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1 Introduction

A review of the burgeoning literature on participatory policy processes reveals that

scholars typically focus on the involvement of stakeholder organizations and

interest groups as a prerequisite of efficient development policies and ignore the

role of voters and elections (World Bank 2011). This situation is at odds with

political theory, which interprets electoral competition as a fundamental democratic

mechanism for guaranteeing that governmental policies reflect society’s interests.
A theoretical justification for neglecting electoral competition and the role of the

voter can be found in Becker’s seminal contribution to political economy theory,

which focuses on interest group competition based on the assumption that voters’
electoral choices are completely controlled by interest groups e.g., via campaign

spending. Another micro-political foundation for the neglect of voters can be

derived from socio-structural theories of voting, i.e., following the theory of

Lazarsfeld et al. (1968) or Lipset and Rokkan (1967), voters’ electoral choices
are completely determined by their social classes; hence, electoral competition does

not imply any incentives for elected politicians to perform (i.e., to serve the needs

and desires of their electorate). For example, following a socio-structural theory of

voting, most scholars of African politics agree that ethnic voting dominates vote

choice in multiethnic and nascent African democracies (Horowitz 1985; Bratton

et al. 2011; Hoffman and Long 2013).

However, interesting work addressing the impact of voter behavior on govern-

mental performance was recently published in political economy theory (e.g.,

Keefer and Khemani 2005; Bardhan and Mookherjee 2002). According to this
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theory, electoral competition is often restricted in reality, leading to biased policy

outcomes. In general, policy biases result from two major mechanisms: government

capture and a lack of government accountability. The latter mechanism corresponds

to a lack of sufficient electoral incentives for elected politicians to implement

policies that benefit their constituencies; instead, politicians serve their self-

interests. The former mechanism corresponds to the bias of electoral competition

in favor of special interests. The application of an extended Baron-Grossman and

Helpman (1996) model demonstrates that imperfect government performance in

terms of government capture results if one assumes that voters apply different

mechanisms to choose between political parties or candidates based on their level

of information on politics. In particular, while informed voter base their vote

choices directly on observed party platforms or on observed policy outcomes,

e.g., economic well-being observed under a specific governmental policy,

uninformed voters base their vote choices on non-policy factors, e.g., on socioeco-

nomic characteristics like ethnicity, regional origin, or social class or rely on

performance evaluation communicated by mass media or other social peer groups.

Hence, politicians seeking for reelection have significantly different incentives to

serve the interest of their electorate depending on the share of informed and

uninformed voters. Thus, to the extent that the share of informed voters varies

across social groups, governmental policy is biased in favor of more informed voter

groups. However, although existing theoretical work convincingly emphasize the

impact of voter behavior on governmental performance, central conclusions rest on

the assumption that people apply different mechanisms to evaluate different parties

and candidates running for elections, while a comprehensive empirical analyses

that explicitly measure voter behavior to test these assumptions have not yet been

performed. Hence, Bardhan and Mookherjee accurately conclude that future work

is needed to test their assumptions with respect to voter behavior. On the other hand

inspired by the Michigan School (Campbell et al. 1960) as well as the Columbia-

School (Lazarsfeld et al. 1968) nowadays a large body of empirical voter studies

exists that analyzes the relative importance of different voting motives for specific

voter groups, e.g. policy-oriented voting (e.g., Downs 1957a, b; Enelow and Hinich

1984), non-policy oriented voting (Miller and Shanks 1996), as well as retrospec-

tive voting (Fiorina 1981). However, these empirical voter studies do not yet relate

identified difference in voter behavior with induced governmental performance.

This paper integrates existing political economy approaches that explain the

impact of voter behavior on government performance and advanced empirical voter

studies that focus on voter behavior to derive theoretical hypotheses that will be

empirically tested by estimating a probabilistic voter model. In particular, we

provide a theory that relates the relative importance of different voting motives

for different social voter groups to induced electoral incentives for politicians and

subsequently to government performance. Based on our theoretical model, we

derive indices of government accountability and capture that are defined in political

equilibrium and measure the government’s incentives to implement policies that

serve pure self-interest or special interests at the expense of the general public.
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In the empirical part of the paper, we estimate a probabilistic voting model by

applying a mixed conditional logit (MCL) approach using Afrobarometer data for

Malawi. Based on the estimated model, we calculate theoretically derived indices

of government accountability and capture. Moreover, we derive indices that mea-

sure the relative importance of different policy- and non-policy-oriented voting

motives for a number of socioeconomic groups. Further, we evaluate the relation-

ship between the relative importance of different voting motives and government

performance (i.e., accountability and capture).

2 Related Literature

The role of the voter in African politics has been addressed by two strands of

literature: theoretical analyses of the impact of voter behavior on government

performance and empirical studies on voter behavior, respectively. Regarding the

former strand of theoretical literature Keefer and Khemani (2005) and Bardhan and

Mookherjee (2002) focus on the voter’s role to explain the redistribution gap from

the wealthy to the poor. These authors identify three aspects that support political

market imperfections: (a) asymmetric voter information, (b) social polarization and

(c) missing accountability of political actors. The basic theory that explains

distorted electoral competition by citing imperfectly and asymmetrically informed

voters is based on Baron (1994) and Grossman and Helpman (1996). Baron (1994)

distinguishes between informed and uninformed voters. Informed voters vote in a

policy-oriented manner, and uninformed voters rely heavily on non-policy indica-

tors (e.g., party loyalty, ethnicity or perceived competence) to evaluate parties.

Accordingly, the votes of uniformed voters can be influenced by campaign expen-

ditures that are unrelated to political decisions. Particularly in developing countries,

people are only coarsely informed about policies. This lack of detailed knowledge

occurs due to illiteracy, limited mobility, restricted media access and a number of

other factors. Without information, people are unable to adequately assess politi-

cians based on their political performance; instead, they use proxies to assess

politicians. These proxies are typically easily observable policies or previously

existing party loyalties. Khemani (2004) finds that policy actions that are easily

observable increase the closer a country moves to Election Day. The influence of

party loyalties is described by Bardhan and Mookherjee (2002), who assume that a

higher level of voter loyalty reduces electoral competition, increasing capture and

decreasing government accountability. As a consequence, Mani and Mukand

(2002) demonstrate that politicians who maximize their political support have

strong incentives to focus on targeted and visible policies at the cost of broad social

services. First, this situation occurs because only a small number of voters have

enough specific and substantial information to evaluate whether policies have

actually contributed to better quality services. Second, measurable benefits may

not emerge until several years after a policy has been implemented, which increases

voters’ difficulties in rewarding or punishing politicians within a particular policy
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cycle. Third, providing service jobs or building roads and buildings can be easily

targeted to the politicians’ own constituencies; thus, these policies are highly visible
for even poorly informed voters. Gazdar (2000), the World Bank (1998, 2001), and

Keefer (2002b) provide empirical evidence for this phenomenon. Another line of

evidence for the importance of information for voter behavior and induced govern-

mental performance comes from the literature on electoral cycles in fiscal and

monetary policies. Cross-country analyses indicate that electoral cycles in mone-

tary and fiscal policies are significantly larger in developing countries (Block 2002;

Schuknecht 2000; Shi and Svensson 2000). Schuknecht (2000) and Shi and

Svensson (2000) establish a direct link between electoral budget cycles and the

limited availability of information to voters, with the latter factor being measured

via access to free media. Analogously, Besley and Burgess (2003) demonstrate that

state governments in India respond to declines in food production and to crop flood

damage by increasing public food distribution and calamity relief spending in

locations that have greater newspaper circulation. Thus, external interventions,

such as information campaigns by civic society organizations, may be useful in

promoting the diffusion of information that is needed for political accountability,

particularly in poorer countries. Further, in line with the Columbia-School of voting

(Lazarsfeld et al. 1968) Keefer and Khemani highlight social polarization as

another mechanism by which voter behavior impacts governmental performance.

Interpreting social polarization as expressive or instrumental voting, a dominance

of non-policy voting based on ethnicity or social class might also explain why in

many developing countries, where the population is divided into heterogeneous

groups, suboptimal policies continue to be executed. However, to the best of our

knowledge, a comprehensive empirical test of these hypotheses based on voter

survey studies is not currently available in the literature. Keefer and Khemani

highlighted a third imperfection of political markets that corresponds to the inabil-

ity of politicians to make credible promises in elections. Persson and Tabellini

(2000) demonstrate that when pre-election premises are not credible, elections

become less effective as instruments for holding politicians accountable. When

retrospective voting is more important (i.e., the more voters base their votes on their

own economic welfare that was realized when a party was in government), politi-

cians’ incentives c.p. to implement policies that serve the interests of their elector-

ate are higher. Of course, the more elected politicians discount future benefits from

being reelected, the lower is the impact of retrospective voting on accountability. In

this context, the existence of stable political parties is highlighted as an institutional

environment that decreases political discount factors, as stable political parties

correspond to an organizational commitment device for honoring future benefits

from reelection. Keefer (2002a) demonstrates that in countries where political

parties are weak or not established, politicians tend to make credible promises

only to voters with whom they have built a personal reputation. Such ties emerge

most clearly as the patron-client relationship that is identified with politics in

developing countries by a large body of literature. Several studies provided empir-

ical evidence for clientelistic policies (e.g., Glewwe and Jacoby 1994; Sanmartin

2001; Glaeser and Shleifer 2002).
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Overall, interesting theoretical work has been published concerning the impact

of voter behavior on government performance, where the theoretical hypotheses of

Keefer and Khemani and Bardhan and Mookherjee relate directly to empirical

hypotheses on voter behavior, In particular, limited information induces voters to

rely less on policy indicators (i.e., policy-oriented voting) and more on non-policy

indicators that are based on ethnic, religious, social or political characteristics

(i.e. party identity), party competence based on perceived performance (i.e.,

approval voting), or based on observed economic performance (i.e., retrospective
or economic voting). In particular, an assessment of the relative importance of

different voting motives for different social groups and of the corresponding

implications for government performance is of interest. However, although some

empirical evidence concerning the impact of voter behavior on government perfor-

mance is available, a comprehensive micro-politically founded empirical confir-

mation of central theoretical hypotheses has not yet been provided. Hence, Bardhan

and Mookherjee (2002, p. 38) accurately say: “We conclude by stressing the need

for empirical research. Are local governments more subject to capture? What are

the determinants of absolute and relative capture? Are assumptions and implica-

tions of our model validated by data? Perceptions of capture by voters may perhaps

be elicited from careful design of voter surveys.”

As mentioned above, there exists a second strand of literature focusing on

empirical studies of voter behavior. Especially, a large body of empirical voter

studies analyzed African voters (For example, see the literature overview of

Hoffman and Long 2013; Ferree and Horowitz 2010 or Bratton et al. 2011). But

these empirical voter studies mainly focus on the relative importance of different

non-policy factors, e.g. ethnicity and regional origin, in determining African vote

choices, while these studies do not relate different voting motives with induced

government performance (Ferree and Horowitz 2010; Bratton et al. 2011; Hoffman

and Long 2013). At the methodological level, the majority of the empirical African

voter studies apply socio-structural theories (e.g., the theory of Lazarfeld et al. 1968

or Lipset and Rokkan 1967) or social psychological theories of voter behavior

(Campbell et al. 1960). Hoffman and Long (2013) published one of the few studies

of voter behavior in Africa to mention the importance of policy issues and the

spatial theory of voting (Downs 1957a, b as well as Enelow and Hinich 1984).

However, although these authors mention the relevance of policy distances as

variables of party choices, they fail to include these factors in their empirical

model (see Hoffman and Long 2013). The neglect of policy-oriented voting in

African election studies is surprising since spatial theory of voting (Enelow and

Hinich 1984) has become the workhorse model of election studies in industrialized

countries (Adams et al. 2005).

Moreover, the few existing African voter studies that explicitly consider differ-

ent voter motives (e.g., economic versus ethnic voting or approval voting) only

provide a test of statistical significance without providing a measure of the relative

importance of different voting motives. One notable exception is the study by

Bratton et al. (2011), who computed the marginal effects of different indicators

of ethnic and economic voting. In particular, Bratton et al. (2011) provide empirical
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evidence from a cross-country panel analysis that includes 16 African countries that

in addition to ethnic identification, voters’ perception of the economic development

achieved under the government is a particularly important determinant of voters’
electoral choices.

In this context, this paper contributes to the literature by closing existing

research gaps, i.e. we combine the theoretical work on voter behavior and govern-

ment performance with the existing empirical work on voter behavior. In particular,

we apply a Baron-Grossman-Helpman model (BGH) as a theoretical framework to

derive theoretically founded indices that measure government accountability and

capture. At methodological level to combine the original BGH-model with empir-

ical voter studies we need to extend the former via applying the more general Local

Nash equilibrium concept to the electoral equilibrium as suggested by Schofield

(2007). Further, based on our theoretical framework, we derive indices that measure

the relative importance of different policy and non-policy voting motives. Finally,

we apply our theory empirically by using data from the Afrobarometer voter survey

in Malawi in 2008 to estimate a probabilistic voter model that includes different

voter motives.

3 The Model

3.1 The Voters

Following the literature on the theory of voting, we assume that people vote for

different parties based on the utility a voter ascribes to the different parties. Let

v2NV denote the index of an individual voter, NV denote the set of voters and n is

the total number of voters. Further, let NP denote the set of political parties that run

for election, where k2NP denotes the index of an individual party and p is the total

number of parties. Then each voter can be described by a vector vv¼ {vvk , . . , vvp),
where it holds:

vvk ¼ Vvk þ εvk ð1Þ

Here, Vvk denotes the observable utility that voter v associates with party k, and
the terms εvk are the stochastic errors. Following the literature, we assume that each

εvk is drawn from the same probability distribution. The cumulative distribution of

the errors is denoted as Ψ. Because of the stochastic assumption, voter behavior is

modeled by a probability vector, where the probability that a voter v votes for party
k is:

Pvk ¼ Pr Vvk � Vvl; for all l 6¼ k½ � ¼ Fv
k vvð Þ ð2Þ

The expected vote share of a party k results as:
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Sk ¼ 1

n

X
v

Pvk ð3Þ

Pr[] stands for the probability operator associated with Ψ; this probability is a

function of the vector of observable utilities that voters associate with the different

parties. The specific function F depends on the assumed distribution Ψ. In this

regard, different distributions are assumed in the literature, implying different voter

models. For example, many theoretical studies assume a uniform distribution in a

two-party setup, as these assumptions facilitate formal analyses (for example, see

Grossman and Helpman 1996; Bardhan and Mookherjee 2006 or Persson and

Tabellini 2000). However, the workhorse model that is applied in empirical voter

studies corresponds to the logit model, assuming an extreme value distribution for

Ψ. In particular, assuming that each εvk is independent and identically extreme

value-distributed allows the derivation of an analytical form for Fv
k vvð Þ (McFadden

1974):

Pvk ¼ Fv
k vvð Þ ¼ eVvkP

l2NPeVVl
ð4Þ

Following the voter theory, the utility that a voter v associates with a party

k incorporates different components (i.e., a valence (VNP), a retrospective (VR), and

a policy-oriented (VP) component):

Vvk ¼ βvV
P
vk þ δvV

R
vk þ αvV

NP
vk , ð5Þ

where β, δ and α are the relative weights of the different utility components. In a

perfect political world, electoral competition would be based on the policy plat-

forms, say γA and γB, suggested by candidates A and B, respectively. Voters would

evaluate candidates based on their policy platform (i.e., voters would transform

policy platforms into their individual welfare according to the political technology,

T(Z, γ),1 and vote for the candidate whose policy platform implies their highest

utility). Hence, in a perfect world, vote choice is only based on the policy-oriented

componentVP
vk γkð Þ. The motive of policy-oriented voting goes back to the classic

voting theory created by Davis et al. (1970) and Enelow and Hinich (1984). The

spatial voting model formulates voter’s utility as a loss function of the weighted

distance between a voter’s own ideal point xdv on a specific policy dimension d and
the position taken by a party k , γdk.

1See Chapter “A Network Based Approach to Evaluate Participatory Policy Processes: An

Application to CAADP in Malawi” in this book for the definition of the political technology T
(Z, γ).
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VP
vk ¼

X
d

βd γdk � xdvð Þ2 ð6Þ

However, because in the real world, the transformation of policies into welfare is

rather complex, the calculation of expected utility is also rather complex from the

viewpoint of individual voters. Hence, voters apply simple heuristics to estimate

their expected utility. Basically, voters apply different types of policy and

non-policy indicators to estimate the future utility they expect assuming a candidate

is elected. Non-policy oriented indicators correspond to the concept of valence

(Schofield 2007), which holds that based on specific characteristics z, such as

appearance, charisma, occupation and ethnicity, voters perceive a specific compe-

tence or popularity of candidates and parties. Moreover, following Grossman and

Helpman (1996), we also assume that voters are at least partially swayed by the

relative campaign spending of different parties. This effect may reflect the influence

of election advertisements or other efforts made to mobilize support (e.g., election

rallies, door-to-door visits by campaign workers, etc.):

VNP
vk ðz, cÞ ¼

X
I

αvkIzI þ
X
l

αL
vklCl, ð7Þ

where Cl denotes the campaign spending of party l and c is the vector of campaign

spending of all parties. Parties collect campaign funds from different sources.

According to Magee et al. (1989) or Grossman and Helpman (1996), organized

interest groups have incentives to provide resources to parties for campaign spend-

ing. However, Magee et al. (1989) assume that campaign spending by interest

groups is mainly governed by electoral motives, while Grossman and Helpman

highlight the influence motive of interest groups (i.e., interest groups provide

resources to parties expecting that in exchange, parties will adapt their platforms

to the ideal points of the interest groups). In addition to campaign spending by

special interest groups, especially in developing countries international donor

organizations also provide financial resources to politicians (e.g., via development

aid). Development aid is often granted conditional on the implementation of

specific policies (Dollar and Easterly 1999). Moreover, financial aid gives national

politicians some leeway to generate benefits for their electorate. Thus, from the

viewpoint of national politicians, development aid is similar to campaign spending.

Therefore, we formally include development aid in Ck, although we are aware that

campaign spending by national interest groups and development aid are fundamen-

tally different in many other respects.

A third set of indicators corresponds to the concept of retrospective voting

(Fiorina 1981; Katz and Katz 2009) (i.e., voters use observable welfare indicators

Z r
v , such as income growth or other well-being indicators realized in the incum-

bent’s last election period, to update their evaluation of the incumbent’s compe-

tence and popularity). From the viewpoint of the incumbent party, the welfare

indicator is determined by implemented policies, Z r
v ¼ zvr γð Þ. Hence, the retrospec-

tive component of voters’ perceived utility is also a function of governmental
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policy,VR
vk zvr γGð Þð Þ, where γG indicates the governmental policy. Assuming a linear

approximation for VR implies:

VR
vk

�
Z r
v ðγGÞ

�
¼
X
r

δvkrZ
r
v ðγGÞ ð8Þ

Please note that following the empirical voting literature, we assume that

perceived economic performance has an impact not only on voters’ evaluations of
governmental parties but also on all other nongovernmental parties.

3.2 Parties and the Government

Parties choose their policy platform, γk, to maximize their representation in the

legislature. Based on this objective, a party chooses its policy platforms to maxi-

mize its vote share, Sk. Due to voter behavior, parties choose their policy platforms

recognizing that their policy endorsements will affect their popularity among voters

in different ways. First, voters evaluate party platforms based on their policy-

oriented utility component (i.e., voters compare party positions on different policy

dimensions to their own ideal points; the closer a party’s platform to a voter’s ideal
point, the more she adores this party). Second, parties choose their platforms while

considering organized interest groups, which vary their support contributions to a

party according to the position a party takes. The parties know that any contribu-

tions they collect from interest groups can be used to finance campaign activities.

Following Grossman and Helpman (1996) and Bardhan and Mookherjee (2006), we

assume that in political equilibrium, interest groups donate locally truthful cam-

paign contribution schedules to parties (i.e., the total contributions collected by a

party k correspond to a weighted sum of interest group welfare):

Ck ¼
X
J

ρJkWJ γkð Þ ð9Þ

whereWJ(γk) denotes the average per capita welfare of an individual member of the

interest group J and ρJk denotes the weight of interest group J. Please note that the
sum of the interest group weights is generally lower than one (see Grossman and

Helpman 1996).2 Moreover, we formally treat international donor organizations as

2Please note that compared to Grossman and Helpman (1996), our set-up is more general (i.e., we

allow for more than two parties and allow the assumption of a non-uniform distribution for Ψ).
Therefore, the equilibrium results of Grossman and Helpman (GH) do not directly apply to our

more general setup. However, at this stage, we do not prove that the essential results of GH also

hold for our more general set-up but instead assume this point exogenously. We leave a rigorous

proof of this assumption for future work.
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interest groups (i.e., the amount of financial aid provided by these organizations

corresponds to their intrinsic policy preferences, Wj(γ), with j ¼ donor).

After rearrangement the share equation results in:

Sk ¼ 1

n

X
v

Pvk ¼ 1

n

X
v

Fv
k γkð Þ ð10Þ

Finally, parties have also intrinsic policy preferences (i.e., we understand poli-

ticians not as pure office-seeking agents who maximize their political support Sk but
also as parties with intrinsic policy preferences). Let uk(γk) denote the intrinsic

policy preferences of party k. Then the total utility of a party results as:

Uk ¼ Sk γkð Þ þ ϑkuk γkð Þ ð11Þ

ϑk is a party-specific weight that reflects the relative importance of rents received

from political office versus the intrinsic utility derived from a policy. Accordingly,

the policy platform chosen by a governmental party k¼G to maximize its total

utility derived from political support and its intrinsic political utility results from

the following first-order condition:

∂UG

∂γG
¼ ∂SG

∂γG
þ ∂uG

∂γG

¼
X
v2NV

X
k

∂Fv
G

∂Vvk
βv

∂VP
vk

∂γG
þ δv

∂VR
vk

∂γG
þ αvα

L
vGk

X
J

ρkJ
∂WJ

∂γG

 !

þ ϑk
∂uG
∂γG

¼ 0 ð12Þ

Rearrangement implies:

∂UG

∂γG
¼ βG

∂VP
G

∂γG
þ δG

∂Z r
G

∂γG
þ αG

∂WG

∂γG
þ ϑG

∂uG
∂γG

¼ 0 ð13Þ

where it holds:

βG ¼
X
v2NV

Fv
GGβv; δG ¼

X
v2NV

δG
X
k

Fv
Gkδvkr

�����
�����; αG

¼
X
J

ρJG
X
v2NV

αv
X
k

Fv
Gkα

L
vGk

�����
����� ð14Þ
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∂VPV
G

∂γG
¼
X
v

Fv
GGβv
βG

∂VPV
vG

∂γG
;
∂ZR

G

∂γG
¼
X
v

δv
P

kF
v
Gkδvkr

δG

∂Z r
v

∂γG
;
∂WG

∂γG

¼
X
J

ρJGP
HρHG

∂WJ

∂γG
ð15Þ

Fv
Gk ¼

∂Fv
G

∂Vvk
ð16Þ

It follows from Eq. (13) that the optimal policy platform chosen by a govern-

mental party G, given the platforms of all other parties, satisfies the necessary

condition for maximizing a weighted sum of the average welfare of voters, the

aggregated welfare of all interest group members and the intrinsic policy prefer-

ences of a party.

3.3 Political Equilibrium

Following Schofield (2001), we apply the concept of Local Nash Equilibrium

(LNE); a strategy vector γ*¼[γ*1,. . .,γ*p] 2 Γ is a local weak (strict) Nash

equilibrium of the profile function S :Γ!R if, for each party k, there exists a

neighborhood Γk of γ∗k in Γ such that:

Sk γ∗k ; γ
∗
�k

� � � Sk γk; γ
∗
�k

� �
for allγk 2 Γk ð17Þ

The LNE is strict (LSNE) if the inequality holds strictly; otherwise, it is a weak

LNE. As Schofield demonstrates nicely, assuming an extreme value distribution for

Ψ implies that the first-order condition in Eq. (13) is a necessary but not sufficient

condition for an LNE. In particular, second-order conditions must be fulfilled to

guarantee that a strategy vector γ is an LSNE.

However, in contrast to our approach, Schofield incorporated neither lobbying

behavior nor retrospective voting.

3.4 Voter Behavior and Government Performance

Before we present our empirical estimations, we derive indices that describe the

implications of voter behavior for government performance. As described in the

introduction, according to the relevant literature (e.g., Keefer and Khemani 2005

and Bardhan and Mookherjee 2002), less electoral competition implies incentives

for the government to implement policies that do not correspond to the needs and

desires of the majority of society (i.e., government performance is c.p. lower).

Given our derivations above, the more c.p. voters rely on non-policy indicators
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when evaluating parties, the less a political support-maximizing government con-

siders voters’ preferred policy position when it formulates governmental policies.

Formally, the larger the α-parameter in relation to the β—and δ -parameters, the

more voters base their vote choice on non-policy factors; thus, more electoral

competition implies that the government orients its policy towards organized

interest groups and ignores voters. Accordingly, we define an index of governmen-

tal accountability (GA) vis-a-vis the voter as the following relation:

GA1 ¼ βG þ δG
αG þ βG þ δG

ð18Þ

While GA1 measures the relative accountability of the government vis-a-vis the

voter, a low value for GA1 does not necessarily imply that the government is not

accountable to society because a high α-value only implies that the electoral

outcome is significantly driven by campaign spending. Thus, as long as campaign

funds are generated primarily by national interest groups, elected politicians might

still have strong incentives to represent society’s interests, as organized interest

groups are constituted by members of society. Only if campaign spending is derived

primarily from other organizations (e.g., international donors) does a high α-value
imply low government accountability. This effect occurs because international donor

organizations do not represent society members. In many cases, donor organizations

act in the interest of a specific society group, but from a society perspective,

donor-driven policies are at best derived from imposed welfare functions.

Further, as demonstrated by Eq. (13), the larger ϑG is in relation to the sum

(αG+ βG+ δG), the larger is c.p. the incentive of the government to pursue its self-

interest. Hence, we derive GA2 as a second index of government accountability:

GA2 ¼ ϑG
αG þ βG þ δG

ð19Þ

A third intuitively conceivable measure of government accountability corre-

sponds to the incentive for the government to diverge from the policy outcome that

results from a perfect electoral competition. Following Schofield (2007), we define

the electoral center (γ∗∗) as the policy position that maximizes the electoral support

of the government, assuming that no lobbying influence occurs and that the

government is solely office-seeking (i.e., the government derives no own intrinsic

utility from policies) (i.e., ϑG¼ 0). Thus, it holds:

γ∗∗ ¼ argmax
X
v

wvV
P
v γð Þ ð20Þ

wv denotes the political weight of a voter v and is defined below in Eq. (24). Given

the definition of the electoral center, a straightforward measure of government

accountability corresponds to the change of party platform a government can

make in comparison to the electoral center without losing the elections, as follows:
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Δγ ¼ argmax Δγ
0
βΔγ

l m
ð21Þ

s.t.:

S Δγ þ γ∗∗ð Þ � 0:5 ð22Þ

β denotes the vector of the normalized weights of the different policy dimensions

taken as the average across all voters. Expressing Δγ as a percentage of γ∗∗

indicates the leeway of the government to select a policy that pursues its own

interests against society’s will without losing the election. Thus, the larger this

percentage, the lower is c.p. the government accountability (GA3):

GA3 ¼ 1� Δγ

γ∗∗
ð23Þ

Moreover the relative weight of the policy position of an individual voter

determining governmental policy results from Eq. (13) as:

wv ¼
Fv
GGβv þ δv

P
k

Fv
Gkδvkr

βG þ δGð Þ ð24Þ

As explained in detail below the relative political weight of individual voters

depends on the relative importance of policy and non-policy voting motives. Please

note that a perfect democratic vote corresponds to an equal relative weight for all

voters (i.e., the weight of each voter equals 1
n if n is the total number of voters). If

voters differ in the relative importance of voting motives, they also have different

voting weights; in particular, the relative importance of the valence component in

comparison to the policy-oriented and retrospective voting component determines

the relative weights of voters.

Further, we can also derive the relative political weight of social groups. We

define social groups as partitions of the total society (e.g., rich versus poor or rural

versus urban voters), where T denotes the index of a social group. Thus, it holds:

wT ¼
X
v2T

wv ð25Þ

Based on the political weights of social groups, we define governmental capture

as the average weight of a member of a social group T compared to the average

political weight of a member of another social group T’:

GC ¼ wT

wT0

nT0

nT
ð26Þ
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The relative weight of an individual voter and hence of a social group is

determined by relative voting behavior, i.e., the relative importance of non-policy

versus policy voting motives.

Further, government capture results from the lobbying activities of vested

interest groups. Particularly when not all society members are equally organized

into interest groups (Grossman and Helpman 1996) or when the relative political

weight of different interest groups deviates from the corresponding population

shares of the society members organized in these interest groups (Bardhan and

Mookherjee 2002). Capture that results from the asymmetric political influence of

organized interest groups is analyzed in Chapter “A Network Based Approach to

Evaluate Participatory Policy Processes: An Application to CAADP in Malawi”,

and we do not further explore this subject here. However, please note that given our

general theoretical framework, it follows that biased electoral competition might

compensate for biased incentives of politicians induced by asymmetric lobbying

activities and vice-versa. Thus, at least theoretically, although both channels of

interest mediation, election and lobbying, are biased still a unbiased policy might

result.

To measure the relative importance of different voting motives, we proceed as

follows. First, for voting motives based on indicator variables controlled by parties

(i.e., policy-oriented voting based on party platforms and retrospective voting based

on observed economic development that is indirectly controlled by governmental

party choices), we use relative marginal effects of the different indicator variables.

In particular, we define the marginal effect of an indicator variable κ, controlled by
a governmental party, as follows:

MEkκ ¼ ∂Sk
∂κ

ð27Þ

Then we can define the following directional utility differentials:

MEP ¼
X
κ¼γ

jMEkκj ð28Þ

MER ¼
X
κ¼zr

jMEkκj ð29Þ

Accordingly, the importance of a utility component corresponds to the sum of

the absolute marginal effects of the indicator variables that determine this compo-

nent. If we mean-scale all indicator variables, the sum of the absolute marginal

effects corresponds to the change in the reelection probability that is induced by a

100% change of all indicator variables in a direction that increases the reelection of

a party k. In contrast to policy-oriented and retrospective voting, non-policy

indicator variables that are used by voters to evaluate a candidate’s competence,

such as appearance, ethnicity, etc., cannot be easily changed by a party in the short-

or medium-run. Hence, non-policy indicator variables determine a constant utility

that voters assign to parties. To measure the relative importance of the non-policy
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utility component, we compute the change in the reelection probability of a party

that is derived under the assumption that voters would not apply non-policy

indicators to evaluate parties. Technically, this change corresponds to the change

in the reelection probability of a party assuming αv equals zero, e.g. Sk(vv, av)�
Sk(vv, av¼ 0). Accordingly, we can approximate this absolute difference in the

reelection probability by the following marginal effect. For notational convenience

we derive this marginal effect for the governmental party G:

MENP
vG ¼ ∂Sv

G

∂αv

���� ���� ¼ X
k

∂Sv
G

∂VNP
vk

V NP
vk

�����
����� ð30Þ

The relative importance of voting motives results as the relation of the marginal

utilities, e.g. the relative importance of the valence vis-�a-vis the policy component

results as:

RRINP ¼ MENP

MEP
ð31Þ

With respect to content, the index RRINP indicates the percentage change by

which a governmental party would need to adapt its policy platform to compensate

for the electoral advantage or disadvantage implied by non-policy voting.

Analogously, we define the relative importance of retrospective voting vis-�a-vis
the policy component by:

RRIR ¼ MER

MEP ð32Þ

RI corresponds to the rate of substitution (i.e., the percentage change in the

policy position of the governmental party that is needed to compensate for a 1%

change in the economic satisfaction perceived by a voter). Finally, to assess the

relative importance of different voting motives empirically, we relate calculated

relative marginal effects (RRI) to the sum of all marginal effects:

RINP ¼ MENP
�� ��

MENP
�� ��þ MEP

�� ��þ MER
�� �� ;RIP ¼ MEP

�� ��
MENP
�� ��þ MEP

�� ��þ MER
�� �� ;RIR

¼ MER
�� ��

MENP
�� ��þ MEP

�� ��þ MER
�� �� ð33Þ
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4 Econometric Models and Estimation Strategy

Following the probabilistic voter model, we assume that the probability (Pvk) that a

voter v votes for a party k results from a logit function. For example:

Pvk ¼
X
l

exp Vvl � Vvkð Þ
" #�1

ð34Þ

where Vvk denotes the utility that voter v derives from party k. As described above,

we assume different policy and non-policy utility components (i.e., a valence VNP

component, a retrospective VR component, and a policy-oriented VP component):

Vvk ¼ βvV
P
vk þ δvV

R
vk þ αvV

NP
vk ð35Þ

However, because we cannot observe all of the relevant variables that determine

a voter’s utility empirically, we use different indicator variables to approximate a

voter’s utility. In particular, we approximate the different utility components using

a set of voter- and party-specific indicator variables:

VP
vk ¼

X
d

βd γdk � xdvð Þ2;VNP
vk ¼ α0k þ

X
z

α z
kZv;V

R
vk ¼

X
r

δ r
kRvr ð36Þ

Technically, we estimate a probabilistic voter model by taking policy distances

as party-specific variables and voter characteristics as individual-specific variables.

In particular, xdv denotes voter v
’s ideal point regarding a relevant policy dimension

d, while γdk denotes the party position on the policy dimension d. Further, we
approximate a voter’s non-policy utility using a party-specific constant,α0k , and a set
of voter-specific variables, Zv, for which we estimate a set of party-specific coef-

ficients, α z
k . zv is a vector of voter-specific characteristics, including socioeconomic

variables (e.g., age, sex and ethnicity). In the context of this specification, we

assume that voters have a common belief regarding the competence valence of

parties, which is captured in the party-specific constants. However, we further

assume that beyond this common belief, specific voter groups might share a

common evaluation bias for a party k. Thus, as described above, to capture potential
heterogeneity in a voter’s perception of party valence competence, we introduce the

vector of socio-demographic characteristics, zv. Moreover, we use a direct mea-

surement of a voter’s perception of government performance,3 i.e. voter’s approval
of the work of specific governmental bodies, e.g. the president. We consider this

3Please note that a more flexible way to control for potential heterogeneity corresponds to the

estimation of a latent class model. We also undertook latent class estimation of the corresponding

voter model for Malawi, which basically implied the same results. Therefore, to keep the analyses

simple, we focus on a standard logit model in this paper.
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measure as an indicator for non-policy voting, as the perceived approval of the

quality of the work of a governmental body, like the president, is highly dependent

on characteristics, which are not related to policy issues. Furthermore, we assume

that perceived approval can be strongly influenced by campaign spending and other

interest group activities. Finally, we approximate a voter’s retrospective voting

component using a set of voter-specific indicator variables, Rv, that corresponds to a

voter’s retrospective perceptions of the economic well-being realized in Malawi.

Equation (34) allows us to calculate probabilities and marginal effects for each

individual party. The derived coefficients will be used to calculate the different

indices of government performance and the relative importance of different voting

motives.

4.1 Data

Before we present our the data used in the estimation, we first briefly describe the

party system of Malawi in the next subsection, as an understanding of the historical

development of the country and its party system facilitates the interpretation of the

estimation results.

4.1.1 The Party System and Elections in Malawi

Malawi is still a young democracy, with its first free multiparty elections held in

1994. Since 1994, four additional elections took place. During the nineteenth

century, Malawi was colonized by the British Empire; until 1964, Malawi was

part of the British Commonwealth, when it became independent under the leader-

ship of Dr. Hastings Kamuzu Banda. Banda was the first president of Malawi; he

ruled the country with the support of his MCP. In the first multi-party elections in

1994, Bakili Muluzi from the UDF won the majority with 47% of the votes and put

an end to the regime of Banda after nearly 30 years. Muluzi succeeded again in the

second elections, which occurred five years later. Although by constitution, a

two-term limit for presidents exists, Muluzi tried to run for presidential elections

a third time. He did not succeed, and was instead forced to choose Bingu Wa

Mutharika to become his successor. Mutharika likewise proved to be a very

successful leader and won the elections in 2004 and the subsequent elections in

2009. However, Mutharika separated from the United Democratic Front (UDF)

shortly after his first electoral success and founded his own party: the Democratic

Progressive Party (DPP). To date, the DPP remains very successful in Malawi,

holding 114 of the total 160 seats in the national assembly. The opposition is once

again led by the Malawi Congress Party (MCP), with 26 seats, and the UDF, with

17 seats. All other parties in Malawi are negligible, gaining only a marginal

percentage of votes in the last elections.
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Given the relatively short democratic experience in Malawi, the political parties

in this country are rather weak (e.g., parties are easily formed and dissolved based

on the availability and need of powerful political leaders). Mutharika proved to be a

prominent example of this behavior. Nevertheless, three parties (i.e., the MCP, the

UDF and the DPP) are currently established as political parties in Malawi. Inter-

estingly, although the political parties appear to be weak, the party identity of

Malawian voters appears to be high (i.e., two thirds of the Malawian citizens feel

affiliated with a political party). However, the principal reason that people are

attached to a political party is not the party itself but the party leader. The

Afrobarometer survey demonstrated that while only 50% of respondents trust the

DPP as a party, 64% trust Mutharika as the president.

4.1.2 Afrobarometer Voter Survey

After analyzing voting behavior theoretically, the following sections will empiri-

cally derive voting behavior in Malawi. A major challenge of estimating probabi-

listic voter models is the availability of adequate data. For case studies in Africa, the

Afrobarometer survey offers such data. Afrobarometer is an independent, nonpar-

tisan research project that measures the social, political, and economic atmosphere

in Africa. Afrobarometer surveys have been conducted since 1999, when 12 coun-

tries were questioned in a first round. To date, five rounds have been completed,

with the last round covering 22 Sub-Saharan African countries. Malawi was part of

the survey from the beginning. The data set used in this paper is from the fourth

round of the survey, which was conducted in 2008 (Afrobarometer 2008). In round

four, 1200 Malawians were interviewed. Using random selection methods and

sampling with probability proportionate to population size (PPPS), the sample is

a representative cross-section of all citizens of voting age in Malawi. Most of the

questionnaires were employed in rural areas (85%), and only 15% were employed

in urban areas, which corresponds to the real distribution. The respondents included

equal numbers of women and men, with a mean age of 35; the oldest respondent

was 88 years old, and the youngest respondent was 18 years old. An evaluation of

the educational background of the respondents reveals that 18% of the questioned

Malawians have no formal schooling. The majority (43%) had some formal school-

ing, and approximately 38% completed at least primary school. General census data

is confirmed by the Afrobarometer survey. Malawi is one of the poorest countries in

the world, listed at rank 171 of 187 in the Human Development Index of 2011. The

per capita income was 310 U.S. Dollars in 2010, with 50.7% of the population

living below the national poverty line (World Bank 2013a, b).

To analyze voting behavior, the most important variable of the dataset is vote

choice. Accordingly, respondents were asked to answer the following question: “If

a presidential election were held tomorrow, which party’s candidate would you vote
for?”

Table 1 shows this variable’s distribution compared to the results for the three

major parties from the elections in 2009. Compared to the Afrobarometer survey,
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the Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) gained even more votes and won the

presidential elections in 2009 with more than two thirds of the vote, although the

Malawi Congress Party (MCP) and the United Democratic Front (UDF) formed an

electoral alliance. While vote choice will be the dependent variable, the indepen-

dent variables can be classified as indicators of policy-oriented, retrospective and

non-policy-oriented voting, as explained above. Additionally, to address heteroge-

neity, we included several socioeconomic variables of voters.

In particular, to capture policy-oriented voting, policy distances between the

voter and each party for relevant policy issues are used as indicators. Unfortunately,

Afrobarometer did not ask for policy positions on specific policy issues. However,

Afrobarometer included a set of policy-related statements and asked individual

respondents to indicate their degree of agreement or disagreement with the different

statements. The following statements are examples of the policy-related statements

used in the Afrobarometer survey:

Statement 1: Government should be able to ban any organization that goes against

its policies

Statement 2: We should be able to join any organization, whether or not the

government approves of it (Afrobarometer 2008, question Q19)

Overall, we used 12 policy statements (i.e., Q16, Q19, Q20, Q21, Q31, Q32,

Q35, Q36, Q37, Q29A–C) and applied a principal component analysis to identify

relevant policy issues as underlying factors. Empirically, the conducted factor

analysis implied a one factor solution. Based on the factor-loading matrix of

different statements, we interpreted high positive factor values as a preference for

a strong state (i.e., a more autocratic political leadership of the government); in

contrast, low and negative factor values can be interpreted as a preference for a

weak state (i.e., a more participatory leadership of the government).4

Based on the factor analysis, we calculated individual factor values for each

voter, which we interpreted as voters’ preferred policy position (xdv). To calculate

the corresponding party positions (γvd), the mean policy position of all voters who

voted for a particular party was obtained. This method is known as partisan

constituencies and has been used widely by political scientists (e.g., Schofield

2011). Finally, following the classical proximity model of Downs, the distance

between the voter’s and the party’s policy positions were calculated as the quadratic
distance between the voter’s policy position and the policy position of a given party

Table 1 Election results DPP MCP UDF

Afrobarometer (2008) 77.14 8.32 14.53

Presidential election (2009) 66.17 30.49

Source: Afrobarometer (2008), African Elections Database (2014)

4Further details on the results of the factor analysis are available from the author on request.
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(POL-DIST). We took this distance as our principal indicator of policy-oriented

voting.

To measure retrospective voting, we constructed an indicator variable based on

the following question from the Afrobarometer questionnaire: “In general, how

would you describe: The present economic condition of this country?” Possible

answers were: “Very bad,” “Fairly bad,” “Neither good nor bad,” “Fairly good” and

“Very good” (Afrobarometer 2008, question Q4A). To construct an indicator of

retrospective voting (RETRO), we scaled the answer from 1 ¼ Very bad to 5 ¼ very

good. To incorporate non-policy voting into our empirical model, we estimated a

party-specific constant (CONST). Moreover, to capture potential heterogeneity in a

voter’s perception of party competence, we introduced the following socio-

demographic characteristics zv as alternative specific variables. First, we included

regional dummy variables (NORTH, CENTRAL) for voters living in the northern or

central regions of Malawi, respectively; the southern region is used as the default

region. Second, we included ethnicity (YAO, LOMWE, CHEWA), gender (GENDER) and

living in a rural or urban area (RURAL) as additional dummy variables in our

econometric estimations. In particular, YAO, LOMWE, or CHEWA ¼ 1 implies that a

voter belongs to the corresponding ethnic group, while gender ¼ 1 indicates a male

respondent and rural ¼ 1 indicates a respondent living in a rural area. EDUCATION is

measures on an ordinal scale (1 ¼ no formal education – 9 ¼ University com-

pleted), and AGE is measured in years. To measure income, the Afrobarometer

survey provides data to apply the LPI index (LPI) (Mattes 2008).

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for all variables included in the

preferred model. High LPI values correspond to higher poverty levels, while low

values indicate lower poverty levels. Please note that we included all socioeco-

nomic variables as alternative specific variables, where we take the incumbent party

DPP as reference party. Moreover, we use the Afrobarometer question, “Do you

approve or disapprove of the way the following people have performed their jobs

over the past twelve months, or haven’t you heard enough about them to say:

President Bingu wa Mutharika” (Afrobarometer 2008, question Q70A) to obtain a

direct measurement of a voter’s general perception of government performance

(PRES_APPR).

4.2 Results

4.2.1 Goodness of Fit and Model Selection

To further analyze voting behavior in Malawi, we estimated a probabilistic voter

model using a mixed conditional logit approach. The results are presented in

Table 3. We estimated different specifications. In model 1, we began by using

only the party-specific constant and policy distance as explanatory variables. In

model 2, we include voters’ evaluation of the current economic condition of

Malawi, corresponding to the retrospective voting motive, and in model 3, we
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included voters’ approval of the president as a non-policy voting motive. Finally, in

model specifications 4 and 5, we included additional voter characteristics to take

potential heterogeneity in voting behavior into account. In particular, in model

4, we include regional dummy variables, as they were a major explanatory factor

during past presidential elections. Moreover, in model specification 5, the socio-

economic variables ethnicity, gender, education, age, income and rural were

included. Please note that we included all of the additional variables that describe

specific voter characteristics as alternative specific variables, with the incumbent

party DPP as reference party. As demonstrated in Table 3, goodness of fit signif-

icantly increases from model 1 to 5, with McFadden R2 improving from 0.01 in

model 1 to nearly 0.3 in model 3. Thus, the party choice of the average Malawian

voter is significantly driven by non-policy factors. We interpret the voter-specific

constant as party loyalty, which is a more stable perception of party competence. In

contrast, the perceived performance of the president is influenced by time-specific

shocks, including lobbying activities. Moreover, we identify significant heteroge-

neity in party loyalty, where party identity is significantly influenced by ethnicity,

as well as regional origin and income. In particular, voters from the central region

strongly identify with the MCP (see the estimated parameter of 2.422 for MCP-

CENTRAL in model 5), while people living in the northern region of Malawi clearly

identify with the incumbent party DPP, as indicated by the strongly negative

coefficients for both MCP-NORTH and UDF-NORTH. Finally the south represents a

stronghold of the UDF, with a high and significant UDF-CONST of 5.657. Furthermore,

for the Yao ethnic group, a significant party loyalty for the UDF, which is the

former presidential party, can be observed. The MCP is primarily supported by the

Chewa tribe, with parameter estimations of 1.404 for UDF-YAO and 0.843 for MCP-

CHEWA in model 5 (see Table 3).

Table 2 Descriptive statistics

N Mean sd se CI-left CI-right min max

POLICY POSITION 805 0.000 0.881 0.031 �0.061 0.061 �1.185 2.676

POL-DIST-DPP 805 0.777 1.018 0.036 0.706 0.847 0 6.959

POL-DIST-MCP 805 0.775 1.052 0.037 0.703 0.848 0 7.157

POL-DIST-UDF 805 0.777 1.092 0.039 0.701 0.852 0 7.373

RETRO 805 2.965 1.253 0.044 2.879 3.052 1 5

PRES_APPR 805 3.429 0.916 0.032 3.365 3.492 1 4

CHEWA 805 0.322 0.467 0.016 0.289 0.354 0 1

YAO 805 0.130 0.337 0.012 0.107 0.154 0 1

CENTRAL 805 0.398 0.490 0.017 0.364 0.431 0 1

NORTH 805 0.145 0.353 0.012 0.121 0.170 0 1

LPI 805 1.318 0.887 0.031 1.257 1.380 0 3.800

GENDER 805 0.471 0.500 0.018 0.436 0.505 0 1

AGE 805 34.584 13.234 0.466 33.670 35.498 18 87

EDUCATION 805 3.612 1.554 0.055 3.505 3.720 1 9

Source: own calculation

Voter Behavior and Government Performance in Malawi: An Application of a. . . 255



T
a
b
le

3
M
o
d
el

sp
ec
ifi
ca
ti
o
n
s

M
o
d
el

1
:
D
o
w
n
’s

M
o
d
el

M
o
d
el

2
:
+

R
et
ro
sp
ec
ti
v
e
v
o
ti
n
g

M
o
d
el

3
:
+
ap
p
ro
v
al

o
f
th
e
p
re
si
d
en
t

M
o
d
el

4
:
+
re
g
io
n
al

v
o
ti
n
g

M
o
d
el

5
:
+

N
P
-v
ar
ia
b
le
s

M
o
d
el

6
:
o
p
ti
m
al

m
o
d
el

co
ef

P
co
ef

P
co
ef

P
co
ef

P
co
ef

P
co
ef

P

M
C
P
:(
IN

T
E
R
C
E
P
T
)

�2
.2
3
5
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

�0
.8
1
6
*
*

0
.0
0
7

3
.8
1
0
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

1
.3
8
1

0
.1
0
2

2
.1
7
5

0
.0
7
9

1
.8
4
0

0
.0
5
5

U
D
F
:(
IN

T
E
R
C
E
P
T
)

�1
.7
1
1
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

�0
.0
9
4

0
.7
0
0

4
.9
8
1
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

5
.2
8
6
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

5
.6
5
7
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

5
.5
4
1
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

P
O
L
-D

IS
T

�2
.7
3
4
*
*
*

0
.0
0
1

�3
.1
7
7
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

�2
.9
3
2
*
*

0
.0
0
5

�2
.1
3
9
.

0
.0
5
2

�1
.9
6
9
.

0
.0
9
8

�2
.2
7
2
*

0
.0
4
9

M
C
P
:R

E
T
R
O

�0
.5
1
2
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

�0
.3
3
0
*
*

0
.0
0
7

�0
.3
0
1
*

0
.0
3
5

�0
.3
7
8
*

0
.0
1
8

�0
.3
5
5
*

0
.0
2
1

U
D
F
:R

E
T
R
O

�0
.5
9
8
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

�0
.3
7
0
*
*
*

0
.0
0
1

�0
.2
7
6
*

0
.0
1
4

�0
.4
0
8
*
*

0
.0
0
2

�0
.3
7
2
*
*

0
.0
0
3

M
C
P
:P
R
E
S
_
A
P
P
R

�1
.5
5
3
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

�1
.4
9
7
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

�1
.6
0
4
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

�1
.5
3
4
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

U
D
F
:P
R
E
S
_
A
P
P
R

�1
.7
8
4
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

�1
.7
8
8
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

�1
.8
0
6
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

�1
.7
8
6
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

M
C
P
:N

O
R
T
H

�1
5
.3
8
5

0
.9
9
4

�1
5
.6
9
0

0
.9
9
3

�1
5
.1
2
2

0
.9
9
4

U
D
F
:N

O
R
T
H

�2
.4
1
4
*
*

0
.0
0
1

�2
.0
7
1
*
*

0
.0
0
9

�1
.7
3
5
*

0
.0
2
1

M
C
P
:C

E
N
T
R
A
L

2
.9
9
1
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

2
.2
2
4
*
*
*

0
.0
0
1

2
.4
2
2
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

U
D
F
:C

E
N
T
R
A
L

�0
.9
2
3
*
*

0
.0
0
2

�0
.8
5
4
*

0
.0
2
2

�0
.7
4
4
*

0
.0
4
1

M
C
P
:Y

A
O

�0
.2
9
0

0
.7
0
1

�0
.0
3
3

0
.9
6
4

U
D
F
:Y

A
O

1
.4
0
4
*
*

0
.0
0
1

1
.6
0
3
*
*
*

0
.0
0
0

M
C
P
:C

H
E
W
A

0
.8
4
3
.

0
.0
6
7

1
.0
7
5
*

0
.0
1
1

U
D
F
:C

H
E
W
A

�0
.0
3
4

0
.9
3
9

0
.1
2
1

0
.7
6
8

M
C
P
:L

O
M
W
E

�1
.3
7
3

0
.2
2
3

U
D
F
:L

O
M
W
E

�0
.4
7
7

0
.3
0
3

M
C
P
:E

D
U
C
A
T
IO

N
�0

.0
8
7

0
.4
3
5

U
D
F
:E

D
U
C
A
T
IO

N
0
.0
8
0

0
.4
7
2

M
C
P
:R

U
R
A
L

0
.1
8
5

0
.7
0
3

U
D
F
:R

U
R
A
L

0
.1
8
3

0
.6
3
9

M
C
P
:G

E
N
D
E
R

�0
.2
9
8

0
.3
7
0

U
D
F
:G

E
N
D
E
R

�0
.1
9
2

0
.5
1
7

M
C
P
:A

G
E

0
.0
2
3
.

0
.0
7
4

256 C. Henning et al.



U
D
F
:A

G
E

�0
.0
0
2

0
.8
7
7

M
C
P
:L

P
I

�0
.4
1
5
*

0
.0
4
1

�0
.3
1
4

0
.1
0
6

U
D
F
:L

P
I

�0
.4
2
3
*

0
.0
2
4

�0
.4
3
3
*

0
.0
2
0

L
o
g
-L
ik
el
ih
o
o
d
:

�5
4
7
.0
4

�5
1
4
.7
3

�3
8
9
.3
3

�3
3
3
.6
9

�3
0
4
.2
8

�3
0
9
.7
9

M
cF
ad
d
en

R
^2

0
.0
1

0
.0
7

0
.3
0

0
.4
0

0
.4
5

0
.4
4

S
o
u
rc
e:

o
w
n
es
ti
m
at
io
n

*
*
*
p
<

0
.0
0
1
,
*
*
p
<

0
.0
1
,
*
p
<

0
.0
5
,
.
p
<

0
.1

Voter Behavior and Government Performance in Malawi: An Application of a. . . 257



The negative coefficients for MCP-LPI and UDF-LPI in model 5 imply that poor

people tend to vote for the DPP with a higher probability than rich people. Other

socioeconomic variables (i.e., age, gender and rural) have no significant impact on

voting behavior. Therefore, we excluded these insignificant variables to improve

the efficiency of our estimation. Accordingly, model 6 corresponds to our preferred

model specification, which has the highest statistical fit when compared to all other

model specifications (see the log-likelihood values presented in Table 3).

4.2.2 Voting Behavior in Malawi

It follows directly from our estimation results that all voting motives are significant

determinants of the party choices of Malawian voters. However, the importance of

different voting motives varies. To evaluate the absolute importance of non-policy

voting, we approximated the marginal effect by setting the weight of the voting

motive equal to zero. Neglecting non-policy voting (αv¼ 0) implies that the vote

shares of parties would significantly change. Interestingly, Malawian voters feel

strongly affiliated to their governmental party, although the party only exists for

10 years compared to the well established parties UDC and MCP that exist for

22 and 55 years respectively. Accordingly, ignoring non-policy voting implies that

the vote shares of the UDF and the MCP increase by 6% and 13%, while the vote

share of the governmental party (i.e., DPP) would decrease by 18% points to just

59%. Economic voting (i.e., retrospective voting based on voters’ perception of

economic development) has only a moderate impact on election outcomes. Assum-

ing that voters’ perception of the economic development under the government

increases from ‘very bad’ to ‘very good’ implies an increase of the vote share of the

DPP by 14% points; the corresponding vote shares of the UDF and the MCP

decrease by 8% and 6%, respectively. Thus, in contrast to the findings of Bratton

et al. (2011), our estimation results for Malawi imply only a moderate, though

certainly significant, importance of retrospective economic voting.

In addition to party identity and economic voting, policy-oriented voting is also

an important voting motive of the Malawian voter. At a first glance, this finding

appears to be a paradox due to the fact that the policy distances have a rather low

explanatory power when compared to other non-policy indicator variables (see

Table 3). Competing parties tend to adopt the same party platforms; thus, from the

viewpoint of the voter, parties hardly differ in their policy-oriented utility compo-

nent. This observation underlies the relatively low explanatory power of policy-

oriented voting. However, the importance of policy voting is nicely demonstrated

by Fig. 1. Assuming that the governmental party shifts its present moderate

ideological policy position of 0.038 to an extreme position favoring an extremely

weak (�3) or strong (+3) state implies that political support for the DPP decreases

from 77% to nearly 0% and only 20%, respectively.

Interestingly, an extreme position favoring a strong state would be less harmful

for the DPP than an extreme position favoring a weak state (i.e., an extreme

participatory policy style). Regardless, these simulation results demonstrate that
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Malawian voters discipline support-seeking parties to adopt ideological policy

positions that correspond to the preferences of the median voter, as predicted by

the Downsian theory of voting.

Furthermore, we calculated the relative marginal effects (RIP,RINP,RIR) based
on our preferred model specification (i.e., model 6). In Fig. 2, we present the Kernel

distribution of the relative marginal effects of different voting motives. The motives

differ strongly in their relative importance. While retrospective voting always has a

share lower than 10%, the relative importance of policy and non-policy voting is

distributed far more widely, which shows that voting behavior is heterogeneous

within a population. Taking the mean relative importance shows that non-policy

voting is most important with 66%, followed by policy voting (30%) and retro-

spective voting with only 4%.

Finally, as described above, the estimation results indicate that significant

heterogeneity in voting behavior exists, where in particular, voters’ perception of
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party competence varies significantly with ethnicity, regional origin and income.

Moreover, the estimation results imply that the importance of non-policy voting, varies

significantly across ethnic groups and regions. As demonstrated in Figs. 3 and 4,

non-policy voting is relatively important for the northern region and plays a compar-

atively minor role for the Yao and Chewa Ethnic Tribes.

However, despite the identified heterogeneity, for most Malawian voters, the

second most important voting motive corresponds to policy-oriented voting. This

result is remarkable, as most voter studies on African countries that are in the

published literature highlight the fact that policies play only a minor role in the

party preferences and electoral choices of African voters (Ferree 2004; Hoffman

and Long 2013).
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However, at the methodological level, our study differs from existing

approaches, as we are estimating a probabilistic voter model by applying a condi-

tional logit specification that takes ideological policy distances between individual

voters and parties into account as party-specific attributes. Therefore, future work

that empirically tests the extent to which the importance of policy-oriented voting

also applies to other African countries or stands as a specific characteristic of the

Malawian voter is of interest.

4.2.3 Voter Behavior and Government Performance

We first analyze government capture. Given our expositions above, government

capture results from the different average voting weights of different social groups.

Individual voting weights are calculated according to Eq. (24):

ŵvG ¼ PvGð1� PvGÞ
�
βv þ δvG �

X
k 6¼G

ŝvkδvk

�
ð37Þ

wvG ¼ bwvGP
vbwvG

� PvG 1� PvGð ÞP
vPvG 1� PvGð Þ ð38Þ

In Eq. (37) svk denotes the estimated relative vote share of party k. In Fig. 5, we

present the relative distribution of the calculated voting weights. As indicated by

the Lorenz curve in Fig. 5, the effective voting weights are rather unequally

distributed, with a corresponding Gini-coefficient of 0.461.5

Given the 805 individual voters in our survey, the average voting weight is

1/805. It follows from the approximation of the individual voting weights in

Eq. (38) that swing voters (i.e., voters with a probability to reelect the governmental

party that is close to 0.5) have a particularly high voting weight (Fig. 5).

Thus, the higher the share of swing voters in a specific social group, the more

government is captured by this social group (i.e., the higher the incentives for a

government seeking reelection to deliver policies and policy outcomes that benefit

social groups with a high share of swing voters). However, a determination of

whether voting weights vary systematically across voter groups is also of interest,

e.g., in the literature, it is often assumed that poor people are less represented in the

political process than rich people or that rural populations are less represented than

urban voters (Keefer and Khemani 2005; Bardhan and Mookherjee 2002). In Fig. 6,

we present the calculated capture indices for different social groups. The govern-

ment of Malawi is significantly captured by the Central region at the expense of the

Northern region and the South. Moreover, the Yao and Chewa ethnic tribes are also

5The Gini-coefficient measures the relative share of the area between the Lorenz curve and the

angle bisecting plane and the total area under the angle bisecting plane. The latter measurement

corresponds to a perfect equal distribution. Accordingly, a Gini-coefficient of 1 indicates a

maximally unequal distribution, while a Gini coefficient of 0 indicates a perfect equal distribution.
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capturing the government significantly. In contrast, there exists only moderate

capture of the government by the rich voters compared to the poor, as indicated

by a capture index of 1.19, i.e., compared to a rich voter, the average weight of a

poor voter is 19% lower. Interestingly, political representation appears not to be

biased against neither the rural population nor women. In detail, comparing the

political weight of the rural and urban population based on the calculated capture

index of 1.09 implies that political representation of a rural voter is only slightly

lower when compared to an urban voter. Analogously, comparing the average

political weights of men and women a higher weight for women results given a

capture index of 0.93. The results are quite surprising as it is usually assumed that in

developing countries both women and rural citizen, respectively, are heavily under-

represented in the political process.

Furthermore, as can be seen from Fig. 6 political representation varies signifi-

cantly across ethnic and regional groups, where the Chewa and Yao tribes as well as

the central region seem to be politically overrepresented, while the Northern region

of Malawi seems to be politically underrepresented when compared to the average

Malawian Voter. Thus, at first glance, our own results appear to confirm the

hypothesis that ethno-regional party identity determines the vote choice in multi-

ethnic and nascent African democracies. However, the resulting impact of specific

ethno-regional voting patterns on government incentives and on the political

representation of social groups is far more complex. For example, in the northern

region, voters strongly identify with the governmental party (i.e., DPP), while in the

central region, voters significantly identify with the MCP and in the southern

region, voters identify with the UDF. But, while party identity with the MCP in

the central region is compensated by a strong positive perception of the perfor-

mance of the president, resulting in a large number of swing voters in the central

region, the same positive perception increases voters’ commitment in favor of the
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DPP and lowers electoral competition and government incentives to deliver policies

benefiting Northern voters. Accordingly, the average voter weight is rather low in

the northern region and high in the central region. Moreover, please note that a

significant variation in voter behavior and in individual voting weights within

regions and tribes can still be observed in Figs. 3 and 4 above.

While government capture corresponds to different political weights across

social groups, government accountability measures the degree to which electoral

competition implies that governmental policies correspond to the needs and desire

of voters as a whole or the extent to which these policies are determined by

lobbying activities or the intrinsic policy preferences of politicians. Based on our

estimation results for our preferred model specification (i.e., model 6), we calcu-

lated an accountability index GA1¼ 0.39, which indicates that the total political

weight of lobbying groups is 61% of the sum of the political weight of all voters and

lobbying groups. Hence, in Malawi lobbying plays a major role as a political

mechanism for communicating society’s interest to politicians. This figure matches

with results of the empirical policy network study we conducted in Malawi, where

politicians indicate that when formulating their political position, they weight

external positions communicated by interest groups between 5 and 90% when

compared to their own intrinsic position, with an average weight of the external

positions of lobbying groups of approximately 50% (see Chapter “A Network

Based Approach to Evaluate Participatory Policy Processes: An Application to

CAADP in Malawi”). However, compared to industrialized countries relative

importance of lobbying appears to be significantly higher in Malawi, i.e. for EU

countries policy network studies of Pappi and Henning reveal an average relative

weight of the external positions of lobbying groups of approximately 35% (Pappi

et al. 1995; Pappi and Henning 1999; Henning 2009). Thus, the results show that

although Malawi has been a democracy for quite some time, the election process is
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not the most important mechanism in the political process, but interest groups and

lobbying activities have the strongest influence. However, to measure the leeway of

the government to select policies that do not correspond to the will of the electoral

majority, we additionally calculate the accountability index GA3. The latter is

identified as the maximal divergence of the governmental policy position that still

guarantees that the government will be reelected (i.e., achieve a vote share higher

than 50%). Simulation analyses of the political response function of the govern-

mental party imply that a majority is sustained over the interval [�1.003, 0.8395],

where the empirically observed policy position of the DPP is 0.038. Hence, given a

maximal policy range of 6, the government can adapt its policy position between

approximately �17% and +13% without losing the electoral majority. Hence,

conclusion of a low accountability of the government vis-�a-vis its electorate

drawn from the calculated GA1 index seems at least to be moderated based on the

index GA3.

4.2.4 Relating Government Performance and Voting Behavior

While we related governmental performance with voting behavior theoretically in

the beginning of the chapter, we did not yet provide quantitative empirical evidence

for our theoretical considerations. Therefore, we computed non-parametric regres-

sion analyses by regressing the normalized voting weight on the total sub-utility

that voters derive from non-policy indicators VNP. The latter factor results as the

sum of a voter’s party-specific constant and the sub-utility derived from the voter’s
approval of the government. As demonstrated in Fig. 7, a curve-linear relation

exists between non-policy voting and voting weight. In particular, based on

Eq. (38), it follows that the voting weight roughly corresponds to the term

PvG(1�PvG) (i.e., the more a voter is committed in favor of or against a party at

the LNE, the lower is her effective voting weight). Further, as long as the LNE

corresponds to a convergent equilibrium in party platforms (i.e., all parties have the
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same or very similar policy positions), the effective voting weights are solely

determined by non-policy voting. Hence, the larger the differences between the

non-policy utility components among parties, the more a voter is committed

towards a specific party and the lower is c.p. her voting weight. Please note that

the party to which a voter is committed is unimportant (i.e., a large absolute

difference in the non-policy utility component among parties implies a high or

low probability to vote for the governmental party). Hence, in both cases, a low

value for the term PvG(1�PvG) and a low voting weight result. Given the logistic

response function, these results make sense, as a voter’s local electoral response to
political favors is higher when she assesses lower utility differences among political

parties.

Beyond lobbying, politicians might also follow their intrinsic policy positions;

we capture the relative importance of intrinsic policy preferences using our

accountability index GA2. However, the index GA2 cannot be calculated based on

our empirical estimation because we have no data on politicians’ intrinsic policy

preferences, parameter ϑ. However, we can estimate the extent to which the relative

weight of intrinsic policy preferences would decrease if we assume that voters do

not engage in non-policy voting. To this end, we recalculate the parameters

αG , βG and δG, assuming party identity and approval voting is zero for all voters

and divide the sum of these recalculated parameters by the sum of the originally

estimated parameters. This ratio corresponds to the percentage of accountability

that is achieved in comparison to the optimal accountability that would be achieved

if all voters based their vote choice on policy indicators and observed economic

performance. In the Malawi case, the ratio of actual to optimal accountability is

1.52, indicating that based on actual voting behavior the relative political weight of

intrinsic policy preferences of the government is 1.52 times higher when compared

to the relative political weight of government’s intrinsic preferences induced

assuming a perfectly policy-oriented voting behavior. However, without a further

cross-country comparison including established democratic systems this account-

ability measure is hard to interpret. We leave this interesting topic for future

research.

5 Conclusion and Outlook for Future Work

This paper integrates theoretical political economy approaches that explain the

impact of voter behavior on government performance. We use advanced empirical

voter studies to derive and test hypotheses on how the relative importance of

different voting motives for different social groups induces electoral incentives

for politicians, to serve the needs and desires of their electorate. Based on our

theoretical model, we derive different indices of government performance, namely

government capture and accountability that measure government incentives in

political equilibrium to implement policies that serve special interest or pure self-

interest at the expense of the general public.
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In the empirical part of this paper, we estimate a probabilistic voting model by

applying a mixed conditional logit (MCL) approach using Afrobarometer data for

Malawi. Based on the estimated model, we calculate the theoretically derived

indices of government accountability and capture. Moreover, we derive indices

that measure the relative importance of different policy and non policy oriented

voting motives for the electorate as a whole and several socioeconomic groups.

Further, we test how the relative importance of different voting motives is related to

government performance (i.e., accountability and capture). The principal empirical

results are:

1. Beyond party identity Malawian voters apply different policy and non-policy

indicators to evaluate parties and candidates, while retrospective voting only

plays a minor role.

2. Voter behavior, i.e., the relative importance of non-policy versus policy oriented

voting varies significantly across ethnic and regional groups. Accordingly, the

estimated voter models imply that government is strongly captured by specific

regional and ethnic groups, for which electoral choices are primarily determined

by policy-oriented voting and far less by non-policy voting when compared to the

average Malawian voter. In particular, the Central region and the Chewa and Yao

ethnic groups are able to capture government at the expense of the Northern

region and the Ngoni and Lomwe ethnic groups. However, contradicting common

assumptions in the literature (Keefer and Khemani 2005; Bardhan and

Mookherjee 2002), our estimation results imply that government is not captured

by specific socioeconomic groups. Thus, neither the rich nor the urban voters and

vice-versa neither the poor nor the rural voters are able to capture government

significantly. Interestingly, our estimation results further imply that alsoMalawian

women are not underrepresented in the political process when compared to men.

3. Government accountability vis-a-vis the Malawian voter is strongly limited by

lobbying activities. However, this result is moderated by our third accountability

index, i.e., assuming constant campaign spending the Malawi government can

only shift its current policy by roughly 15% within the feasible policy space

without losing its majority.

4. We provide quantitative empirical evidence for our central theoretical hypoth-

esis that government performance is determined by the relative importance of

non-policy voting, where applying a non-parametric regression we could per-

fectly explain observed individual voting weights as a nonlinear function of the

sub-utility a voter derives from non-policy indicators.

Finally, the following qualifications of our main conclusion are necessary:

5. Our results clearly imply that the less voters rely on non-policy indicators and

the more they base their electoral choices on party policy platforms and evaluate

the competence of the government based on observed economic development,

the more electoral competition induces incentives for the government to imple-

ment policies that correspond to the policy preferences of the majority of the

society. However, this definition of government performance in terms of low
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governmental capture and high government accountability does not necessarily

imply that the government implements the most efficient policies. The latter

conclusion results from the fact that voters’ policy preferences might be biased.

For instance, Beilhartz and Gersbach (2004), Bischoff and Siemers (2011) and

Caplan (2007) emphasize the role of biased voter beliefs about policy impacts as

a main determinant of inefficient policy choices. Voter beliefs are defined as

agents’ simplified mental models to approximate the complex true relation

between policy instruments and induced policy outcomes. The work of Caplan

is highly recognized in the public choice literature, as he collects an impressive

amount of evidence for persistently biased voter beliefs. Based on his empirical

findings, Caplan draws the rather pessimistic conclusion that democratic mech-

anisms of preference aggregation naturally lead to the choice of inefficient

policies. Interestingly, taking biased voter beliefs into account, a high impor-

tance of lobbying in combination with governmental leadership that is driven by

its own intrinsic political vision might induce more efficient policy choices

while simultaneously decreasing governmental performance, as defined in

terms of capture and accountability. Hence, the analysis of voter beliefs is an

important topic of our future research.
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