally significant effect, however, there is widariation in
their substantive impact. Sharing the same tbbakground as the president makes voters more@ttto
re-elect him as shown by the positive and signifiestimate. However, the effect is not largegtimics
are only 5% more likely than non co-ethnics, cdiitrg for their party ID and retrospective assesstse
On the other hand, voters whose party ID matcheptésident are 85% to re-elect him than those who
identify with the opposition (the coefficient estite is, of course, highly significant). This fachas the
largest impact of any in the model.

The model also shows that Africans do employ regosve analyses, though to varying degrees depgndi
on the issue. The estimate on change in persondit®ons is positive and significant, suggestingtthere
is pocketbook voting. Looking at the substantimpact, however, shows that the effect is modebbsé&
who assess their personal conditions to be mudérkiban a year ago are just 8% more likely toleetehe
incumbent than those who feel their conditionsdartuch worse. While this indicates some moderate

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 9



evidence of pocketbook voting, there is no evidesfcgciotropic voting. The estimate on voters’
assessment of changes to the national economy &atistically different from zero. Of the thréke most
relevant retrospective analysis for voting is vstassessment about the job the president has ddree.
estimate is highly significant, and those who sitgrmpprove are 39% more likely than those whongjy
disapprove?

It stands to reason that either ethnic or partitilations would condition the way that votersadwate the
president (an evaluation that, as we just sawalmaajor impact on voting}. Co-ethnics may evaluate a
president differently than non co-ethnics, be itdhese they have built-in biases (presumably pesitiv
nature), or because they are actually impactedréifitly by the president’s performance. Similacly,
partisans may make different assessments thanaipartisans. So while the model above considdred t
independent impact of ethnicity, partisanship, and job apptowe now consider interactive effects.

Figure 1. Interactive Effect of Tribeand Job Approval

Interactive Effect of Tribe and Job Approval
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19 We ran this model on every individual countrylie sample, and found that our results were faibust. Using .05
as the cutoff for statistical significance, we suanize the individual country model results as fatoParty ID was
positive and significant in every country, as wls Approval. Changein Economy was only significant in Liberia.
Tribe Match was not significant in Mozambique or Zambia, and weaen negative and significant in Liberia. This
further shows the weakness of ethnicity as a ptredaf the vote.Change in Personal Conditionsis the one variable
whose significance in the pooled model seems te haen a relic of pooling the data. It was oniydicant in
Namibia.

1 Neither ethnicity nor partisanship affect voteassessments of changes to their personal condiiiathe national
economy, and thus we omit displaying or discusstinge results further.
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Figure 1 shows a null result on the possibilityt #thnicity is conditioning job approv&l. We include the
figure because it visually illuminates two intefegtand important points. Firghe president cannot count
on inevitable support from co-ethnics. Co-ethnics who strongly disapprove are only 6ik&y to vote re-
elect, and thus 40% likely to vote for the oppositi Among co-ethnics who disapprove, the likelithobd
voting re-elect was still below 80%. This is a high level of support among disappreybut importantly, it
shows that co-ethnic support is not a foregonelasian. The second point illuminated by Figures that
co-ethnics and non co-ethnics are essentially equally swayed by presidential job performance. At the low
end of approval, co-ethnics of the president aghty more likely to re-elect him than non co-et®) but
even this slight difference essentially goes awdlie@high end of approval. If voters strongly eqye of
the job their president is doing, ethnicity doesmatter. Remembering that in most African caest{and
in every country in this sample, excepting Namilgtinic diversity is quite high and no group cduogtis a
majority, this result underscores the points thizicAn presidents both need to, and can, buildgela
support base among the non co-ethnic majority.

Figure2: Interactive Effect of Party ID and Job Approval

Interactive Effect of Party 1D and Job Approval
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Figure 2, which shows the interactive effect oftp#d and job approval on intention to vote for the
incumbent president,illuminates several important results. Beyonchbein important independent
determinant of the vote in Africa, party ID cleadgnditions the effect of job approval on votingeimtions.
For those who identify with a party, assessmenth®president’s job performance have only a safédlt.
Those who identify with the president’s party arerenthan 90% likely to re-elect him even when they

12 Note that adding the interaction term for ethpieind job approval to the model in Table 1 did meaningfully alter
the results, and so we do not show the regresalda.t

13 Approximately 13% of co-ethnics expressed somellef/disapproval.

14 Note that adding the interaction term for partyaftl job approval to the model in Table 1 did neamingfully alter
the results, and so again we do not show the reigresable.

0 Copyright Afrobarometer 11



strongly disapprove of the job he has dbhand the likelihood of voting re-elect goes to he&d0% for co-
partisans who strongly approve. Those identifyiritly the opposition are similarly unmoved. Non co-
partisans who strongly disapprove have virtualipz@obability of voting for the incumbent, but evihose
who strongly approve are only 10% likely to vote fie-election. Clearly partisans are not heavibayged
by presidential job performance, at least whendiegitheir vote. Swing voters stand in stark casttr For
swing voters, who make up approximately 42% ofaberall sample, assessments of the president’s job
performance are a very important determinant ahgantentions. Those who strongly disapproveaary
some 20% likely to vote for re-election and thosewidisapprove” just over 40% likely to vote for re
election. These probabilities steadily rise, saspay 60% for voters who approve, and reaching 80%
likelihood of voting for re-election for those wistrongly approve.

Implicationsfor Election Outcomes

What do these results mean for actual electionoous in Africa? Do they translate into more coritipet
elections than existing literature (e.g. van del&/a003, Bogaards 2004) might lead us to expeaforB
we map our findings onto actual election resules finst need to consider whether voting intentiomisat
our dependent variable captured) are likely todiate into actual votes. That is, are there amjpterable
patterns as to who is most likely to turnout orctden day?

While we cannot know for certain what responderitisd@, the voting intentions question (which cadtetie
would you vote for?) used as our dependent varialbsre included an answer choice whereby resposdent
could declare that they do not intend to vote lat&Above such responses were coded as missingdout

we examine the relationship between our prediaibisterest and intention to cast a vteThere is a very
weak relationship between partisanship and intariticcast a vote, non co-partisans being 3% mbkedylio
say that they do not intend to vote. Co-ethniesrar more or less likely than non co-ethnics totkaythey
would cast a ballot. The only relationship of aiyable substance is on job approval. Those wtiorigly
disapprove” are 18% more likely to say that thegid not to vote than those who “strongly approvEtiis
benefits incumbents, as the more likely voterdlanee with favorable assessments.

Returning to the central issue — the support b president’s can count on — we now map thegstigms
of voters that are co-partisans vs. swing voteastohow much presidential job performance camight
in the future) affect election outcomes. Put aeothay, are presidents’ party affiliations enoughvin
them re-election?

15 This overwhelming support from co-partisans at Ewd of job approval pulled up both of the linesigure 1.
16 Approximately 9% of respondents did not intenddce.
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Table 2: Partisanship, Swing Voters, and Election Outcomes

Country President ~ Pre-AB Winning % = % Partisan Match % Swing  Post-AB Winning %

Liberia Johnson-Sirleaf = 59.4~ [2005] 19.8 55.7 Election due in 2011
Madagascar Ravalomanana =~ 51.46 [2001] 22.92 67.17 54,79 [2006]
Malawi Mutharika 359 [2004] 49.49 33.11 66.0 [2009]
Mozambique Guebuza 63.74 [2004] 65.47 30.1 Election due in 2009
Namibia Pohamba 76.44  [2004] 45.79 35.79  Election due in 2009
Tanzania Kikwete 80.28 [2005] 72.87 18.6 Election due in 2010
Zambia Mwanawasa 29.15 [2001] 19.8 48.36 42,98  [2006]

Note: Partisanship Match and Swing %'s obtained from the Afrobarometer Surveys used throught this study.
Winning %'s obtained from the African Elections Database [http://africanelections.tripod.com/]

AThis was President Johsnon-Sirleaf's winning % in the 2nd round of a run-off system.
She received 19.8% in the first round.

Table 2 shows the outcome of the elections befodeadter the AB survey that we used for each cqungrs
administered, the percentage of voters whose fangatches the president’s party, and the percerég
swing voters. We show the previous election outcome only to/idi®@a baseline, as we measured
partisanship and voting intentions after thesetigles happened. In the countries where we dre®n
round 3 data, and in Malawi (where we used rounevéd)know the outcome of the following election,ikh
in the other countries where we used round 4 ti@@odst-AB election has yet to happen. We recegniz
both the ecological fallacy problem at work whefefring individual voting behavior from aggregate
figures, and also that we cannot say anything dienwithout a more complete analysis that inckitiee
number of presidential candidates. That saidtghke suggests a previously overlooked possibitying
voters can and do play a decisive role in Africkttions.

Looking first at the three countries where we krtbhe/outcome, swing voters are likely to have cosgatiat
least half of the president’s winning coalition.hén the AB surveyed in 2005, only 23% of resporslant
Madagascar identified closely with the presideptisty while 67% were swing voters. President
Ravalomanana was re-elected the next year with &5e vote. Recognizing that election outcomes are
often not a perfect reflection of popularity, Rarabnana’s victory was likely driven by his stroob j
approval among swing voters. 69% of swing votprgraved, and another 13% strongly approved, of the
job he had been doing. In Zambia an even smaltgrgstion (20%) identified with the president’s tyar
and President Mwanawasa had lower approval rafdig® approved or strongly approved) when AB
surveyed in 2005. Mwanawasa undoubtedly owes srhis narrow 2006 re-election to a split vote
between the biggest existing opposition party's (tlmited Party for National Development) candidate]
the new, Progressive Front party’s candidate. Mbekess, even united support from voters whoclese

to Mwanawasa's Movement for Multiparty Democracytpavould not have been enough to assure him of
victory. The opposition vote was hardly splittalawi as the two major opposition parties (the &l
Congress Party and United Democratic Front) endaassommon candidate. President Mutharika could
possibly have won re-election with united supprtf voters identifying closely with his Democratic

" The remaining proportion of voters identify with apposition party.
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Progressive Party. But his victory, which camehsylargest margin in Malawi’s young multiparty toisy,
was assured by high levels of job approval amoriggwoters. Among the third of Malawians that dimt
feel close a political party, 57% strongly appraovaad another 25% approved, of the job he was ddimg
each of these examples the president had an icisuffisupport base to “count on” for electoral ergt

The remaining four countries have yet to convereclhctions about which the AB was asking respatisden
their voting intentions. Among them are two coiggmwhere one party has dominated multiparty eftatto
competition (Namibia and Tanzania) with no thremtgrcompetitor, and another country where the same
party has won the presidential and parliamentarpnti@s, though with a major opposition rival
(Mozambique). In Tanzania and Mozambique, Presid€ikwete and Guebuza have enough partisanship
in favor of their parties that, even with widesputetisapproval of their job performance, they akelii to

win re-election. Winning their party’s nominatiatone was probably sufficient to put each in offietwo
terms?® Interestingly in Namibia, where the South Westi@sf People’s Organization (SWAPO) party and
its candidates have dominated all four multipargsjlential and parliamentary elections (winninghwi
upwards of 75% of the vote), less than half of Naamis identify close with SWAPO. But while Preid
Pohamba is not guaranteed a majority simply by S@WARrtisanship, his approval among swing voters
(88% approve or strongly approve of the job heoisg) coupled with the lack of coordination between
opposition parties makes his victory almost indol#¢a Liberia, the youngest democracy (at leagtims of
convening consecutive elections) in the groupeisainly the most unpredictable. With the prokfigson of
new parties in the lead up to the 2005 electicgrglare no stable patterns of partisanship thdtl cbictate
voting patterns in next year’s election. Less tbae in five Liberians identify with President Jsbn-
Sirleaf's Unity Party, giving her a small base tmot on. Certainly Johnson-Sirleaf will need take

broad appeals and draw on her strong approvabsati®ne advantage she has, because there has hardl
been time for partisan identities to solidify, list she may be able to poach Liberians who in 2a@8they
identified with another party. Indeed, 54% of suespondents also approved of the job that sheiigyd

This last point made in the Liberian case aboustilification of partisan identities, is generable. All
of the countries in this sample, and in most inrdggon, are new democracies. So while we used our
findings about the importance of partisanship atdgerformance to discuss actual election restilts,
important to note that partisanship has not had twrcalcify. Swing voters could develop party |Bsd
partisans could drop, or change, their IDs. Thaation noted, we found a full spectrum of compatitess.
While in a place like Tanzania partisanship isrggrenough to assure victory for whoever wins thar@é
Cha Mapinduzi party nomination, in Liberia and Mgascar, swing voters constitute majorities. If¢his a
pattern to this diverse group it is that co-partssavho we know from previous results to be thetmamble
support base, tend not to be big enough in nuntbasgure African presidents of victory.

Discussion

In asking what support bases African presidentscoamt on, this study investigated several deteanisof
voting behavior in Africa. In a surprising resgiven the substantial attention devoted to ethpigie

found that co-ethnics of the president do not diffieeatly from non co-ethnics. While the formee,all

else equal, more likely to vote for the incumbémere was only a 5% difference between the twopsou
Perhaps more revealing was that ethnicity doesamdition the impact of the assessments that vateis.
Both co-ethnics and non co-ethnics become much fikatdg to vote for the incumbent when they approve
of the job he is doing. At low ends of job approveither group can be counted on as assured,votes
whereas at high ends, both are quite likely to Yotee-election.

Instead of ethnicity, it was party affiliation thatovides African presidents their most reliablpmurt base.
We argued that party labels are useful becausedttety provide information about where politiciaare
more or less likely to deliver development resosyesd found that party ID is a major determindrhe
vote. Co-partisans are some 85% more likely thmmawo-partisans to support an incumbent president.

18 Both country’s constitutions contain a two-termition the presidency, and there is a precedentin places of the
president stepping down without an attempt to antkadtonstitution.
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While such a finding would not be surprising in tmntext of American or West European politicsydis
much less clear in Africa, where political partiesdly differ in their policies, that party ID walbtructure
voting patterns. An important note on ethnicitglgoarty ID is that, while the latter was a mualosger
predictor of the vote, this does not dismiss thpdrtance of ethnicity in politics. Indeed, theutgtions that
parties take on, which we argued shapes pattenpartf IDs, often have ethnic (as well as regionad}s.

Apart from factors that predispose vote choicealge considered the importance of retrospective
evaluations. Among the three retrospective analyséers might use to decide their vote — how their
personal conditions have changed, how the econ@awylanged, and how the president has performed his
job —we found modest evidence for the first, ninlence of the second, and strong evidence of ik th
Consistent with the pocketbook voting hypothesiders who feel they are doing better off than osary

ago tended to reward the incumbent, though therdiffce between those better of and those worseasff

not particularly large. The null findings on sdcapic voting can perhaps be explained by detelityablWe
speculated that it might be difficult for votersgaor countries to notice changes to the natiocahemy,

and the data show that at least in some casewd#isairue. For instance when the AB asked respasden
Mozambigue in December 2008 about the economyiveltd the year before, as many answered thatdt wa
“worse off” or “the same” as did those saying itswaetter off.” Growth in Mozambique in was a rebu
9.74% in 2008.

We found more convincing evidence of retrospectiving in terms of assessments of the presideoit's j
performance. While this sort of independent asserss might be unexpected among fairly poor an
undereducated populations, we found that Africasiglents cabuild a support base in office by generating
positive job approval. In the context of Ghana29@ and 2000 elections, Lindberg and Morrison (2005
found that there was a significant group of swintevs who were influenced by government performance
Similarly Mattes and Piombo (2001) found that assesnts of the governing African National Congress
party and its leaders were important predictorgotihg in South Africa. Bratton and Bhavnani (2p@go
found performance approval to be a significant jated in the full round 3 AB sample. These patalle
results, including two studies of countries thateveot included in this study’s sample, lend supfmour
findings as generalizable for the region.

While voters’ assessment of the president was itapbidependent predictor, a novel finding of #tisdy
is that party ID strongly conditions the impactefrospective assessments. Those who feel cldbke to
opposition are unlikely to vote for the incumbewntie at high levels of approval, and those identgyivith
the president’s party are highly likely to vote the incumbent even at high levels of disappro¥ar those
with no party ID, i.e. swing voters, evaluationgiud presidents job performance are quite inflaénti
Importantly, when we mapped the data from our stuttp election outcomes in the seven countries in
guestion, we found that swing voters are large ghan number to decide elections. In sum, thesdifgs
suggest reconsidering the profile of Africans aggy ethnic voters. A more accurate view wouldsidar
partisanship as a fundamental aspect of the profiled we should recognize the evaluative tenderficy
those without partisan ties.

There are some notable limitations to our studystFve drew our dependent variable from a quedtiat
guestion reads, “If a presidential election werlel hemorrow, which party’s candidate would you véte?”
This wording leaves open the possibility that resfemts could have been primed to think more abary p
than they otherwise would when deciding their volbe AB could not have dropped the word “partytian
presented voters with the actual list of candiddiesause in some cases those lists were not kinen %B
was in the field. Nevertheless, this raises theem that party ID may not be a completely “indefant”
predictor. As the results suggest, the two vaeisllre strongly correlated, but by no means isdhelation
perfect. We also note that AB is the best avadlalaita that allows analysts to link party ID antdngy and
unfortunately there was no appropriate instrumenpérty ID in the questionnaire. A second limida is
that we used a cross-section of countries but painal, and an ideal of test of presidential supipases
would also look over time. While it was not possito use a panel given that the voting intentigusstion
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did not appear until round 3 of the AB, the potalhtidynamic nature of party attachments in new
democracies calls for future analyses that considenging patterns of partisanship.

We conclude by noting additional questions whichsiudy raises that merit investigation. We fotimere
are significant numbers of African voters whosessaire heavily influenced by the president’s job
performance. However, what is the basis for tiestormance evaluationS?Do some aspects of the
president’s job matter more than others to votars® offered an argument about why voters would use
party labels, and found that partisanship is aroi@mt determinant of the vote. However, it woloéd
valuable to look at party ID at the individual lév&Vho will, and who will not, form party IDs? Véhwill
make these party IDs lasting attachments? Oumaggtihas testable implications for these questimmsan
investigation of them would contribute to a morenptete understanding of the African voter.

19 See Bratton and Bhavnani (2009) for consideratfom more decentralized set of performance evalnsti
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