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Vote Buying and Violencein Nigerian Election Campaigns'
Abstract

Vote buying and political intimidation are importaii epiphenomenal, dimensions of Nigerian elattio
campaigns. According to survey-based estimategrfehan one out of five Nigerians is personally
exposed to vote buying and fewer than one in t@emances threats of electoral violence. But wiasn,
commonly happens, campaign irregularities are tacgat the rural poor, effects are concentratdiesg&
effects are as follows: violence reduces turnantt vote buying enhances partisan loyalty. Butygyes
because most citizens condemn campaign manipulasiovwrong, compliance with the wishes of
politicians is not assured. Defection from threatd agreements is more common than compliance,
especially where voters are cross-pressured framdides of the partisan divide.
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I ntroduction

In a democracy, an election campaign is supposbd topeaceful and open discourse of persuasion.
Ideally, candidates compete for popular suppopi@genting reasoned arguments about why they are
most qualified for election to office. They stakat aival positions about programs of public goaalsthe
while being tugged towards the median voter attmer of the political spectrum (Downs, 1957).
Voters then choose the contender whose policyipositnost closely resembles their own set of
preferences.

In Africa, however, elections are struggles overdlcess to the resources controlled by that sthieh
are the biggest prize in society. Given these bigkes, politicians resort to a variety of meamgether
fair or foul — to attain public office. To be susandidates go through the motions of presenting
programmatic promises. But the pledges of padiisicommonly lack credibility (Keefer 2004), are
virtually identical across contending parties (Mawimaed and Nordlund 2007), or quickly dissolve into
personal attacks (van de Walle 2003). In thigexdnvoters choose among candidates less on #ie ba
of distinctive policy positions than on the candéta assumed trustworthiness and reliability as
prospective patrons (Kitschelt and Wilkinson 20Bigtton and Lewis 2007, Bratton 2007).

Instead of providing opportunity for public delibéion, African election campaigns are mainly moraent
for politicians to engage in mass mobilization amehipulation of electoral rules. All too often,
campaign strategies feature material inducemenpatitcal intimidation. In extreme forms,
unconventional modes of electoral practice are faanin explicit acts of vote buying (Schaffer 2007
Lindberg 2003) and electoral violence (Lebas 208kinson 2004). Both kinds of activity, which aim
to deny citizens the freedom to express their etatpreferences, are incontrovertibly illegal. tBu
because persuasion alone seldom generates enqugirtsieandidates nonetheless regularly attempt to
purchase or compel votes.

The purpose of this article is to explore the matextent and effectiveness of irregular modes of
electioneering. What forms — in cash or kind —sdesting buying take? What sorts of practices — of
threats or action — characterizes election violgne®w frequently do these departures from demiocrat
procedure occur? Who are the victims? And, nmopbrtantly, do inducements and compulsions work?
If they do, which are more effective: the carmtsote buying or the sticks of political violence?

In order to estimate the effectiveness of diffesnts of electoral malpractice, it is necessanyéasure
their consequences for electoral behavior at tiishual level. To this end, | distinguish three
alternative courses of action for citizens: tausef, to defect, or to comply. First, the votar tafuse.”
With reference to vote buying, the individual catlkhe to enter into an agreement to trade his. vGte
she can seek to avoid violence, for example byiglyldhaming the perpetrator or, more likely, engfi
the electoral arena. Second, the individual caarea vote buying agreement or shoulder a thifeat o
intimidation with no intention of complying. Whehe time comes to cast a ballot, the individualaad
“defects” by failing to vote at all or by voting &g or she pleases. Finally, the citizen can “dginith
inducement or intimidation by turning out to votedavoting the “right” way, meaning in accordancehwi
the instructions of the vote buyer or political gemutor. These three possible responses — whlith e
Hirschmann’s (1970) alternatives of exit, voice &mhlty — represent an ascending scale of popular
submission to elite efforts to manipulate elections

In this article, | show that citizens in one Afnicaountry clearly regard vote buying and electoral
violence as infractions of public morality. Mostimary people resist efforts of political elites t
illegally influence voter behavior. But some inidivals — especially society’s poorest and most
vulnerable members — have little choice excepbtomly. Faced with irregular carrots or sticks dgri
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the course of an election campaign, their only rotfeble option is to feign compliance while refugiin
practice. | show this strategy — which | haveezlilefection — is a commonplace “weapon of the iveak
(Scott, 1985).

Importantly, the available evidence suggests tht buying and political intimidation are ineffadi
campaign practices. In reality, people who are paithreatened during the election campaign are
actually less likely to turn out to vote on pollidgy. Threats of violence lead to an especialiysh
reduction in voter turnout. Moreover, while votenay be willing to cast their ballots for partieckage
candidates have broken electoral laws, many woale lexpressed such support anyway, that is, without
extra-legal incentives or punishments. Most imgatty, many who enter vote-buying agreements say
they will ultimately defect, that is, by taking th@oney but voting as they please. Defection igestly
likely when voters are cross-pressured flooth sidef a partisan divide or when exposedtth vote
buyingandviolence.

The article ends by reviewing the implicationslute campaign malpractices for the health of
democracy. One particularly interesting resulif theserves further exploration, is that vote bgyin
behavior is determined collectively. People arstti&ely to defect if they think that others wilb so

too, thus availing themselves of the protectiomioled by collective action. But if collective awt also
shapes norms — that is, people justify wrongfuldwadr for themselves because everyone else is ding
— then campaign irregularities can corrode theityual democratic citizenship.

The Campaign Context, Nigeria 2007

Nigeria's general elections of April 2007 — whidafured contests for the federal presidency, state
governorships and legislative assemblies at statenational levels — promised a political watershed
(Mustapha 2006, Ibrahim 2007, Rotberg 2007). Reffirst time since independence in 1960, a third
round of elections would be held under a civiliegime and one elected president would succeed
another. If peacefully and honestly implementkd,dlections held out the prospect of legitimizamgl
strengthening Nigeria’s fragile new democracy. Bt serious misconduct observed in Nigeria's
previous 1999 and 2003 polls cast doubt on wheXingeria would easily attain a free and fair electio

In the event, Nigeria’'s 2007 elections were deélplyed (Human Rights Watch, 2007). Before the
campaign even began, seasoned observers correstligted that, as “various powerful figures caltella
their best interests and shift their factional mtigents ...tremendous amounts of largesse will change
hands and some of the players will likely resoffior@e” (Sklar et al. 2006, 108). A bitter feuddeen
outgoing President Obasanjo and Vice-PresidenuAditiubakar, an aspirant successor, dominated the
election season. Dueling lawsuits, boycott thremts shifting alliances between opportunistic tpall
parties and factions created a chaotic atmospHlenecertainty. Election preparations — such as a
delayed voter registration exercise — were woefalidequate and questions soon arose about the
impartiality and competence of the Independentadyati Election Commission (INEC) (Transition
Monitoring Group 2007).

These concerns were borne out on polling days,| Agrand 21, 2007. Voting for President and Natlon
Assembly failed to take place in certain pollingt&ins in a half dozen states in the southeast and
northeast due to the non-delivery of electoral mai®e In numerous other locations across the tgun
ballot papers were misprinted or arrived latethim southern Niger Delta zone, armed militias bmbze
stole ballot boxes or substituted pre-stuffed doets of their own. Despite guarantees from the
Inspector General of Police that public securityulddoe assured, opposition candidates were harassed
arrested, voters were turned away from polling ggaay gangs of young thugs, ballot secrecy was
violated by party workers and police, and some [38@ons were killed in election related violence.

®Copyright Afrobarometer



INEC announced an overwhelming victory for themglPeoples’ Democratic Party (PDP), but polling
station results often bore little resemblance taadurnout or voter intentions. All told, thexfrdulent
election left Nigeria’s voters feeling “frustratednd “disenfranchised” (Economist 2007).

This article seeks to document some neglected &spkan election campaign awash with oil money and
marred by escalating violence. Unlike most pdditianalysts of Nigeria, | focus on ordinary citigen
rather than political elites. And unlike most ¢le observers, | concentrate on the election cégnpa
rather than polling and counting procedures.

The object of interest is not wholesale electorahipulation as represented by legal maneuversdp ke
candidates off the ballot or administrative fixeddlsify vote tallies, which also occurred. Iredel look

at campaign abuses at the retail level, one cit@entime. Who was affected, and how did thepord?

Data are drawn from a pre-election Afrobarometevespiconducted in Nigeria in January and February
2007 with questions about the previous 2003 andmpty 2007 general elections. With a represergativ
national sample of 2410 adult respondents, it &sitide to make inferences to the Nigerian populcdio®
a whole with a margin of sampling error of plusmnus 2 percent at a 95 percent confidence fevel.

The Perceived Morality of Campaign M anipulation

As a first step, | ask whether African citizensagjvote buying and violence as right or wrong.eOn
might expect disagreement on this issue, withastlsome survey respondents regarding these tastics
legitimate — or at least acceptable — methodseattieineering. One might expect that voters would
ascribe a different moral status to each transigneswith violence being seen as more unambiguously
wrong than vote buying. The logic here is thatange visits heavy costs upon unwilling victims,
whereas the purchase of votes at least holds eudrtimise of a material benefit to those who valriht
participate

A clear majority of the Nigerians we intervieweddstnat political violence was always wrong. Alrhos
four out of five adult Nigerians (79 percent) seditital violence as fieverjustified,” even “in support of

a just cause.” The same proportions think it bettdind lawful solutions to social problems rattiean

to “use other means” and that “politicians andtprdi parties should not be allowed to form theimo
private security forces.” Only 5 percent of Nigers strongly support the “necessity” of using vigke in
pursuit of political goals. As might be expectgadiinger and less educated people are somewhat more
tolerant of this aggressive approach to politicg,the differences are not statistically significan

Most Nigerians also condemn efforts by politiciamgurchase support at the polls. Almost six m(&8
percent) say that it is “wrong and punishable”@candidate or party official to offer money irtum

for a vote.” An additional 30 percent considerevbuying “wrong but understandable,” adding the
qualifying phrase perhaps because they think thiitigal patrons are obliged to steer kickbacksrthe
clients. Van de Walle has suggested that, in Nigeoters take vote buying offers as signals of a
patron’s wealth and capability of winning electipfeatures of a leader with which they wish to be
associated (Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2007, 64; alee Chabal and Daloz, 39-44). Less charitably,
Banégas reports that voters in neighboring Bergrtlse payment of money for votes as reparation for
public funds that politicians are assumed to hawies (1998, 78).

But, importantly, only 7 percent of Nigerians wogjd so far as to characterize vote buying as “not
wrong at all.” In other words, even those who regate buying as understandable still regard it as
wrong. And education is a powerful solvent to nhauiescence: even people with primary education
are only half as likely as those without formal@aling to see candidates making handouts as “nohgvr
at all.”
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But, when they look in the mirror, Nigerians arsderitical of theiownbehavior. Barely half (49
percent) think that its is “wrong and punishable’” &voterto “accept money in return for a vote.” The
other half of the adult population is willing to@ise participation in a vote buying transactiotfvasng
but understandable” (35 percent) or “not wrongliat(®0 percent)) The main extenuating circumstance
is poverty. People on the lowest rung of a fivenppoverty scale are only half as likely as thosghe
top rung to say that the sale of votes is “wrong pmnishable®

Between the two electoral violations, which is relgal as the greater evil? Nigerians clearly see
electoral violence as a larger political problemrttvote buying. When asked about the most impbrtan
issues in the upcoming 2007 national elections,ymaore Nigerians demanded that “Nigerians should
be secure from violence” than that “vote buyingidtde controlled” (14 versus 2 percent of all atat
issues mentioned). Taken together, the aboveniysdsuggest that Nigerians are resistant to bd#h vo
buying and electoral violence on moral groundst tBay worry more deeply about political intimidai
and many are inclined to forgive voters for succinglio campaign inducements.

The Frequency of Campaign Irregularities

This article now attempts to estimate the frequearay distribution of vote buying and violence in
Nigerian election campaigns. Data are generated $traightforward survey questions about whether,
during national election campaigns in 2003 and 20@¥viduals encountered offers of
“something...(money, food or a gift)... in return fasyr vote” or threats of “negative consequences in
order to get you to vote a certain way.” We alskea respondents to report whether they thougheftot
people in your neighborhood or village” had hadrsescounters.

By February 2007, midway through the general edectiampaign, some 12 percent of Nigerians
interviewed acknowledged that a candidate or a/fzayént had offered “something in return for your
vote.” This level of direct experience with votaying was slightly lower than that recalled for 2@03
general elections, at 16 percent. But the 20Qxtdigaptured only half the campaign period, whetleas
2003 figure covered the entire campaign. We knomfresearch in Taiwan that the pace of vote buying
accelerates as the day of the election approattiasg and Kurzman 2007), so it is reasonable teeptoj
that vote buying in Nigerian elections was at leastrequent in 2007 as in 2003, and quite possilake

So.

Moreover, vote buying may been more extensive th bampaigns than implied by the figures cited.
Experience from Argentina suggests that some peoplenderstandably reluctant to admit that thely ha
been approached with a forbidden offer, especifithyey had subsequently entered an agreement and
complied with its terms (Brusco, Nazareno and $ipR804). The existence of undercounting in self-
assessments is reflected in the respondents’ 2Diage that fully 28 percent othervoters were

offered gifts during the 2003 campaign. | therefoonsider that the “true” level of vote buyingssi
within a zone bracketed by a wide confidence irgkervThe real frequency of this activity lies
somewherdetweerreported levels of personal experience (12 peliceNigeria in 2007, which may be
anundeestimate), and assumed levels of involvement bgvetitizens (28 percent, which may be an
overestimate).

In vote-buying transactions in Nigeria, voters asaally offered money (68 percent of all reported
attempts in 2007), commodities (such as food dhulg, 26 percent) or jobs (6 percent). In thedat
and previous Nigerian elections, the modal (i.esintommon) inducement was 500 naira, or about
US$4. But the median price of a vote payment befereen 2003 and 2007, from 1750 naira to 2250
naira, largely because the proportion of large pays1(10,000 naira or more per vote) increased over
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time.

Relatively few Nigerians report being directly afed by electoral violence. By February 2007, fust
percent of survey respondents nationwide said llaeiyreceived “threats of negative consequences.” T
be sure, political intimidation was geographicalbncentrated in certain electoral “hot spots,” e&ily

the Niger Delta region of the South-South zone,restlee Afrobarometer recorded personal and observed
experiences with electoral violence at rates moae three times as high as the national average.

The negative consequences of political intimidatrariude — in approximately equal proportions —

threats to personal safety, threats to the safdgnaly members, and the loss of property. Faneo

reason, respondents thought that intimidation waiertikely to take the form of the loss of a jolb fo

other voters than for themselves. Reports of wiodmcounters in 2007, mid-way through the campaign
were almost as frequent as for the whole 2003 cayni{& percent). If one assumes that the pace of
violence also quickens as the vote approachessam@fer that the actual level of electoral viaenvas
ultimately higher in 2007 than 2003 (see also HuRints Watch, 2007). And because the gap between
reported personal and estimated third-party eneosiiié percentage points in 2007) was smaller for
violence than vote buying, we can invest greatefidence in the violence data.

If people have relatively few direct experiencethvgolitical intimidation, then why do they see leioce
as such a pressing campaign concern? My workisignagstion is that an atmosphere of threat, regasdles
of whether hostilities are ever directly experiehdeas a generally chilling effect on the publicato In
a related survey from January 2007, Nigerian NGfpsnted that more than half (56 percent) reported
that they were at least “a little fearful” of “benmng a victim of intimidation or violence in the
forthcoming elections® In the Afrobarometer survey, a similar proport{4 percent) thought that the
previous 2003 elections had been unfree and uthfairto “the use of violence by parties and
candidates.” And an even larger proportion (71 percent) da& competition between political parties
“often” or “always” leads to violent clashes. ligringly, this widespread expectation of impending
conflict was negatively related to actual exper@&ncBut it was nonetheless positively relatedhéo t
likelihood that a citizen would see violence ag@mnent campaign issue.

Who arethe Victims?

It seems reasonable to assume that, in seekirantoot voter behavior, politicians would focus thei
efforts on the most vulnerable elements in soci€ye would therefore expect a disproportionate
concentration of bribery and violence on poor andducated people. The poor are likely to be
victimized by vote buying because their limited meanakes them susceptible to material inducements,
including offers of basic commodities or modest ante of money. For their part, people with limited
education may be unaware of individual politicghtis and therefore possess weak defenses against
intimidation.

In Nigeria, however, the survey revealed few deraplic correlates of exposure to electoral violence.
Political intimidation was spread rather evenlyossrall social groups, whether rich or poor, urban
rural, even male or female. This smooth distritmuttonstitutes further evidence that violence is a
general “atmospheric” condition that tends to &faeryone touched by an election campaign. In the
only observable statistical effect, education panfed as expected: it tended to inoculate Nigerians
against explicit threats of “negative consequenéamsthe making the “wrong” vote choice. Whereas 5
percent of people with no formal schooling expereghsuch threats, just 2 percent of those with-post
secondary education did so. So people who aeglipped to defend their rights are prone to be
victimized, even by their own political patronsutBhis conclusion should be treated with cautioa tb
small sub-sample sizes.

®Copyright Afrobarometer



By contrast, there were clear demographic correlateote buying. In both 2003 and 2007, poor
Nigerians were most likely to report an encountéhwa politician (or a politician’s agent) who ofésl to
buy their voté. Let us compare people who suffered “many” shasagf basic needs in the previous
year with those who covered these needs: the fornmee over four times more likely than to be “ofte
approached with a vote-buying offer. But, evepdbr Nigerians were more frequently exposed to
material inducements, they still drove a hard barg@hey did not quote a lower price than the goin
rate for selling a vote. Nor were they more likéign anyone else to accept payment in the form of
goods-in-kind as opposed to cold, hard cash.

Moreover, in 2007, educated Nigerians were legdylito report that anyone had approached themavith
vote-buying offef. Those with post-secondary education were fivesitess likely to report such an
encounter than those without any formal schoolingave already shown that educated people are
especially inclined to find vote buying morally vagp A more cynical view would contend that edudate
people, especially those with paid employment,aféord to be morally upright. To be sure, educated
people are not entirely immune from temptationis Wvorth noting in this regard that those with
education are almost twice as likely as those wittharmal schooling to think that a vote is worth,a00
naira or more.

At face value, it is unclear whether vote buyingadobe more prevalent in urban or rural areas.o@m
hand, poor and uneducated people are concentratadl villages, making these areas prime taripets

the distribution of patronage. On the other hamdlying areas are hard for politicians to react an
monitor, which suggests that rural dwellers canlyesfuse or defect from reward-driven agreements.
The Afrobarometer data show that, in Nigeria, \miging is much more common in rural than urban
areas by a margin of 7 percentage points in 2083grercentage points in 2007. These results are
consistent with research from East Asia and LatimeAca (Ramsayer and Rosenbluth 1993, Shugart and
Nielsen 1999%° Indeed, in 2003, residential location was thetriraportant demographic consideration
of all, trumping both poverty and education. BY2phowever, education and urban residence were
equally important considerations in reducing tkellhood of vote buying.

Voter Behavior

This article now turns to voter behavior. Two ty@ee examined: voter turnout and partisan choice.
Because the Afrobarometer survey was conductedd#ie election in February 2007, the indicators of
these behaviors are proxy measures of voting iioesifor the elections scheduled for April 2007.

Voter turnoutis measured by a question that asked respondesitsiéte themselves in relation to a range
of behaviors running from “I am not a registeretevand | am not interested in voting” to “l am a
registered voter and | will vote.” Intended votars those who chose the last option in 2007. &del'l
shows, voter interest in elections was higher i@72than in 2003, as evidenced by higher reported ra

of voter registration and lower levels of plannédtantion. Even discounting the block of eligitatgers
(12 percent) who in February 2007 had not yet agtighether to vote, it appeared that voter turnout,
which then stood at an intended 66 percent, waylilo rise above 2003 levefs.
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Table 1. Voting Turnout (2003) and I ntention to Vote (2007), Nigeria, February 2007

2003 2007
Don't know 3 3
I am not registered to vote, and | am not interkstesoting 11 5
I am not registered to vote, but would like to hsaeed 13 8
| am registered, but | chose not to vote (2003)slemot to vote (2007) 11 5
| am registered to vote, but | have not yet decwdbdther to vote - 12
| am registered to vote and | voted (2003)/I wile (2007) 62 66

Cell entries are percentages of survey respondentadult Nigerians.

Partisan choicas measured by a question that asked, “If elestiware held tomorrow, which party’s
candidate would you vote for as member of the natiassembly?” In summary form, this variable is
coded on a three-point scale running from incumpanty partisan, through non-partisan, to oppasitio
party partisan. As Table 2 shows, voters werd Bpkebruary 2007 between supporters of the
incumbent PDP (one third) and supporters of akotpposition parties (a combined two-fifthd) But,
alone, the largest opposition party, the All NigdPieoples’ Party (ANPP), did not attract even one
guarter of the intended votes, which suggestsrihitier incumbents nor opposition held a decisdgee
in most national races.

Table 2: Partisan Choice, Nigeria, February 2007

Incumbent Partisan Non-Partisan Opposition Partisan
(inc. “don’t know")
National President 33.3 23.0 43.7
National Assembly 34.1 27.8 38.1
State Governor 36.0 23.0 41.0
State Assembly 325 28.6 38.9
M ean 34.0 25.6 40.4

Cell entries are percentages of survey respondentadult Nigerians.

How Effective Are Campaign Manipulations?
How do citizens respond to the mix of less-tharalegrrots and sticks employed by politicians in
African election campaigns? Are vote buying arwlerice effective strategies of electoral manipate?i

Voter Turnout

The first object to be explained is voter turneogasured in Nigeria in 2007 in the manner just rilesd.
The key explanatory variables are experiences wvaté buying and political intimidation during the@”
election campaign. Do these malpractices affeabut? As preliminary controls, | include partisan
preference and a standard set of demographic $actor

The results of a logistic regression analysis hoeve in Table 3, of which several are noteworthy.
Consider the control variables. First, while payemd education perform as expected — the former i
negative for turnout and the latter is positiveeitlrer is statistically significant so can be discied for

the purposes of this analysis. Second, rural eesiel remains important for turnout, but in the
unexpected direction that, in Nigeria as in othemtgof Africa and the wider agrarian world, coyntr
dwellers are more likely to vote than their urbanmterparts (Yadav 2000; Bratton, Chu and Lago$200
Krishna 2005). Third, other demographic considenstnow enter the analysis: older people are
significantly more likely to vote than youngsteasid women are very much less likely to vote than.me

Political partisanship, however, is unrelated ttevournout. If there is any tendency, it is fapporters
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of the incumbent party to be more complacent abotltering to vote than opposition partisans, bet th
relationship is not statistically significant.

Our main interest is in campaign irregularitiesable 3 shows that individuals who experience a vote
buying offer are less likely to vote than those wloonot. One possible interpretation is that riecits of
such offers feel ambivalent: they agonize whetb@omply with the wishes of the vote buyer or¢b a
according to conscience. To resolve this dilenindiyiduals sometimes avoid voting altogether. In
other words, they engage in a form of defectiom alernative interpretation is that, in some cagete
buyers succeed in their aim of preventing theiraogmts’ supporters from casting a ballot. This
possibility — which then must be interpreted as plignce — arises wherever voters report that tizese h
sold their voter registration cards in return fggaagment (Vicente 2007).

But the negative effect of vote buying on votentwt is small and, in the current analysis, dogsttain
statistical significance. Thus, the Nigeria datendt validate any claim to the effect that votgibg
“works,” at least in the limited sense of boostinger turnout.

Much more powerful is the effect of threatened caigip violence. As Table 3 shows, the effect iSraga
negative, but now it is strong and statisticallyndficant. For an average Nigerian (say, a femaidal
dweller) and with other variables controlled atitmeean level, a threat of violence reduces thesafd
intending to vote by 52 percefit.Moreover, intimidation’s effect seems to be Idasfing, since the
model works almost as well if exposure to violeizcmeasured in 2003 rather than 26070 all
appearances, Nigerians who encounter a threatsagaiting freely often withdraw from the electoral
process entirely, that is, they abstain from vatig® political intimidation apparently has an mded
effect: it makes citizens so fearful that theyradun their right to vote.

The question arises whether female voters feeloggpevulnerable to electoral violence. We alrgad
know that, across all African countries where Aliaimeter surveys have been conducted, women place
high value on social peace and political unityythee more likely than men to express concern that
multiparty competition will lead to “conflict ancafusion” (Logan and Bratton, 2006). To test wieeth
this tendency carries over to campaign violencenistructed an interaction term that represents the
mediating effect of gender on intimidation’s impactturnout. Although the relevant regression
coefficient in Table 3 displays the expected negagign, it is not statistically significant. Thughile
exposure to campaign violence is an additionalrd=stéeto electoral participation by women, it ig tiee

only or main one.

Table 3. Determinants of Voter Turnout, Nigeria 2007

B SE. Sig.

Constant .850 352 .016
Controls

Poverty -.074 .057 .199

Education .029 .025 .238

Rural 341 .106 .001

Age .010 .004 .018

Female -.463 .102 .000

Incumbent Partisan -.032 .059 .589

Interaction: Female and Violence -.084 .094 0.37
Campaign Malpractices

Experience of Vote Buying Offer -.123 .090 A72

Experience of Threat of Violence -.797 184 .000
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Partisan Choice

If violence undermines voter turnout, does it alsmpel partisan choice? In other words, do illicit
campaign methods affect not omiyretherpeople vote, but aldoowthey vote? And, with reference to
vote buying, can we now discern a clear and sutistaffect on voter behavior?

A further distinction is necessary for this inquirgWe need to add information on the valence of
campaign malpractices. In other words, from witkresuch interventions originate: from incumbent or
opposition parties? | assume that both sidesnagpéidated. Take vote buying. In total, the
Afrobarometer recorded 485 cases of vote buyirpbi7 as experienced by 296 respondents out of a
random sample of 2410 Nigerians. Because there mere crimes than victims, it follows that many
individuals (196, or about two-thirds of all victinreceived more than one offer from more than one
partisan group. The largest political parties wbeemost active in vote buying. According to suevey
respondents, the ruling PDP made 40 percent o¢jadirted attempts to buy votes, followed by the
leading opposition groups: the ANPP at 31 peraedtthe Action Congress (AC) at 10 percent.

Table 4 displays factors that determine whethdndividual chooses the incumbent party at the ballo
box. The object to be explained is partisan chaoizade operational with a dummy variable; it isredo
as 1 if the individual planned to vote for a PDRdidate in the April 2007 National Assembly elentio

In this case, being rural or older — or especidlpoor or female — had no significant impact onetiter
an individual would vote for the candidate of theumbent party. The only significant demographic
effect was education, which increased the odd®tfig for the PDP.

Interestingly, the incumbent party was apparentigimmore successful than opposition parties in
building support among intended voters. It is aacwhether this advantage was due to an expffoite
on the part of incumbents to concentrate votersteggion drives in their own electoral strongholds.
Alternatively, well-known candidates may have foutnelasier to generate popular enthusiasm for gotin
than opposition candidates, some of whom were fizsts newly arrived on the political scene.
Whatever the reason, the supporters of Nigeriamsigpn parties were significantly less likely to
actually turn out to vote on the day of the elattio

But the issue under review is the effectivenessotd buying and violence. As Table 4 shows, vioen
was counterproductive for the ruling party. If pkofelt threatened by political intimidation thexere
consistentlylesslikely to vote for the PDP. We do not have theada determine whether particular
incidents of intimidation originated from incumbemtr opposition. But | note the observation oéaiar
Nigerian political scientist that the PDP unleasbachpaign repression mainly as a means to cotsrol i
own members? Since all political parties in Nigeria have shiigtories and shallow institutional roots,
there is good reason to believe that party leaséght easily resort to heavy-handed measures asaasn
of overcoming weak party discipline, even in tf@im electoral strongholds.

Importantly, partisan choice is also strongly iefieed by vote buying, but this time in a positive
direction. In Nigeria in 2007, citizens who reava vote-buying offer from the incumbent party ever
significantly more likely to express an intentianviote for the PDP in the April electiolsFor an
average Nigerian (say, a female rural dweller)\aitd other variables controlled at their mean levete
buying by an incumbent increased the probabilityaifng for the ruling party by 38 perceéfit. In other
words, efforts by rulers to reward loyalists anttlegt others to the ruling party fold apparentlydpaff.

In this regard, we can see vote buying as one asp#te larger phenomenon of patronage politics in
which leaders exchange material rewards in retorpdlitical allegiance. It is unclear, howevehether
campaign inducements were essential to cemenbyladty of citizens who already felt an affinity Wit

the PDP or whether these individuals would haveddr the PDP anyway for other reasons, including
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ethnic solidarity or policy performance.

Table4: Determinants of Choosing the I ncumbent Party, Nigeria 2007

B SE. Sig.

Constant -1.323 315 .000
Controls

Poverty -.005 .053 925

Education .053 .023 .019

Rural .182 .097 .060

Age -.007 .004 .069

Female -.017 .094 .852

Intended Voter 476 .102 .000
Campaign Malpractices

Vote Buying Offer from Incumbent Party 1.633 203 .000

Vote Buying Offer from Opposition Party -.063 199 754

Experience of Threat of Violence -.559 155 .000

Vote buying by incumbents was clearly more effextivan vote buying by opposition partfdsit is true
that a vote-buying bid by an opposition party goad predictor of an opposition vote when the tatte
used as the dependent variable (not shéiBut in Table 4, the effect of opposition vote mgylooks
weak. To be sure, the negative sign on the retea@efficient correctly predicts the reduced praligb
that a citizen will vote for the incumbent. Bugtéffect is not statistically significant. One als
interpretation of this result is that office hold&njoy the advantage of political incumbency. eRubre
able to make more credible and binding offers tiesothan the cash-starved opposition because they
enjoy access to a larger pool of resources, instuthe public purse controlled by the state. Hs®urce
edge of incumbency is borne out by supporterseftling party, who are more likely than opposition
partisans to estimate the price of a vote at 10f@0@ or moré!

Popular Reactions: Comply, Defect, or Refuse?

Politicians manipulate campaigns in order to mazemiotes. So far, | have shown that material
inducements are a more effective means to thighendpolitical intimidation. Because threats of
violence suppress voter turnout, intimidation is @moiseful campaign tactic except perhaps to coactte
an impending electoral loss. By contrast, althougfle buying also suppresses turnout slightlypgears
to boost partisan support, and therefore can bsidered — morality and legality aside — as a cagmpai
tactic that “works.”

But these judgments make sense mainly from thenmatig perspective of a politician who seeks to
obtain or hang onto office. What courses of actimavailable to voters in the face of vote buyng
violence? Do specific forms of campaign manipolaiinvite different responses? Under what
circumstances do citizens comply, defect or refuse?

| concentrate the analysis on vote buying becaulter urvey data are available on this subjedte T
Afrobarometer asked, “what would you do if a camatidor party official offered you money for your
vote in April 2007?” Would you “take the money arate for him/her” (that issomply), “take the
money and vote for the candidate of your choiceaf(is,defec}, or “refuse the money and vote for the
candidate of your choice” (that igfusg? Using the same question with the same respraisgories,
the survey also asked respondents to judge théaesof “other people in your neighborhood or
village.”
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The distribution of responses is shown in Table@nly a small minority said they would comply (8
percent) by taking the money and then casting lattfal the vote buyer’s party. We can have
confidence in the reliability of this estimate smespondents attributed exactly the same level of
compliance to other people in their locality. Mpsbple, however, said they would defect (42 pdjcen
by taking the money but voting according to th@ingcience. A similar proportion said they would
refuse from the outset to enter any vote buyingement (41 percent). One respondent elaborated tha
he would “drive that person away” and another faéd she would “call the police.”

Understandably, citizens were much less certaintat@sponses among the members of their residential
community, with a majority saying that they didkftow what other people would do. Some even
admitted that they were unsure of how they thenesalvould respond (6 percent). Finally, a small
proportion volunteered they would “take the moneg aot vote at all.”

Table5: Popular Reactionsto Vote Buying, Nigeria 2007

You Other People
Comply 8 8
Defect 42 28
Refuse 41 24
Other(inc. don’t know) 9 40

Cell entries are percentages of survey respondemtsadult Nigerians.

As might be expected, popular reactions to votergugtepend in part on an individual’'s socioeconomic
status. Poor people are slightly more likely tmpty and educated people, if approached, are bfight
more likely to refuse. But residential locatioraagmakes the largest difference, with rural dwslle
being markedly more likely to comply than urban ders (10 percent versus 6 percent). Concomitantly
rates of refusal are significantly higher in tovihan in the countryside (47 versus 35 percenteséh

data suggest that, if there is a culture of vot@rmyin Africa — in which votes are exchanged for
campaign rewards — it is predominantly (thoughexatiusively) a rural phenomenon.

But the fact that fully 85 percent of urban dwedlarould either refuse a vote buying agreement factie
from it suggests that, outside of pockets of rexjty in the countryside, vote buying may not beesy
effective strategy for amassing electoral support.

As Table 6 shows, effectiveness of vote buying disgends in part on the source of the offer. dfRIDP
in Nigeria is at all representative, then incumlgeotitical parties are apparently more effective at
inducing voter compliance. By a small but sigrafit margin (15 percent versus 11 percent), the PDP
was more likely to get a Nigerian voter to say tiabr she would cast a ballot for a vote buyegaiA,
the incumbents’ ability to offer more attractivevards than their opponents may be part of the
explanation, though we should not discount massigadlloyalty to ruling parties, which tend to reav
deeper social roots than insurgent oppositionsrelher, while citizens are equally likely to refusee-
buying offers from incumbent and opposition aliteey are also somewhat more likely to defect from t
opposition by promising support but then votingefye Especially where the opposition is unlikedy t
win, the voter has less reason to fear that defieetill result in subsequent retribution from pofugr
office holder.

I hypothesize that defection is most likely whenudsbe voters receive (and perhaps even accem) vot
buying offers from more than one party. Under ¢hesnditions, voters are faced with cross-pressures
They find themselves in the uncomfortable posibbbeing unable to simultaneously comply with the
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preferences dbothsides. But the data do not reveal this regularkg Table 6 shows, voters argually
likely to defect whether they receive offers fromepor from more than one, political party (58 peit}.
Instead, voters tend to engage in other behaviether they comply with the wishes of only onetpar
(probably the party they judge most likely to wihpping that the other party will not be able tmish
them. Or they refuse all offers, knowing thasitmpossible to keep more than one party happyeat t
same time.

But there is a third option. As some respondeaitsus, it is feasible for voters to take the moaay not

to vote at all. The data reveal that this outcosrespecially likely if voters accept inducememesii

more than one party. We already know that entaiugte buying agreement has a suppressive effiect o
voter turnout. We now discover that this effegbdsticularly large when voters face cross-presstren
competing vote buyers. Whereas, in January 200 peécent of Nigerian survey respondents said they
intended to vote in the April elections, just 58qaat did so if they had received a vote-buyingoffom

a political party. But the intention to vote falgen more precipitously — to less than half okhdible
voters (49 percent) -- when individuals entertaitevbuying offers from more than opelitical party.

In short, the Afrobarometer survey provides compglévidence to the effect that, when citizens are
caught in the cross-pressures of competitive vaigAg, their principal response is to abstain from
voting at all.

Table 6: The Source of Vote Buying Offers, by Compliance and Turnout, Nigeria 2007

Offer from Offer from Offer from Offer from
I ncumbent Opposition Only Morethan
Party Party One Party One Party
Comply 15 11 14 9
Defect 56 59 58 58
Refuse 29 30 29 34
Intend to Vote 58 49
Intend to Abstain 42 51

Cell entries are percentages of survey respondentsadult Nigerians (excluding “don’t know"/“aghi’).

Determinants of Defection

In a democracy, a good citizen would refuse toremtete-buying agreement. Most Nigerians
acknowledge this moral precept and many adoptptactice. Citizen compliance with the wishes of
vote buyers may be a path of least resistance mugthically and legally fraught. It also undémes the
development of democratic citizenship. Perhapsbst rational response — though hardly the most
honest one — is defection, when citizens take amyay that may be on offer but vote as they wish
anyway. Some civic educators even encourage thise of action (Shaffer 2007, 161-79). But its
implications for democratization are mixed: wtdlézens retain and exercise their right of freeich at
the polls, they also implicate themselves in aotelal malpractice. One possible saving grachasit
enough citizens repeatedly defect, politicians legérn that vote buying does not work.

Because defection is the most ambiguous and iniggesption — not to mention the most common one in
Nigeria — | conclude the discussion of vote buyliyglelving into its determinants. If, as shownaho
the extent of cross-pressure does not drive defediien what does? | propose three hypotheses.

First, the prospect of defection from a vote buyaggeement raises a collective action problemrdieio
to avoid revealing that they have acted alone s #&xposing themselves to punishment — citizens will
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seek strength in numbers. They will only violdte agreement if they think others will do so too.
Hence, one would expect to find a positive relaiop between an individual’s own reaction to a vote
buying offer and his or her estimate of what “otheople in your neighborhood or village” would do
under the same circumstances. Specifically, théhydefect only if they think others will defectdo

Second, it would seem logical that people are rikedy to defect if they think that the ballot is@et. If
politicians cannot discover how individuals or shgabups voted, then the possible costs of defectie
greatly reduced. The Afrobarometer currently cimstao direct measure of whether voters regard the
ballot as secret. But a proxy measure can be mmtst from a question about how often “people have
be careful of what they say about politics.” Téego say “often” or “always” are deemed to express
political fear (66 percent in Nigeria); this gropmbably also worries that the ballot may not berestg?

Third, citizens who are committed to democracyhes tpreferred political regime are unlikely to
surrender the right to vote lightly. Most will tefe offers to buy their votes. But, even if suelspns
succumb to the temptation of campaign inducemémy, are still likely to want to make a free chaiige

the privacy of the voting booth. | therefore prepdhat committed democrats are more likely toaefe
than individuals who harbor nostalgia for autherita rule. Commitment to democracy is measured in
various Afrobarometer studies by a standard indak¢ombines an expressed preference for democracy
with rejection of several alternative authoritarreagimes (Bratton, Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi, 200).

this criterion, about half (49 percent) of adulgBliians could be characterized as “committed deatsicr

in 2007.

These candidate explanations of defection from leateng are entered, along with the usual controls,
into the logistic regression model in Table 7.

Let us dispense quickly with the demographic cdstré\s expected, poverty, age and female gendler al
significantly reduce the likelihood that votersivdéfect. To all appearances, older and poorer&vom
are the most compliant constituency for vote buy@st, notwithstanding what was said earlier alibat
sale of votes being a predominantly rural phenomgedefection rates are some 7 percent higher among
rural dwellers. Thus, politicians probably faceamigful obstacles when they try to monitor the
behavior of the electorate in outlying areas, egfigdf, as is common, their party organizatiome a

weak. Nor do we find from the present African caag compensatory support for the argument that
“tightly knit, stable, and small communities in whieveryone knows one another can generate good
information about voter preferences” (Lehoucq, 208, see also Stokes 2007, 87).

But we wish to know how rural and other citizensvar at a decision to defect from vote buying. fEat
the hypotheses presented above contributes toummesical explanation. | will treat them in reverse
order of importance.

To begin with, we can confirm the impact on eleattrehavior of a citizen’s personal commitment to
democracy. A person who sees democracy as thenmiible regime and also rejects military, one-
party and one-man rule is unlikely to sell his er fiote lightly. Even if some of these committed
democrats accept payments from vote buyers, tlilegegiort that they vote according to conscience.
This explanation does not preclude, of course,gbah voters might choose the vote buyer’s pady; b
they assert that the preferences underlying thisspa choice are entirely their own.

Moreover, people who are fearful of expressing thedies have a reduced likelihood of defection.
Especially if voters suspect that the ballot is seatret — an impression that unscrupulous politicere in
no hurry to dispel — defection will be seen asrisky. The biggest danger is that vote buyers will
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discover that voters have not kept their part eftiargain, an outcome that invites retaliation and
punishment. So it stands to reason that thosedehbt that freedoms of expression and voting véll b
protected are unlikely to become defectors.

Finally, | can report a definitive result: defexctifrom vote buying depends on solving the coNexti
action problem. Voters defect if they have sos®ugance that others in their locality will do so.t As
revealed in Table 7, the strongest and most s@gmfirelationship with defection is voters’ own
expectations that they are partaking in the calledtehavior of a larger group. For an averageshag
(say, a female rural dweller) and with other vaealzontrolled at mean levels, the expectationdhars
will defect increases one’s own odds of defecting® percent® | do not know for sure whether would-
be defectors have reliable information about tleeupéd voting behavior of their friends and neigkbor
But such subjects are surely a topic of communaVversation. As such, citizens can probably figaue
whether they can subsume their own behavior withet of a larger group, and thus avoid being sohgle
out for retribution. Under these circumstancesytare very much more likely to take the money and
run.

Table 7. Determinants of Defection from Vote Buying, Nigeria 2007

B S.EE. Sig.

Constant -.357 .378 .34
Controls

Poverty -.146 .061 .017

Education -.028 .026 291

Rural 272 .110 .014

Age -.014 .004 .001

Female -.219 .108 .042
Deter minants

Think That OthersWill Defect 2.811 130 .000

Express Political Fear -.166 .053 .002

Committed to Democracy .235 .099 017

Complementary or Alternative Strategies?

In this article, | have treated vote buying andtjmall intimidation as if these electoral strategjieere
separable. This discrete approach assumes thtitgatampaigners see such interventions as
alternatives. Accordingly, politicians who lacKfstient resources to buy off voters will be praioe
resort to heavy-handed methods. Or if violenceiis, then they will try to tempt voters with ravds.
A third possibility is that voters will experienpeomises of reward from one side of the partisaiddi
and threats of violence from another.

In reality, of course, political campaigns reflaanultitude of strategies, often applied simultarshn It

is therefore unexpected that, in Nigeria in 20W&rtap between campaign strategies was empirically
quite limited. Among adult Nigerians, just 3 perceeported being victimized byoth a vote buying

offer anda threat of negative consequences during the 2@@ipaign. This of course exempts those who
saw vote buying as an offer they couldn’t refusedlnise it contained an implied threat of extortidine
remainder of the population was divided betweerlthpercent who experienced just one of these
malpractices and the 86 percent who reported meidersonal experience of either one.

Table 8 teases out tikembinedeffects of vote buying and violence on Nigeriating behavior. It
displays a cross-tabulation of two ordinal scalescale of exposure (to none, one, or both vima)i
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and a scale of intended compliance (running froimses through defect, to comply). It shows that
combining vote buying and violence had little ajgpmble impact on the likelihood that a voter would
refuse to enter an agreement (to vote a certain eragomply with such an agreement (if they dideent
In other words a threat of violence or an offeaghaterial inducement alone would be just as éffects
a combination of these influences.

But a voter who experienced both vote buying atevice was more likely to defect, either by not
voting at all or by exercising a free vote choidde probability of this outcome rises by six petege
points when he or she is subjected to both treashénn this regard, we confirm that, from a
politician’s perspective, employing a complementzaynpaign strategy is self-defeating. There is no
apparent advantage to be had in terms of contgolliter behavior by supplementing vote buying with
threat of violence, or supplementing political mitlation with material rewards. Instead, when face
with a combination of both irregularities, voters aignificantly more likely to choose to go itaéo The
most extreme scenario involves a voter who is irduio vote one way (say by an incumbent party) but
threatened to vote another way (say by an oppadiioup). According to Table 8, this harsh
combination of cross-pressures is also much mkedylto induce defection than compliance.

Table 8. Combined Effects of Vote Buying and Violence on Voter Behavior, Nigeria 2007

Experienced NEITHER Experienced EITHER Experienced BOTH
Vote Buying NOR Vote Buying OR Vote Buying AND
Threat of Violence Threat of Violence Threat of Violence
Refuse 51 30 29
Defect 42 57 63
Comply 8 13 9

Cell entries are percentages of survey respondentsadult Nigerians (excluding “don’t know”/“cdh’).
Gamma = .351, sig. = <.001.

Conclusion and Implications

This article has shown that vote buying and pdalitintimidation are important, if epiphenomenal,
dimensions of Nigerian election campaigns. Acawydd survey-based estimates, fewer than one out of
five Nigerians is personally exposed to vote buyang fewer than one in ten experiences threats of
electoral violence. But when, as commonly happeasipaign irregularities are targeted at the rural
poor, effects are concentrated. These effectasafellows: violence reduces turnout; and voteitgly
enhances partisan loyalty. But, in good part beeamiost citizens condemn campaign manipulation as
wrong, compliance with the wishes of politiciansict assured. Defection from threats and agreesngnt
more common than compliance, especially where s@er cross-pressured from both sides of the
partisan divide.

That vote buying and violence affect relatively fpaople and rarely work well does not mean thateghe
malpractices are without consequence. As others hated, the intrusion of money and violence into
election campaigns damages the quality of demodi@adyedler 2002, Schaffer 2007). These
transgressions undermine democratic norms of palitiberty (by depriving voters of free choicedan
political equality (by benefiting the rich at thepense of the poor). They diminish the legitimaty
electoral outcomes by giving “losers,” usually ogition parties, reason to think that the vote was
fraudulent. Even without other methods of manipoia— such as ballot stuffing, ballot stealing and
tampering with vote tallies — Nigeria’'s disastrd\sil 2007 elections suffered precisely this fate.

Negative consequences may be lasting becauseidefelgction campaigns set the stage for governance
by corruption. As a defeated gubernatorial cartdidaid in Nigeria: “anyone who is willing to stea
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ballot box will steal public money*® Vote buying and violence enable the elevation &lected office
of cronies, criminals and strong-arm “godfathersiovare singularly unfit for public service. Lowlibar
leaders cannot offer political representation ®rfarginalized majorities whose voices are seldeandh
in African politics. Instead, policy debate renmmdistorted: the views of the poor are muffled el
preferences of the rich are amplified on key issgesh as the desired balance between taxation and
services (Stokes, 2007, 91). All told, irregulagations reduce the institutionalization of politica
accountability.

Campaign irregularities may also infect the quaditgylemocratic citizenship. It is encouraging timatst
Nigerian citizens see vote buying and electordkevioe as wrong. But morality, as well as behaviay
be communally defined. We know that people wheewbte-buying agreements are more likely to
defect if they think others will do so too. Thermative dimension of this solution to the colleetiv
action problem, however, is that participants itevouying and violence are also more likely to rdga
these infractions as “wrong but understandablethot wrong at all.” If participation in electoral
malpractices reduces critical citizenship, it candty be healthy for the development of democracy.

So what is to be done? Some requirements arextoateit makes little sense to convene electionan
environment of political insecurity where armedtimgs stand ready to intimidate opponents.
Disarmament must come first. Other requiremeresrestitutional: there are no substitutes for an
independent electoral commission, an honest buraeyicand a neutral police force that can guaraatee
secret ballot.

But electoral and other institutional reforms di@na insufficient. Also essential is a culture of
democratic citizenship that begins with a citizeregdy to insist on clean elections. In this rdgdris
encouraging that so many African voters have maiogctions to violence and vote buying. They
already feel revulsion and indignity when politieatrepreneurs and thugs try to manipulate their
preferences. Thus there is less need for voteratidun than for a system of incentives and cafadsli
that will allow ordinary people to resist these guisled efforts to appropriate their votes. In tieigard,
the attainment of a measure of socioeconomic dpuaat that reduces existing inequalities between
political elites and ordinary citizens would surbly one good place to start.
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Endnotes

! Thanks are due to Fred Schaffer and for comnmanen earlier draft of this paper. Remaining erane my own.

2 For full technical details on Afrobarometer olijees, organization, questionnaires, samples, respoates, and
publications, as well as for the data on which gaper is based, saevw.afrobarometer.org

% The remaining 5 percent “don’t know” whether vbteying is right or wrong.

* The poverty scale is the Afrobarometer’s Indékived Poverty, an average index of shortagesasidneeds:
food, medical, clean water, cooking fuel and casloine. See “Poverty, Poverty Measurement, and Degog in
Southern Africa” Afrobarometer Working Paper No.(2003),www.afrobarometer.org

> Some 13 percent of South-South residents clajpeesbnal experience with intimidation by Febru2z®9p7 and
some 18 percent saw the same among their neighbors.

® Alliance for Credible Elections and CLEEN, “Suramp Report of National Public Opinion Survey on
Preparations for 2007 Elections in Nigeria,” mimitarch 2007.

" Moreover, past experience influences future etgions. Those who saw the last elections (26683gss than
free and fair are likely to project the same focaiping elections (2007) (r= .364, p=<001).

8 As Stokes (2007) reasons, with reference talitmnishing marginal utility of income, “the samattay of
resources...will by more votes among poor than ameegjthy voters.”

® This relationship did not hold in 2003.

19" Hicken (2007) suggests that urbanization “desttbe traditional patron-client networks throughieh
candidate funds can be distributed.”

1 Because INEC has not published (and may nevebleg@ publish) comprehensive and credible data on
Nigeria’s 2007 election, it is not possible to #ethese estimates against official statisticst tAe reliability of
Afrobarometer’s 2007 indicator of intended votentwt is partly confirmed its strong correlatiorthvieported
actual voter turnout by the same individuals in2Q0= .328).

2 The reliability of the partisan preference indirds partly confirmed its strong correlation wih individual’s
choices for national president, national assengite governor and state assembly (r =.779 or above

13 The predicted probability is 0.5186 with a coefide interval ranging from 0.3667 to 0.6704. Tisaale due to
Wonbin Cho and Tse-Hsin Chen for assistance icutating predicted probabilities.

14 Not shown. The raw correlations with voting ®0Z are r= -.152 for exposure to a threat of vioteim 2007
and r=-.24 for exposure 2003.

!> private communication from Professor John Ayaaide workshop on “Institutions for Pro-Poor Grow#t'the
centre for the Study of African Economies, Oxfordiwérsity, June 2007.

6 My own observations in Zimbabwe confirm that thkng ZANU-PF intimidates its own followers as Wab
those of the opposition MDC.

7 Some 62 percent of persons who received an féfar the incumbent party (versus 38 percent wheived no
offer) said they would vote for the PDP.

8 The predicted probability is 0.3819 with a coefide interval ranging from 0.3043 to 0.4596.
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19 Only half (50 percent exactly) of those who reedian offer from an opposition party (versus ttiephalf who
received no offer) said they would vote againstRBdP.

% The relevant statistics are B = .728, sig. =.000.

L However, there is no significant difference beswgartisans of different parties for lower pristiraates.

22 This validity of the proxy is strengthened by tieservation that individuals who feel a need te ¢areful about
what you say” are also concerned about declinimpdpnities of “freedom to choose who

to vote for without feeling pressured” (r = .179:9.001).

% The predicted probability is 0.5922 with a coefide interval ranging from 0.5543 to 0.6300.

24 The reader is cautioned that this result resta small number of cases, just 59.

% Kayode Fayemi, quoted Fhe New York Time#pril 20, 2007.
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