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Identity Voting and the Regional Census in Malawi

Abstract

This paper evaluates the extent to which expresaitiag can explain Malawi’'s regional census.
Specifically, are Malawians who hold regional idées more likely to be regional partisans than
Malawians who identify differently? The paper does seek to wholly reject or accept the identity
hypothesis, but rather to plumb the boundariessaxplanatory power: How far can it go in explagi
the census? Are there regions of the countryitlexiplains better than others? Do other non-itent
based factors (the standard set demographic amitieegfactors like gender, education, and politica
knowledge as well as impressions of governmenbpadnce and beliefs about the inclusiveness of
government) also explain voting? We find that titgrhas variable effects on patterns of partisgmnsh
In sum, recent elections in Malawi follow a “regamcensus” pattern: where in the country a votesdi
(her region), strongly predicts who she will sugpor
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INTRODUCTION

Recent election results in Malawi follow a predidéapattern: voters in the northern part of thentgu
support the Alliance for Democracy (AFORD) or it&sessors; voters in the central region line up
behind the Malawi Congress Party (MCP); and vatetke south vote for the United Democratic Front
(UDF) or other parties running on a “southern” geof This pattern emerged in Malawi’s first
democratic elections (1994), and continued in 18892004. Consequently, Malawi’s elections
resemble a “regional” census: where a voter lites fegion) predicts quite strongly how she wiltezo
Although there are many possible microlevel exgiana for census elections, the most prominent
remains Horowitz’'s expressive voting hypothesisiciwlargues that ethnic voters use their vote to
register their identities as members of groupstingas therefore an act of identity expressiort,ao
careful weighing of policy positions or performar@aaluations. Elections become “head counts” in
which ethnic demographics predetermine outcomestiolg permanent winners and losers and
jeopardizing the stability of democracy as a whole.

The goal of this paper is to evaluate the extemittizh expressive voting can explain Malawi’'s regib
census. Specifically, are Malawians who hold regiadentities more likely to be regional partiséimsn
Malawians who identify differently? We seek nowibolly reject or accept the identity hypothesist, bu
rather to plumb the boundaries of its explanatawegr: How far can it go in explaining the census?®
there regions of the country that it explains bid@ttan others? Do other non-identity based fadtbies
standard set demographic and cognitive factorsgéwder, education, and political knowledge as agll
impressions of government performance and bellgdsitathe inclusiveness of government) also explain
voting?

To preview our results, we find that identity hasiable effects on patterns of partisanship. édéntral
region of Malawi, voters who identify with the padinant regional tribe (the Chewa) are significantl
more likely than voters who identify with non-regal tribes or voters who do not identify along atib
lines at all to conform to the regional voting patt This finding supports the identity hypothesis
However, in the northern and southern regions efctiuntry, we find little support for the identitgting
hypothesis: voters who identify with regionally bddribes in these areas are ho more or less likdbg
regional partisans than voters who either identiity non-regional tribes or voters who do not idignt
tribally. Furthermore, in all regions of the coyntviews about the president (UDF in 1994 and 1999
and government exert a powerful and systematiciefie behavior: In the north and center, voters who
have positive evaluations of the president’s pentorce and/or feel cared for by him and his govenitme
are much less likely to be regional partisansthénsouth (home of the ruling UDF), the oppositeus.

Our results suggest three conclusions: First, iggevibting might explain the behavior of some vater
some of the time, but it is not a sufficient exataon for the census outcome as a whole. Second,
identity voting is a variable, not a constant:nitexges in some contexts and time periods but herst
And third, standard “politics as usual” explanati@xert a more powerful and systematic effect dimgo
in Malawi than identity. If we want to explain Mali's census, we must therefore explain why voiers
the northern and center regions of the countryes®impressed with the president’s performance and
feel less cared for by him and his government tieaitents of the south. We speculate that theceamf
these patterns lies in politics past and presewsfof patronage under Hasting Banda’s long ryfgaen
why identity voting emerges in the center but rmtimand south, and current flows of patronageapl
why voters in the north and center feel less eldistis about the southern based UDF government.
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Malawi’'s Regional Census

Voting during Malawi’s recent elections displayslear regional pattern. In the first two electi¢h994
and 1999), a different party dominated each otlinee regions: AFORD won close to 90 percent of the
north; the MCP won over sixty percent of the cdrggion; and the UDF won around 80 percent of the
south. In the most recent election (2004), thisngopattern generally persisted, but in the solgh

UDF’s dominance was reduced by the entrance ofraemew parties that were able to compete
effectively for southern voters. In all three ¢ieas, the UDF of the more populous south won the
presidency. We briefly review these regional patdelow.

In the north, several tribes consistently vote asteesive block: over 70 percent in each electareh
supported the same party. In 1994, the north veteahasse (88 percent) for Chihana, a northern
Tumbuka on the AFORD ticket. In 1999, Chihanagoimn electoral coalition with the MCP, and 89
percent of northern voters followed him. In 200% northern party (AFORD) split in two, with Chitea
joining the UDF. Most AFORD members went on tanfidvigode, and 73 percent of northern voters
followed suite. Thus, despite wrangling amongdaedidates, northern voters have remained consisten
in their cohesive support for the front-runningthern party.

Similarly, in the central region, voters have shategadfast support for the MCP (former President of
Malawi Banda’s old party). During his reign, Bar(daChewa) favored the Chewa, who live in the
central province, and this probably explains them4ontinued dominance there. In 1994, the MCP’s
candidate (Banda) pulled in 64 percent of the rggigote. In 1999, the MCP’s candidate (Chakuamba)
who had been Banda’s running mate in 1994, hath#asishowing (62 percent). In 2004, the MCP’s
candidate Tembo polled a consistent 64 percemteo€éntral region. Thus, central voters have
steadfastly backed the MCP, a party with solid tdhcredentials.

The southern region was the near exclusive donfaimedJDF in 1994 (when it won 78 percent of the
regional vote) and 1999 (79 percent). The pargydts strongest support from the Muslim Yao region
(its candidate in 1994 and 1999, Muluzi, was a Yat, the UDF has also enjoyed strong supporhfro
non-Muslim / non-Yao areas. In 2004, the UDF’srelad the vote declined to 53 percent. The decline
can be attributed primarily to the entrance ofradependent southern candidate, Brown Mpinganjira,
who was able to attract 15 percent of the voteaddition, Chakuamba, who had been the MCP’s
candidate in the 1999 election, ran as the careliofahis newly-formed Republican party, and suceded
in capturing 24 percent of the vote, relying heaoih Chickwawa and Nsanje (where he is from) and
Blantyre. Hence, the UDF’s decline in 2004 did sighal the breakdown of the basic voting patteat t
had characterized the previous two elections (8% majority of southern voters continued to vote f
southern candidates and parties), but rather, owdrdn failure amongst southern candidates.

In sum, recent elections in Malawi follow a “regadmcensus” pattern: where in the country a votedli
(her region), strongly predicts who she will sugpdn the next section, we review the predominant
explanation for census style elections.

The Expressive Voting Hypothesis

As discussed by Mattes (1995) and Ferree (2006)e ttan be many different microlevel explanatians f
an aggregate level outcome like a census styl¢éi@eand some of them need not rely on identityelola
(or expressive) motivations. For example, votethiwa particular group or region might all share
common policy preferences or perceptions of incumperformance and these factors — rather than
identity — might drive them all to vote in a sinmifgattern. Other explanations highlight the infational
role of ethnicity and how this can lead to blocingteven when voters do not claim strong ethnic
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identities (Dawson 1994, Mattes 1995, Chandra 2B084ner 2005 and Ferree 2006). However, the
predominant line of reasoning remains the expredsigory of voting.

The expressive approach sees voting as a mearprafssing group allegiance. In comparative studies
of ethnic politics, its most prominent advocat®@ald Horowitz, whose 1985 bo&khnic Groups in
Conflictis still the benchmark for studies of ethnic vgtirBuilding on the ideas of social psychologist
Henri Tajfel, Horowitz locates the microfoundatiasfcensus elections in the identity attachments of
voters. Because the very act of casting a votariagthnic party is an affirmation of identity, et

derive psychic benefits from supporting ethnic igart Voting is not an act of choice, based ortiamal
weighing of alternatives, or a way to further saterest, but an expression of group allegiance.
Furthermore, allegiance to party, constructed &sfiom the raw material of identity, is non-neigote.
Patterns of partisanship are fixed and rigid. &b&s become a projection of demographics, a mere
“counting of heads.” Although Horowitz has deveddghis logic the most thoroughly, it also undevlie
other visions of elections in divided countrieseoffd by scholars like Lijphart (1999), Snyder (19%4hd
Scheve and Dickson (2003). The expressive votagective also resonates with work by American
scholars like Kinder and Sears (1981), Terklids€998), Kinder and Sanders (1996), and Mendelberg
(2001) that emphasizes prejudice as the key féetoind white reluctance to support African American
candidates.

In sum, the expressive voting hypothesis is welldshed in both the Comparative and American
literatures on ethnic and racial voting. Our giggshere is: can it explain the regional votingteat in
Malawi? Are Malawians, when they caste their vdtEng so with the intent of expressing some sbrt o
regional identity and/or allegiance to a regionmalup? And, is there variation across groups o&rsin
the extent to which they base their votes on ithentinsiderations? We turn next to empirical t@sts
hopes of providing answers to these questions.

Some Tests

Our tests have a simple premise: individuals wiemiidly in regional terms (who claim either a regibn
identity or a tribal identity that is strongly asgated with one region) should be more likely tafoom

to the regional census pattern (support their reitchampion”) than individuals who identify eithe
with otherregions (or tribes associated with other regianshdividuals who do not identify along
regional or tribal lines at all. In conducting skeeests, we use data collected in Malawi in Novamalnd
December of 1999 by round 1 of the Afrobarometenudti-country survey that explores attitudes imvne
African democracies. The Afrobarometer employsomaily representative samples drawn through a
multi-stage stratified, clustered sampling proceduFhe sample size of the Malawi survey was 1,208.

To operationalize identity, we rely on the Afrobareter’'s measures stlf-identification In particular,

we make use of a question (number 83) in the Afmibater that asks: “We have spoken to many
Malawians and they have all described themselve#ferent ways. Some people describe themsetves i
terms of the language, religion, race, and othesstibe themselves in economic terms, such as mgrki
class, middle class, or a farmer. Besides beinlgiMan, which specific group do you feel you beldag
first and foremost?” Answers to this question cedea huge range, from the predictable ascriptnee a
economic responses, such as “Chewa”, “Muslim” oofker” to random answers of “gentleman,”
“housewife,” “sportsman,” and “development orienfeison.”

! More information on the Afrobarometer is availabtevww.afrobarometer.orgSee also Coslow (2002) for the
Malawi Codebook.
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Self-identification is not an ideal measure of ititgrfor at least two reasons. First, survey resimmts
may not answer survey questions in a truthful manffeprevarication occurs at low levels and isrezo
or-less random, it most likely does not createcserproblems. However, if respondents lie
systematically — perhaps to cover up allegiang®tonatively undesirable groups — this could intrelu
bias into our analysis. While this is difficult tole out conclusively, we know that Malawians Imad
trouble providing ascriptive responses in genemer half of the respondents gave tribal answeetke
identity question and another significant porti@ve religious ones (see Tables 1-3 below). Hence,
aversion to ascriptive responses was not prevaights sample, giving us confidence that lying @tbo
identity is not unduly affecting our results.

Second, survey responses are static and singlexdiomal, whereas we know that identity is dynamic
and multidimensional. A person who identifies dstadent” in one context might be a “southernerai
different one and a “Muslim” in yet another. Th&dbarometer, and all surveys like it, give respamtd
the opportunity to answer in only one way, collaggheir identities to a single dimension. Funthere,
we do not know which dimension this is and whetiremot it is relevant to politics. What we realsant
to know is an individual’s identity when he is siarg by the ballot box, casting his vote. Obvigughe
survey context is quite different.

While nothing short of an experimental setting do@move this problem, we believe it is attenuated
this data for the following reason: the questiondentity occurred close to three quarters of tiag w
through the survey (question 83 out of 120). Puagnswering the identity question, respondents
answered a battery of questions relating to natipolitics, including ones on policy and issue
importance, the performance of the governmentugpbion, political institutions, and the meaning of
democracy. Indeed, the identity question direftilipwed questions about the government’s struttura
adjustment program. Although these are not eqaintab putting the respondent next to a ballot d&ck
asking her to vote (and then asking the resporfuEmtdentity), they do arguably prime for national
politics. For this reason, we believe that thebfgm of selecting the “wrong” identity from the
respondent’s identity repertoire is perhaps legssethan it seems at first glance. In sum, @i s
identification measures we employ are flawed befulsat least in terms of providing an initial aut
the identity hypothesis.

Our dependent variable is partisanship for regipaaiies (AFORD in the north, MCP in the cented an
the UDF in the soutH).While actual vote choice would be a more direetsure of regional voting, the
first round Afrobarometer (which was in the fieldoait a year after the 1999 election in Malawi) iolid
ask questions about vote choice, only partisansBaptisanship is strongly linked with vote chofoe
can assume that virtually all partisans will supploe party they are close to). Therefore, undeding
what makes voters feel close to certain parti@sastical first step to explaining the way theye/o The
downside of looking at partisanship is that it doesallow us to explain why those respondents who
claimed to be independent of partisanship everntealine to support the party that they did — thenis
angle of the process generating the regional cahstisnust remain opaque here. However, there are
also important benefits to looking at partisansiartisanship patterns in Malawi are more varitide
voting patters. As we already explained, votingasy homogeneous within region in Malawi.
Partisanship is much less so, as Table 1 demoestratis gives us greater range of variation m ou
dependent variable. Furthermore, we feel parttsprgenerates agasiertest for identity voting:
Horowitz argues that identity creates a strong Hugtdieen parties and voters, a very resilient fofm
partisanship. If true, this suggests that parisae more likely than independents to be iderbters.

If the identity hypothesis holds, it is most likeéty hold here. This gives us greater confidencnin

2 This comes from two Afrobarometer questions: qoestio8 (“Do you usually think of yourself as cldseany
particular party?”) and question 109 (“Which pagyhat?”).
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negative results we find, but suggests that pasitésults might change if we were able to use slatice
instead.

Table 1: Regional breakdown of regional voters, nomegional voters, and independents

(Percentages)

Region Partisans of regional Partisans of non- Independents
party regional parties

North 48 26 15

Central 38 35 22

South 69 14 15

Notes: Table does not include respondents whoreigiesed or answered “other.”

We do two series of tests: the first looks onlyegfionalidentifiers — those Malawians who claim to
identify primarily with a region; the second loakiribal identifiers — those Malawians who claim to
identify primarily along tribal lines. As we widlxplain below, we believe that because most tidves
regionally concentrated, respondents who identifyibal terms may be more likely to support region
party champions when the connection between tglmip and region is especially strong (e.g., the
Chewa in the central region, the Yao in the soaitid, so on).

Regional Identities

The most straightforward test of the identity vgtimypothesis would look at the behavior of regional
identifiers (northerners who identify as “northérior example) and compare their behavior with non-
regional identifiers (northerners who select aatéht identity, perhaps “Tumbuka” or “farmer”). We
would expect regional identifiers to be stronggrpmarters of regional parties than non-regional
identifiers. Furthermore, if Malawi’s regional @rs is to be explained by identity, we should ekpec
very high prevalence of regional identifiers in ffapulation.

A quick look at Table 2 shows why the regional idtgrstory cannot go very far in explaining Malawia
voting behavior. Put simply, very few Malawianaioi regional identities. Even in the north (whis
the most consistent and strongest pattern of rabiasting), only two percent of respondents chbse t
option. In the central and southern regions, net@spondent identified in regional terms. Thus,
regional identities do not appear to animate toeghts of Malawians: whatever drives their regional
voting patterns, it is not overt identification tvitregion.”
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Table 2: Self Identification by Region (Percentaggs

Regional Tribal Non-tribal
North 2 65 33
Central 0 56 44
South 0 58 42

Instead, as Table 2 makes clear, most Malawiahsrdientify tribally (in the north, 65 percent kic
tribal identities; in the central region, 56 periceo; in the south, 58 percent) or in non-regiamaitribal
terms (farmer, working class, etc). Furthermow @nhown in table), tribal and non-tribal identtiare
quite diverse: the largest group of identifiersha north (the Tumbuka) makes up only about ond thfi
the respondents; a similar situation holds in @@l region with the Chewa, and the south is ewere
diverse, where the largest group of self-identfighe Lomwe) makes up only fifteen percent of
respondents. Hence, not only are regional idestitare, the regions lack overarching identitieanyf
sort that could explain relatively homogeneousaeagi behavior.

As this is a simplistic way of operationalizing grenal” identity, in the next section, we look hetlink
between tribe and region.

Tribal Identities as Regional Identities

If tribes are regionally concentrated such thatdbmenection between a tribe and a region is fairygng,
then Malawians might reasonably view voting for tegion as a way of expressing a tribal identFpr
example, most available research identifies then@tes the predominant tribe in the central region.
Chewas are found outside of this area, but ongmall numbers. Hence, Chewas might see voting for
the party of the central region, the MDP, as a wfagxpressing their allegiance with the Chewa tribe
similar story might be told for the Tumbuka in tharth and the Yao in the south. If this is trués inot
regional identities we should be looking at perseiribal identities with strong regional roatsWe
might expect Malawians who identify with tribes witrong regional roots to be more likely to confor
to the regional voting pattern than Malawians whbeg identify with non-regional tribes or Malawsn
who do not identify in tribal terms at all.

In order to test this, we need to map tribes téoregTo do this, we used the third round of the
Afrobarometer survey, conducted in 2005, whichudeld an objective measure of ethnicity (Question 79
“What is your tribe?”) Breaking the responses to this question dowrebion reveals that, as suggested
by prior case studies, most tribal groups are aunated in one of Malawi’s three regions.

Consequently, we coded the Tumbuka, Tonga, Landn@Ndali as northern tribes; the Chewa as a
central tribe; and the Chisena, Lomwe, Mang'anjgamja, Sena, and Yao as southern tribes. The only

3 Why not also use the second and third rounds oAfr@barometer for this paper? Neither surveyuded an
open ended question on identification, hence wewet able to replicate our analysis for the lateveys.
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tribe that did not seem to have a regional strolthivas the Ngoni, who are distributed throughoet th
country.

Out of this mapping of tribe to region, we created identification variables: regional tribe iddigis
and non-regional tribe identifiers. A respondeatif the north who identified as a Tumbuka, Tonga,
Lambya, or Ndali was coded as a regional tribetilen A respondent in the south or central regio
identifying as any of these groups, however, wakedas a non-regional tribe identifier. All survey
respondents who gave tribal responses were codaibifashiorf. We also created a third variable to
capture all of the respondents who identified in4ribal terms (as farmers or housewives or
“development oriented persons,” etc.).

We explore patterns of identity voting by runningltimomial logit models for each region of the
country. Multinomial logit (MNL) is frequently usdd estimate models of vote choice in multiparty
settings (Alvarez and Nagler, 1998; Quinn, Mardingd Whitford, 1999; Schofield and Sened, 2005).
When there are several party choices, MNL makpesssible to estimate the probability of choosing on
party relative to the other options. The resultef MNL models present coefficients for the comgpami
of each choice to a reference category. In oulyaisawe treat regional partisans as the reference
category. This means that the models for eaclomnegfiow how the independent variables affect the
likelihood of being a non-regional partisan or addpendent voter rather than a regional partidre
key assumption made by the MNL model is that tietikee odds of selecting between two alternative
parties or candidates is independent of the numibalternatives; this is known the independence of
irrelevant alternatives (l1A). Because this asstiompcan be violated in practice, some authors have
advocated multinomial probit, which does not imptieeIIA restriction. However, where the pool of
parties competing in elections is stable, as wag#se in Malawi during the 1990s, concerns about
violating the IIA assumption are minimized and Mi&n be used (Dow and Endersby, 2004).
Moreover, because multinomial probit can be prang number of potential problems which may be
difficult to detect, MNL is often preferable (se@Ww and Endersby, 2004).

Our main independent variables are regional tdeatifiers, non-regional tribe identifiers, and rabal
identifiers. In all specifications, non-tribal i&iers are the reference category, so all reslitaild be
interpreted relative to them. We also include;admistness checks, a dummy variable for the Ngadmd,
were coded in all regions as a regional tribe bay tre different from other regional tribes becanfse
their ubiquity in the country; and dummy variablesprominent regional tribes (the Tumbuka in the
north and the Yao in the south; because the Chad/&goni are the only regional tribes for the caintr
region, controlling for the Ngoni is equivalentdontrolling for the Chewa). If the identity hypetis
holds, we expect respondents who identify as mesneregional tribes to be more likely than evelon
else to support a regional party, and less like#intnon-regional tribe identifiers to support a-non
regional party. We also expect both kinds of frilantifiers to be less likely than non-tribal idiiers
to claim to be independent.

We also controlled for several additional facto@ass and education could matter for a number of
reasons. Early modernization theory held that ldgweent would free individuals from tribal
attachments (Lipset, 1959; Lerner, 1958), hencewght expect respondents with less education and
greater ties to the traditional rural economy tarime likely to conform to the regional census. ts

* we dropped a small number of respondents who giéad tdentities we could not place: Afrikaans dpera,
foreigners, Manyika, Nkhode, Chinyungwe, Oshiwanianderu, Totela, Damara, and Muchinkunda. Weestisp
most of these were foreign groups (eg. Mozambitiaimg in Malawi). There were only a few (1-5) @ach
category.
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other hand, Bates (1974) speculated that modeimizaicreased the attraction of ethnicity. Undes t
logic, perhaps it is the well-educated urban elit® generate the census. We might also exped tas
matter for more proximate political reasons: thetlsern based UDF has the support of the majority of
the business sector of the country as well as hizdlagence over the media (Wiseman 2000). We might
therefore expect better educated and informed satesupport it regardless of region. To test, this
include variables measuring education (Question®Lt®ether or not the respondent lives in a rurahar
(Question 122B), and informational sophisticatiaa fneasured by newspaper readership and radio
listening)® In addition to these, we tried a variety of ocatignal variable$. These were never
significant in any formulation so we dropped themour final regressions. Finally, we included gemd
(Question 125), as several studies have founddtbe a factor in explaining African voting behavio
(Wantchekon 2003; Bratton, Mattes, and Gyimah-B@ads).

In addition to these socioeconomic and demograialctors, we included a number of variables that
measured the respondent’s feelings about the retséshd government in general. A prominent line of
research (Downs, 1957; Fiorina, 1981; Gerber arebGr1998) identifies performance evaluations as
critical in shaping voting behavior. We thereforelude a performance measure in our models, ctded
if the respondent approves or strongly approvebepresident’s job performance in the past year, 0
otherwise(Question 66). As the president is a member ostheghern based UDF, we expect that
positive views of his performance should reducéoreg voting in the northern and central regions, b
increase regional voting in the south.

Finally, we included a dummy variable “presideninterested” if the respondent thinks the president
not at all interested or not very interested inwell well-being(Question 64); and an additional dummy
variable “government exclusive” if the responddrinks the government represents the interestsef on
group only rather than all Malawians (Question 88}hile there are many possible interpretations for
these variables, we believe they capture the ekbemhich the respondent feels the president and hi
government “care” about her, where “care” probabWyplves some sort of material connection.
Respondents in the north or central areas whacteelected to the UDF controlled government and
presidency and perceive themselves to be benadisiaf its largesse should be less likely to canftw
the regional voting pattern than respondents whbtfieconnected and excluded. The opposite should
hold for the south.

Our results are contained in Tables 3, 4, anddblel'3 shows the multinomial logit model for thetho
Looking first at the identity variables, the piaus clear: there is no evidence that identityngti
accounts for regional voting in this area of thardoy. The identity variables are insignificant &l

three dependent variables. Northerners who ideasfmembers of regional tribes are no more or less
likely than northerners who identify as non-regidniées or northerners who do not identify trilyedit

all to cross-over to a non-regional party or togmiom independence from partisan ties. This ie aise

of Tumbuka and Ngoni identifiers. Hence, pattevhsegional and tribal identification have no

® Following Miguel and Posner (2006), we recodedsfioa 113 (highest level of schooling achieved) imultiple
categories: no education, some primary educatiomapy completed, some secondary, secondary coethland
some post-secondary. The only variable that appetarmatter was no education, so we simplifiedfimad
specifications to include only this.

® For newspaper reading: question 42C. We recdusdda dummy variable “newspaper reader” if resgomdead
the newspaper once a day. For radio listeningstipre42A. We recoded this to a dummy variabl@iwdistener”
if the respondent got news from the radio every. day

" Question 118. Following Miguel and Posner (200@ recoded this into white collar, blue collaudsnt,
business, farmers and fisherman, and a generar‘otategory.
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discernable relationship with patterns of suppartrégional parties — a finding obviously at oddthw
the identity voting thesis.

Table 3: Multinomial Logit Model of Partisanship in the North

Independents Non-regional partisans
Regional tribe identifiers 0.762 0.712
(0.363) (0.227)
Non-regional tribe identifiers -0.042 0.877
(0.978) (0.335)
Tumbuka identifiers 0.193 -0.616
(0.798) (0.300)
Ngoni identifiers 0.584 -0.469
(0.602) (0.652)
No education -33.903 -1.786
(1.000) (0.109)
Rural -0.319 0.363
(0.710) (0.624)
Female 1.117 0.540
(0.060) (0.217)
Newspaper reader 0.856 1.408
(0.544) (0.153)
Radio listener -0.937 -0.238
(0.121) (0.613)
President’s performance 0.729 0.274
(0.358) (0.693)
President uninterested -0.951 -1.099
(0.189) (0.064)
Gov't exclusive -1.627* -0.093
(0.009) (0.873)
Constant 0.229 -0.389
(0.858) (0.727)
Observations 133 133
Pseudo R 15
p values in parentheses * significant at 5%; ** significaritat

Reference Category: Regional Partisans

So what does explain voting in the north? Althotlgh region remains poorly explained (at leasitre¢
to the other two), a few patterns are evident. r@lesome suggestion that education matters: the
coefficient on no education is negative and bomderignificant for non-regional partisans, indingt
that respondents with no education are more liteelye regional partisans than non-regional parsisan
More important are opinions about the inclusiveregsgovernment. Respondents who believe the
government represents the interest of one grotyerdhan all Malawians are more likely to be
independents than regional partisans. Quite plgssitese respondents feel excluded from the
government’s largesse, and this — not the extewhioh they identify with northern tribes — explsin
why they are regional partisahs.

8 We worried that the 1999 electoral alliance of AFDRith the MCP might be affecting our results (tgbwur
use of partisanship rather than vote choice shaitigate this), so we re-ran the specification esgion using
AFORD and MCP as the regional parties. As the number gfaedents in the non-regional category was very

@ Copyright Afrobarometer o]



Turning to the central region of the country (Tad)ewe find that several variables matter, inahgdi
those relating to identity. Identifying as Chewapftured here by the coefficient on regional tribe)
significantly reduced the probability of being adépendent or feeling close to a non-regional pdrty
contrast, identifying as Ngoni had the oppositedf{fdecreasing the probability of being a regional
partisan. These results very nicely confirm thentdy voting hypothesis: those who identify wittet
regional tribe, the Chewas, are much more likelganform to the regional voting patterns than those
who do not identify this way. The only resultttseems to contradict the identity hypothesis comge
non-regional identifiers: they appear less likelye independents than regional partisans. We mave
explanation for this, except that non-regional tdesrs may be a relatively small category in tleairal
area and therefore may be affected by outliers.

Table 4: Multinomial Logit Model of Partisanship in Central Region

Independents Non-regional Partisans
Regional tribe identifiers -0.883** -0.669*
(0.005) (0.028)
Non-regional tribe identifiers -2.836** -0.036
(0.007) (0.933)
Ngoni identifiers 1.298* 1.428**
(0.015) (0.005)
No education 0.155 -0.057
(0.660) (0.873)
Rural 0.448 0.265
(0.298) (0.475)
Female -0.180 -0.466
(0.521) (0.076)
Newspaper reader 0.086 0.216
(0.903) (0.715)
Radio listener 0.545 0.450
(0.072) (0.118)
President’s performance 0.762* 1.697*
(0.028) (0.000)
President uninterested -0.762* -1.192**
(0.025) (0.000)
Gov't exclusive -1.317** -0.914**
(0.000) (0.002)
Constant -0.254 -0.249
(0.665) (0.644)
Observations 467 467
Pseudo R 21
p values in parentheses * significant at 5%; ** significaritat

Reference Category: Regional Partisans

small, we used a simple logit model where the déeetvariable was support for a regional partye Tdsults are
very similar and contained in Appendix 1.
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We find no support for modernization variableshia tentral region, but views of the president and
government clearly matter. Respondents who giegtksident positive overall ratings are more Yikel
be independents and non-regional partisans. éuntbre, respondents who believe the government is
exclusive and the president does not care abonit #ne less likely to be independents or non-rediona
partisans (more likely to be regional partisans).

In order to unpack the substantive impact of thes@bles, we used Clarify (King, Tomz, and
Wittenberg 2000) to generate predicted valuesudppsrting a regional party for eight different
scenarios, ranging from the best case scenaribhéagoverning UDF to the worst case scenario @r th
strongest conditions for regional partisanshiphede are contained in Table 5. The best caserszéna
in the top left corner of the table: here respotslbave positive ratings of the president and
government’s performance and believe he is intedast their well-being and his government is
inclusive. We calculated the probability of sugpw a regional party under these conditions foeWs
and Ngoni identifiers. As expected, Ngoni ideati§i are less likely than Chewa identifiers to supao
regional party. However, even Chewa identifieesraot very likely to be regional partisans undessth
conditions (about twenty percent would be).

Table 5: Simulated Probabilities (with 95 Percent ©nfidence Intervals) for Central Region

President Cares, President Does Not Care,
Government is Inclusive Government is Exclusive
Chewa Identifier Ngoni Identifier =~ Chewa IdentifierNgoni Identifier
Approve of President’s Performance .20 .03 .66 .20
(.13, .29) (.01, .07) (.49, .80) (.06, .43)
Do Not Approve of President’s .48 A1 .88 46
Performance (.31, .65) (.04, .24) (.81, .92) (.20, .71)

The worst case scenario for the government isarbtittom right corner of the table, where respotelen
had negative views of the president and governragarfformance and felt marginalized by him and the
government. Chewa identifiers are more likely thigioni identifiers to support a regional party, as
expected. However, in these conditions, nearlfydfahe Ngoni supporters would also support the
regional party. Hence, while patterns of idensifion matter, they are far from overwhelming. Also
interesting to note: as conditions deterioratentite matters more. The difference between Chamd
Ngoni identifiers when everything is going welltkeft) is less than twenty percentage points. &Vhe
things are going poorly (lower right), it is overty percentage points. Thus, when people feaisale
with the president’s performance and feel caredjothe government, identity has less impact on
partisanship.

Turning at last to the southern region (Table & ,again find little support for the identity varies.
Southerners who identify with one of the regiomiddes are no more or less likely to feel closent t
regional party (the UDF), or to support a non-regigoarty, or claim to be independent, than soutrar
who identify with a non-regional tribe or southaseho do not identify tribally at all. Patternis o
identification appear to have no discernable impacgpartisanship.
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Table 6: Multinomial Logit Model of Partisanship $outhern Region

Independents Non-regional Partisans
Regional tribe identifiers 0.235 -0.039
(0.423) (0.917)
Non-regional tribe identifiers -0.499 -0.332
(0.616) (0.727)
Yao identifiers -0.475 -0.210
(0.378) (0.776)
Chewa identifiers 0.324 0.487
(0.763) (0.634)
No education -0.419 -0.244
(0.413) (0.681)
Rural -0.666* 0.480
(0.035) (0.265)
Female -0.061 0.272
(0.817) (0.409)
Newspaper reader 1.184* 1.111
(0.004) (0.057)
Radio listener -0.082 -0.074
(0.785) (0.835)
President’s performance 0.208 -1.954**
(0.669) (0.000)
President uninterested 1.448** 1.514**
(0.000) (0.000)
Gov't exclusive 0.520 1.440*
(0.122) (0.000)
Constant -1.679* -1.637*
(0.007) (0.015)
Observations 525 525
Pseudo R 22
p values in parentheses * significant at 5%; ** significatrt%

Reference Category: Regional Partisans

In contrast, the modernization variables do emasgenportant. Living in a rural area decreases the
chances that a respondent will be independena(kesgional partisan), whereas reading newspapers
increases them. Hence, well-informed, literatbaunites are the likely independents of the soéiso
important are perceptions about performance: pesitiews about the overall performance of the
president (a member of the southern based UDFedserthe chances that a respondent will be a non-
regional partisan, while increasing her chancdseaig a regional partisan. Finally, mirroring résin
other areas of the country, respondents who betlev@resident is uninterested in their welfareless
likely to feel close to the regional UDF and madkely to feel close to a non-regional party or togaim
independence. Similarly, respondents who belibeggbvernment is exclusive are more likely to be-no
regional partisans than regional ones (althougéréstingly, the same is not true of independents).

To briefly summarize our results to this point, fivel support for the identity hypothesis in oneioegof

the country, the central region, especially amorggtrs who have negative impressions of the
government. We also find scattered evidence inrfaf various modernization variables, which overal
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suggest that less educated, less literate, anihlfessied voters tend to be regional partisansr Ou
strongest evidence, however, comes for attitudeatahe president and government: the respondent’s
assessment of the president’s performance anés#pemdent’s beliefs about how much the president
cares about her and whether or not the governmeéntlusive. Some combination of these variables
matters for all regions of the country, and aties of them is significant in five out of six afir
specifications. In contrast, the identity variabfeattered in just two regressions, both in theraén
region.

Given the importance of attitudes about the pregidad government in our individual level regressio
we decided to look at the regional distributionshefse variables (Table 7). Table 7 reveals a very
consistent pattern. Respondents in the north bgdtive opinions about the president’s performaamok
believed he did not care about them. They alsde@iio believe the government looked out for the
interests of only one group of Malawians, not thele country. In contrast, respondents in thetsout
had positive views of the president’s performanue lzelieved he cared about them. They also believe
the government was inclusive. Hence, the norththedouth diverged significantly in how they vielve
the president and whether or not they felt incluihelis circle of beneficiaries. The central regisas
somewhere in between: they were a bit more poditiga negative, but nowhere near as positive as the
south. In sum, views of the president and govemrmavhich we now know are powerful predictors of
regional partisanship at the individual levedre not randomly distributeith Malawi. Rather, they
diverge significantly by region, mirroring overghtterns of partisanship as well as vote choice.
Malawi's regional census therefore appears roatgmblitical variables, not purely social ones.

Table 7: Region and Attitudes about President and Gvernment (Percentages)

Approves of Believes President is Believes Governmer
President’s Interested in is Inclusive
Performance Respondent’s Well-
being
Northern Region 16 22 24
Central Region 54 57 64
Southern Region 84 83 78

Conclusion

We set out in this paper to evaluate the extenttich identity voting accounts for the regional sesiin
Malawi. Our goal was not to wholly reject or acctps hypothesis, but to explore where and when it
might explain regional affiliations. We found radsupport for identity voting in one of the cowyrgr
three regions: in the central part of the countiglividuals who identify with the regionally dominia
Chewa tribe were more likely to be regional partssand less likely to be non-regional partisana tha
individuals who identified with other tribes or didt identify tribally at all. This appeared to be
especially true of respondents who already heldwilaws about the president and government. In
contrast, we found no support for the identity Hyaesis in the northern and southern areas of thetoo
— ironically the regions where regional voting aadional partisanship are most entrenched. Hence,
identity voting helps explain the behavior of sovogers some of the time, but cannot account for the
overall regional census pattern. It is beyondsttepe of this paper to explain why residents oftctaral
region of Malawi engage in identity voting wherdlagse in the north and the south do not, but weldvou
speculate that the answer probably lies in the pasing the lengthy rule of Hastings Banda. While
power, Banda and the MCP favored Chewas and theateggion, directing disproportionate patronage
funds in their direction. Perhaps those individuaho most benefited from Banda’s largesse cante bot
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to identify in tribal terms (as Chewas) and to fatrong bonds of partisanship with the MCP.
Individuals left out of patronage networks wereslikely to identify as Chewas and also less likelpe
hardcore MCP partisans. If true, this would suggmtification does not drive partisanship. Rath
both identification and partisanship are shapegdiyical factors like patronage. We hope thatifat
work can further explore this conjecture.

In addition to evaluating the identity hypothesi®, sought to evaluate the extent to which otheatéas

— specifically those relating to modernization attitudes about the president and government —tmigh
help explain the census. We found suggestive stufggovarious modernization variables. Althougle t
effects were uneven and manifested themselvegelifly across regions (sometimes working through
education, sometimes through media exposure) wheab picture that emerged was that less educated,
less literate, and less informed voters were mkedylto support regional parties.

Far more systematic, however, were our result@iméng to attitudes about the president and
government. Across all regions of the country leations of the president’s performance, beliefsutb
his level of concern in the respondent’s well bemgviews on the inclusiveness of the governmeuit h
strong impacts on partisanship. Where respondevdasded the president positive evaluations, beatieve
he cared about them, and thought his governmehétbafter the interests of all Malawians, they were
far more likely to support his party (the UDF). the north and center, positive views of the prsicdnd
government translated into a breakdown of regipaafisanship. In the south, home of the presidadt
ruling UDF, they strengthened regional partisansHipus, unlike the identity variables, evaluatiofs
the president and government exert a systematipawdrful influence on partisanshiproughout
Malawi. Furthermore, attitudes about the presidet government are not randomly distributed:
northerners are far more likely to hold negativemg than southerners, with residents of the central
region somewhere in between.

If we want to account for Malawi’s regional censwg, need to explain first and foremost why people
who live in the north feel so negatively about glowernment’s performance and why they believe that
the southern-based president is not interestetkin well-being and find his government exclusignar
Quite possibly, these views are rooted in a pattépatronage and support for some regions and not
others. If so, then the regional census in Malaag much less to do with identity, and far morddo
with politics, both past and present.
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