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I. Introduction


Recent election results in Malawi follow a predictable pattern: voters in the northern part of the country support AFORD (and its successors); voters in the central region line up behind the MCP; and voters in the south vote for the UDF or other parties running on a “southern” profile.  This pattern emerged in Malawi’s first democratic elections in 1994 and has continued in the subsequent national elections in 1999 and 2004.  Consequently, Malawi’s elections resemble a “regional” census: where a voter lives (her region) predicts quite strongly how she will vote.  Although there are many possible microlevel explanations for the regional census, the predominant one remains the expressive voting hypothesis, which argues that ethnic voters use their vote to register their identities as members of groups.  Voting therefore is an act of identity expression, not a careful weighing of policy positions or performance evaluations.      


The goal of this paper is to use existing survey data (the Afrobarometer) to evaluate the extent to which expressive voting can explain Malawi’s regional census.  We seek not to wholly reject or accept the hypothesis, but rather to plumb the boundaries of its explanatory power: How far can it go in explaining the census?  Are there regions of the country that it explains better than others?  Do other non-identity based factors (the standard set demographic and cognitive factors like gender, education, and political knowledge) also explain voting?  

Before proceeding further we must acknowledge an important caveat: the Afrobarometer (and similar surveys) imperfectly operationalize concepts of identity: Voters may provide untruthful answers about identity for reasons of “political correctness,” declining to acknowledge identities that, though personally salient, are socially suspect.  Furthermore, static survey questions fail to capture the multidimensionality of identity and the tendency of identity to switch according to context.  Although we recognize these flaws, we believe that the survey data provide a first and informative cut on the question of identity voting and the origins of Malawi’s regional census.  We therefore use it in this spirit, acknowledging that more definitive analysis awaits additional efforts at data collection.  

To preview our results, we find that identity has variable effects on voting.  In the central region of Malawi, voters who identify with the predominant regional tribe (the Chewa) are significantly more likely than voters who identify with non-regional tribes or voters who do not identify along tribal lines at all to conform to the regional voting pattern.  This finding suggests support for the identity hypothesis.  However, in the northern and southern regions of the country, we find little support for the identity voting hypothesis: voters who identify with regionally based tribes in these areas are no more or less likely to vote regionally than voters who either identify with non-regional tribes or voters who do not identify tribally.  Our results suggest two conclusions: First, identity voting might explain the behavior of some voters some of the time, but it is not a sufficient explanation for the census outcome as a whole.  Second, identity voting is a variable, not a constant: it emerges in some contexts and time periods but not others.  Explaining this variation is an important line of inquiry for future research.      

The paper proceeds as follows: first, we provide more detail about aggregate voting patterns and the regional census in Malawi; second, we discuss the reigning explanation for census outcomes – Horowitz’s expressive voting hypothesis; third, we operationalize and test this hypothesis using Afrobarometer data; and fourth, we speculate on the sources of the patterns we observe.  

II. Malawi’s Regional Census


Since the introduction of multi-party elections in 1994, voting in Malawi’s national elections has displayed a clear regional pattern.
  In the first two elections (1994 and 1999), one party dominated each of the three regions: AFORD won close to 90 percent of the north; the MCP won over sixty percent of the central region; and the UDF won around 80 percent of the south.  In the most recent election (2004), this voting pattern generally persisted, although in the south the UDF’s dominance was reduced by the entrance of two new parties that were able to compete effectively for southern voters.  We briefly review these regional patterns below.   

In the north, several tribes consistently vote as a cohesive block: over 70 percent in each election have supported the same party.  In 1994, the north voted en masse (88 percent) for Chakufwa Chihana, a northern Tumbuka on the AFORD ticket.  In 1999, Chihana and AFORD joined an electoral coalition with the MCP, and 89 percent of northern voters supported the coalition.  In 2004, the northern party (AFORD) split in two, with Chihana joining the UDF.  Most AFORD members went on to form Mgode, and 73 percent of northern voters followed suit.  Thus, despite wranglings among the candidates, northern voters have remained consistent in their cohesive support for the front-running northern party. 

Similarly, in the central region, since the transition to democracy voters have shown steadfast support for the MCP, the party that dominated Malawian politics under Hastings Banda during the era of one-party rule from 1964-1994.   During his reign, Banda favored his own tribe, the Chewa, who live primarily in the central region, and this probably explains the MCP’s continued strength there (Landeg and White 1989, Kaspin 1995, Posner 1995).  In the 1994 election, Banda stood as the MCP’s presidential candidate and won 64 percent of the region’s vote.  In 1999, the MCP’s candidate Gwanda Chakuamba, who had been Banda’s running mate in 1994, received a similar share of the vote (62 percent).
  In 2004, the MCP’s candidate John Tembo polled a consistent 64 percent of the central region.  Thus, central voters have steadfastly backed the MCP, a party with solid “central” credentials, regardless of who has stood as the party’s presidential candidate. 

The southern region was the near exclusive domain of the UDF in 1994 (when it won 78 percent of the regional vote) and 1999 (79 percent).  The party drew its strongest support from the Muslim Yao regions (its candidate in 1994 and 1999, Bakili Muluzi, was a Yao).  Yet, the UDF has also enjoyed strong support from non-Muslim / non-Yao areas.  In 2004, the UDF’s share of the vote declined to 53 percent.  The decline can be attributed to the entrance of an independent southern candidate, Brown Mpinganjira, who was able to attract 15 percent of the vote.  In addition, Chakuamba, who had been the MCP’s candidate in the 1999 election but is from the south, ran as the candidate of his newly-formed Republican Party, and succeeded in capturing 24 percent of the regional vote, relying heavily on Chickwawa and Nsanje (where he is from) and Blantyre, the southern commercial center.  Hence, the UDF’s decline in 2004 does not signal the breakdown of the basic voting pattern that had characterized the previous two elections (the vast majority of southern voters continued to vote for southern candidates and parties), but rather, coordination failure amongst southern candidates. 

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

III. The Expressive Voting Hypothesis

As discussed by Ferree (2006) and Mattes (1995), there can be many different microlevel explanations for an aggregate level outcome like a census style election, and some of them need not rely on identity based (or expressive) motivations.  For example, voters within a particular group or region might all share common policy preferences or perceptions of incumbent performance and these factors – rather than identity – might drive them all to vote in a similar pattern.  Other explanations – see Dawson (1994), Mattes (1995), Chandra (2004), Posner (2005) and Ferree (2006) – highlight the informational role of ethnicity and how this can lead to bloc voting even when voters do not claim strong ethnic identities.  However, the predominant line of reasoning remains the expressive theory of voting.  

The expressive approach sees voting as a means of expressing group allegiance.  In comparative studies of ethnic politics, its most prominent advocate is Donald Horowitz, whose 1985 book Ethnic Groups in Conflict is still the benchmark for studies of ethnic voting.  Horowitz argues that individuals in ethnically divided countries seek affirmation of self-worth through their identities as members of groups.  Voters derive psychic benefits from supporting ethnic parties because the very act of casting a vote for an ethnic party is an affirmation of identity.  Thus, voting is not an act of choice, based on a rational weighing of alternatives, but an expression of group allegiance.  Voters do not use their vote to further self interest.  Indeed, they may actually vote in ways that work against their interests.  Furthermore, their allegiance to their party, constructed as it is from the raw material of identity, is non-negotiable.  Patterns of partisanship are fixed, rigid.  Elections become a rubber stamp for demographics, a mere “counting of heads.”  Although Horowitz has developed this logic the most thoroughly, it also underlies other visions of elections in divided countries offered by scholars like Lijphart (1999), Snyder (1994), and Scheve and Dickson (2003).

The expressive voting perspective resonates with work by American scholars that emphasizes prejudice as the key factor behind white reluctance to support African American candidates.  Thus, Kinder and Sears (1981) argue that “symbolic racism” best explains patterns of voting in Los Angeles in 1969 and 1973.  Terklidsen (1993) offers experimental evidence suggesting that the racial prejudice of white voters prevents them from voting for black candidates.  Kinder and Sanders (1996) test several explanations for the divergence of white and black opinions on policies such as affirmative action and conclude that racial resentment is most important, while Mendelberg’s (2001) account of how parties use implicit racial signals assumes that prejudice motivates white voters.

In sum, the expressive voting hypothesis is well established in both the Comparative and American literatures on ethnic and racial voting.  Our question here is: can it explain the regional voting pattern in Malawi?  Are Malawians, when they cast their vote, doing so with the intent of expressing some sort of regional identity and/or allegiance to a regional group?  And, is there variation across groups of voters in the extent to which they base their votes on identity considerations?  We turn next to empirical tests in hopes of providing answers to these questions.      

IV. Some Tests


Our tests have a simple premise: individuals who identify in regional terms (who claim either a regional identity or a tribal identity that is strongly associated with one region) should be more likely to conform to the regional census pattern (support their regional “champion”) than individuals who identify either with other regions (or tribes associated with other regions) or individuals who do not identify along regional or tribal lines at all.  

To operationalize identity, we rely on the Afrobarometer’s measures of self-identification.  In particular, we make use of a question (number 83) in the Afrobarometer that asks: “We have spoken to many Malawians and they have all described themselves in different ways.  Some people describe themselves in terms of the language, religion, race, and others describe themselves in economic terms, such as working class, middle class, or a farmer.  Besides being Malawian, which specific group do you feel you belong to first and foremost?”  Answers to this question covered a huge range, from the predictable ascriptive and economic responses to random answers of “gentleman,” “housewife,” “sportsman,” and “development oriented person.”  

This question about self-identification is not an ideal measure of identity for at least two reasons.  First, survey respondents may not answer survey questions in a truthful manner.  If prevarication occurs at low levels and is more-or-less random, it most likely does not create serious problems.  However, if respondents lie systematically – perhaps to cover up allegiance to normatively undesirable groups – this could introduce bias into our analysis.  We know that Malawians had no trouble providing ascriptive responses in general – over half of the respondents gave tribal answers to the identity question and another significant portion gave religious ones (see Tables 1-3 below).  Hence, aversion to ascriptive responses in general was not prevalent in this sample.  What we do not know, at this point, is if some ascriptive responses were less normatively desirable than others, perhaps inducing lying for some groups but not others.  [NOTE to WGAPE: Are certain groups more taboo than other groups?  Are tribal or regional identities in general taboo?  Help!].  

Second, survey responses are static and single-dimensional, whereas we know that identity is dynamic and multidimensional.  A person who identifies as a “student” in one context might be a “southerner” in a different one and a Muslim in yet another.  The Afrobarometer, and all surveys like it, give respondents the opportunity to answer in only one way, collapsing their identities to a single dimension.  Furthermore, we do not know which dimension this is and whether or not it is relevant to politics.  What we really want to know is an individual’s identity when he is standing by the ballot box, casting his vote.  Obviously, the survey context is quite different.  

While nothing short of an experimental setting could remove this problem, we believe it is attenuated in this data for the following reason: the question on identity occurred close to three quarters of the way through the survey (question 83 out of 120 answered by the respondent).  Prior to answering the identity question, respondents answered a battery of questions relating to national politics, including ones on policy and issue importance, the performance of the government, corruption, political institutions, and the meaning of democracy.  Indeed, the identity question directly followed questions about the government’s structural adjustment program.  Although these are not equivalent to putting the respondent next to a ballot box and asking them to vote (and then asking them their identity), they do arguably prime for national politics.  For this reason, we believe that the problem of selecting the “wrong” identity from the respondent’s identity repertoire is perhaps less serious than it seems at first glance.  

In sum, the self-identification measures we employ are flawed but useful, at least in terms of providing an initial cut on the identity hypothesis.            

Our dependent variable is regional voting, which we measure by examining patterns of partisanship for regional parties (AFORD in the north, MCP in the center, and the UDF in the south).
  While actual vote choice would be the more direct measure of regional voting, the first round Afrobarometer (which was in the field about a year after the 1999 election in Malawi) did not ask questions about vote choice, only partisanship.  We feel this actually generates an easier test for identity voting: Horowitz argues that identity creates a strong bond between parties and voters, a very resilient form of partisanship.  If true, then partisans should be more likely than independents to be identity voters.  This gives us greater confidence in any negative results we find, but suggests that positive results might change if we were able to use vote choice instead.     

We do two series of tests: the first looks only at regional identifiers – those Malawians who claim to identify primarily with a region; the second looks at tribal identifiers – those Malawians who claim to identify primarily along tribal lines.  As we will explain below, we believe tribal identity might proxy for regional identity where the connection between a tribal group and a region is especially strong (e.g. the Chewa in the central region, the Yao in the south, and so on).  

Regional Identities


The most straightforward test of the identity voting hypothesis would look at the behavior of regional identifiers (northerners who identify as “northern,” for example) and compare their behavior with non-regional identifiers (northerners who select a different identity, perhaps “Tambuka” or “farmer”).  We would expect regional identifiers to be stronger supporters of regional parties than non-regional identifiers.  Furthermore, if Malawi’s regional census is to be explained by identity, we should expect a very high prevalence of regional identifiers in the population.

A quick look at Tables 1-3 shows why the regional identity story cannot go very far in explaining Malawian voting behavior.  Put simply, very few Malawians claim regional identities.  Even in the north (which has the most consistent and strongest pattern of regional voting), only two percent of respondents chose this option.  In the central and southern regions, not one respondent identified in regional terms.  Thus, regional identities do not appear to animate the thoughts of Malawians: whatever drives their regional voting patterns, it is not overt identification with “region.”        

Instead, as Tables 1-3 make clear, most Malawians either identify tribally (in the north, 65 percent pick tribal identities; in the central region, 56 percent do; in the south, 58 percent) or in non-regional/non-tribal terms (farmer, working class, etc).  Furthermore, tribal and non-tribal identities are quite diverse: the largest identity group in the north (the Tumbuka) makes up only about one third of the respondents; a similar situation holds in the central region, and the south is even more diverse.  Hence, not only are regional identities rare, the regions lack overarching identities of any sort that could explain relatively homogeneous regional behavior.   


As this is a simplistic way of operationalizing “regional” identity, in the next section, we look at the link between tribe and region.

Tribal Identities as Regional Identities


If tribes are regionally concentrated such that the connection between a tribe and a region is strong, then Malawians might reasonably view voting for the regional party as a way of expressing a tribal identity.  For example, most available research identifies the Chewa as the predominant tribe in the central region.  Chewas are found outside of this area, but only in small numbers.  Hence, Chewas might see voting for the party of the central region, the MCP, as a way of expressing their allegiance with the Chewa tribe.  A similar story might be told for the Tumbuka in the north and the Yao in the south.  If this is true, it is not regional identities we should be looking at per se, but tribal identities with strong regional roots.  We might expect Malawians who identify with tribes with strong regional roots to be more likely to conform to the regional voting pattern than Malawians who either identify with non-regional tribes or Malawians who do not identify in tribal terms at all. 


In order to test this, we need to somehow map tribes to region.  After a cursory glance at the available literature on the geographic distribution of tribes in Malawi (Landeg and White 1989, Kaspin 1995), we came up with the designations in Table 4.
  [Note to WGAPE, especially Malawian experts: does this table make sense?]  It appears that most tribes do have a regional stronghold – the one exception being the Ngoni, who are distributed throughout the country.  However, it is also the case that most tribes are found in smaller numbers outside of their strongholds.
  


Out of the mapping in Table 4, we created two variables: regional tribe and non-regional tribe.  A respondent from the north who identified as a Tumbuka (Tonga, Lambya, or Ndali) was coded as a member of a regional tribe.  A respondent in the south or central region identifying as any of these groups, however, was coded as a member of a non-regional tribe.  All survey respondents who gave tribal responses were coded in this fashion.
  We also created a third variable to capture all of the respondents who identified in non-tribal terms (as farmers or housewives or “development oriented persons,” etc.).      

We explore patterns of identity voting by running three separate logit models for each region of the country – one with support for the regional party as the dependent variable, one with support for non-regional parties as the dependent variable, and one with independents (non-partisans) as the dependent variable.   Table 5 shows the distribution of these categories of the dependent variable across regions and makes clear the heterogeneity of partisanship patterns in Malawi: partisanship is not as sharply polarized as vote choice, in part because of the sizeable number of independents in each region.

Our main independent variables are regional tribe identifiers, non-regional tribe identifiers, and non-tribal identifiers.  In all specifications, non-tribal identifiers are the reference category, so all results should be interpreted relative to them.  We also include, as robustness checks, a dummy variable for the Ngoni, who were coded in all regions as a regional tribe but may be different from other regional tribes because of their ubiquity in the country; and dummy variables for prominent regional tribes (the Tambuka in the north and the Yao in the south; because the Chewa and Ngoni are the only regional tribes for the central region, controlling for the Ngoni is equivalent to controlling for the Chewa).  If the identity hypothesis holds, we expect respondents who identify as members of regional tribes to be more likely than everyone else to support a regional party, and less likely than non-regional tribe identifiers to support a non-regional party.  We also expect both kinds of tribal identifiers to be less likely than non-tribal identifiers to claim to be independent.     

In addition to our main independent variables, we also control for education
, urban/rural
, gender
, informational sophistication (as measured by newspaper readership)
, and whether or not the respondent has been unemployed during the last year.
  [Note to WGAPE: any other ideas?] 

Our results are contained in Tables 6-8.  Table 6 shows the three logit models for the north.  The most noteworthy aspect of the table is the complete failure of all variables, including the identification variables, to explain patterns of partisanship.  Northerners who identify as members of regional tribes are no more or less likely than northerners who identify as non-regional tribes or northerners who do not identify tribally at all to feel close to the regional party (AFORD), or to cross-over to a non-regional party, or proclaim independence from partisan ties.  This is also true of Tumbuka and Ngoni identifiers.  Hence, patterns of regional and tribal identification have no discernable relationship with patterns of support for regional parties – a finding obviously at odds with the identity voting thesis.  Strangely, none of the control variables has much effect either.  Being a newspaper reader significantly increases the chance of supporting a non-regional party, and having advanced schooling drops out of the specification for independents because it perfectly predicts failure.  Other than these variables, however, our specifications are miserably under-explained.
  [WGAPE: any insights?  What else needs to be in this specification?!]  

Table 7 shows the results for the central region.  Here, our models fair better and the identity story receives significant support.   Denizens of the central region who identify as a member of the regional tribe (Chewa identifiers, because we separately control for Ngoni identifiers) are significantly more likely to feel close to the regional party (the MCP) than either members of non-regional tribes or non-tribal identifiers.  They were also less likely to feel close to non-regional parties than either of these other groups.  Furthermore, non-tribal identifiers were more likely to be independent than tribal identifiers of any sort (except Ngoni identifiers).  Ngoni identifiers in general are interesting: they are less likely than even non-regional tribal identifiers or non-tribal identifiers to support the regional party, and more likely than either of these groups to support the non-regional party.  Hence, they behave exactly the opposite of Chewa identifiers. These results very nicely confirm the identity voting hypothesis: those who identify with the regional tribe, the Chewas, are much more likely to conform to the regional voting patterns than those who do not identify this way.
  In addition to the identity variables, education and employment seem to affect patterns of partisanship.  Support for non-regional parties is higher amongst the well educated and well-employed, while support for the regional champion is higher amongst those who have experienced at least one spell of unemployment during the year prior to the survey.

Finally, turning to the southern region (Table 8), we find a similar story as in the north, with the identity variables providing little explanatory value.  Southerners who identify with one of the regional tribes are no more or less likely to feel close to the regional party (the UDF) than southerners who identify with a non-regional tribe or southerners who do not identify tribally at all.  Non-tribal identifiers are no more or less likely to be independent than non-tribal identifiers.  Yao identifiers are no different from regional or non-regional tribal identifiers or non-tribal identifiers.  The only place where there is a bit of an identity story is in Model 8 (support for a non-regional party): southerners who identify with a non-regional tribe are more likely to support a non-regional party than either of the other two groups.  This is not simply a Chewa effect (the dummy term for Chewa identifiers is insignificant).  However, this sole result cannot explain the overall aggregate pattern of regional support.  Finally, education and newspaper readership appear to contribute to being non-partisan in the south.

In summary, we find variable support for the identity voting hypothesis: it explains very little about patterns of partisanship in the northern or southern regions of the country, but is a powerful correlate of support in the center of the country.  Given that partisan support for regional parties is lower in the central region than the other two (see Table 5), we suggest that identity voting cannot, on its own, account for much of Malawi’s regional census.  We also find very little support for the standard set of demographic factors believed to explain voting behavior.  Education, employment, and newspaper readership sporadically matter, but not in a systematic or cohesive way.

V. Discussion


Here we will speculate on why identity voting seems stronger in the central region and what larger implications this might have.

VI. Conclusion


We will make two main points: first, identity voting appears to matter for subsets of the population but is not a sufficient explanation for the entire census outcome.  Other factors must be at work.  Second, the more interesting question is not identity voting yes or not, but where, when, and why does identity voting occur.  What facet of Malawian history or current events explains why identity voters appear to be concentrated in the central region, amongst the Chewa and Ngoni?    
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	Table 1: Self Identification in the North 

	Group
	Percentage

	Tumbuka
	33

	Don’t differentiate
	12

	Tonga
	11

	Farmer
	9

	Ngoni
	6

	Lambya
	6

	Working Class
	4

	Chewa
	3

	Businessman
	3

	Northerner
	2

	Christian 
	2

	Other tribes
	6

	Other
	3

	Notes: n = 153


	Table 2: Self Identification in the Central Region 

	Group
	Percentage

	Chewa
	32

	Farmer
	19

	Ngoni
	11

	Christian
	8

	Tumbuka
	5

	Muslim
	3

	Businessman
	3

	Yao
	3

	Working Class
	2

	Catholic
	2

	Don’t differentiate
	2

	Other tribes
	5

	Other misc.
	5

	Notes: n = 508


	Table 3: Self Identification in the South 

	Group
	Percentage

	Lomwe 
	15

	Farmer
	12

	Christian
	10

	Ngoni
	10

	Mang’anja
	8

	Yao
	8

	Chewa
	6

	Sena
	6

	Working Class
	5

	Businessman
	5

	Don’t differentiate
	4

	Student 
	2

	Other tribes
	5

	Muslim
	1

	Other misc. 
	3

	Notes: n=547


	Table 4: Regions and Tribes in Malawi

	Region
	Tribes
	Located elsewhere too?

	North
	Tumbuka
	Also in Central and South

	
	Tonga
	Also in Central and South

	
	Lambya
	

	
	Ndali
	

	
	
	

	Central
	Chewa
	Also in North and South

	
	
	

	South
	Chisena
	Also in North

	
	Lomwe
	Also in North and Central

	
	Mang’amja
	Also in Central

	
	Nyanja
	Also in North and Central

	
	Sena
	Also in Central

	
	Yao
	Also in Central

	
	
	

	Throughout Malawi
	Ngoni
	

	
	
	


	Table 5: Regional breakdown of regional voters, non-regional voters, and independents.  

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

	North
	48 
	26
	15

	Central
	38 
	35
	22

	South
	69
	14
	15

	Notes: Cell entries are percentages.  Table does not include respondents who either refused or answered “other.”

	TABLE 6: Northern Region - Logit Models of Party ID (Afrobarometer 1999 data)

	
	Model 1: support regional party
	Model 2: support non-regional party
	Model 3: independent

	Identify as member of regional tribe
	-.377

(.485)
	.580

(.534)
	.888

(.716)

	Identify as member of non-regional tribe
	.088

(.777)
	.494

(.823)
	.373

(1.203)

	Identify as Tumbuka
	.334

(.486)
	-.815

(.545)
	-.293

(.650)

	Identify as Ngoni
	.025

(.779)
	-.773

(.907)
	1.150

(.905)

	Have post-matric schooling
	1.024

(.898)
	-.766

(1.168)
	(dropped, predicts failure perfectly)

	Rural
	.056

(.521)
	.659

(.680)
	-.413

(.694)

	Female
	-.309

(.338)
	-.010

(.400)
	.699

(.501)

	Newspaper reader
	-.382

(.578)
	1.291**

(.648)
	.047

(.776)

	Unemployed
	-.125

(.396)
	.082

(.527)
	-.846

(.546)

	N
	149
	149
	142

	Pseudo R2
	.020
	.063
	.062

	Notes: *** p <= .01; ** p <= .05; * p <= .10.  Reference category: respondents who did not identify tribally.  

	TABLE 7: Central Region - Logit Models of Party ID (Afrobarometer 1999 data)

	
	Model 4: support regional party
	Model 5: support non-regional party
	Model 6: independent

	Identify as member of regional tribe
	.952***

(.224)
	-.514**

(.237)
	-.732***

(.270)

	Identify as member of non-regional tribe
	.481

(.335)
	.186

(.330)
	-2.900***

(1.027)

	Identify as Ngoni
	-1.849***

(.404)
	1.260***

(.334)
	.636*

(.379)

	Have post-matric schooling
	-.886

(.813)
	1.229*

(.708)
	(dropped, predicts failure perfectly)

	Rural
	.423

(.302)
	-.452

(.285)
	-.072

(.365)

	Female
	.205

(.196)
	-.216

(.196)
	.169

(.229)

	Newspaper reader
	.287

(.334)
	-.140

(.325)
	-.500

(.452)

	Unemployed
	.400*

(.237)
	-.569***

(.231)


	.238

(.296)

	N
	491
	491
	480

	Pseudo R2
	.06
	.05
	.06

	Notes: *** p <= .01; ** p <= .05; * p <= .10.  Reference category: respondents who did not identify tribally.  


	TABLE 8: Southern Region - Logit Models of Party ID (Afrobarometer 1999 data)

	
	Model 7: support regional party
	Model 8: support non-regional party
	Model 9: independent

	Identify as member of regional tribe
	-.262

(.217)
	.270

(.296)
	.259

(.283)

	Identify as member of non-regional tribe
	-1.032

(.676)
	1.902***

(.701)
	-.359

(.856)

	Identify as Yao
	.363

(.387)
	-.489

(.565)
	-.421

(.526)

	Identify as Chewa
	.573

(.723)
	-1.073

(.751)
	.028

(.950)

	Have post-matric schooling
	-.565

(.491)
	-.207

(.814)
	1.015**

(.513)

	Rural
	.450*

(.245)
	-.206

(.335)
	-.453

(.310)

	Female
	-.168

(.204)
	.146

(.272)
	.037

(.267)

	Newspaper reader
	-.379

(.255)
	-.128

(.358)
	.728**

(.315)

	Unemployed
	.154

(.266)
	.462

(.405)
	-.187

(.328)

	N
	538
	538
	538

	Pseudo R2
	.04
	.03
	.06

	Notes: *** p <= .01; ** p <= .05; * p <= .10.  Reference category: respondents who did not identify tribally.  


� For accounts of the 1994, 1999, and 2004 elections we draw on Chirwa (1994), Kaspin (1995), Kalipeni (1997), Maroleng (2004), Posner (1995), Thorold (2000), and Wiseman (2000).


� Interestingly, although Chakuamba was a southerner, MCP voters supported him anyway – suggesting that party labels trumped candidate ethnicity.  


� This comes from two Afrobarometer questions: question 108 (“Do you usually think of yourself as close to any particular party?”) and question 109 (“Which party is that?”).   


� This task is complicated considerably by the fact that Malawi’s censuses do not collect data on tribe.  Furthermore, the Afrobarometer did not ask additional questions about ethnic affiliation beyond the self-identification questions.  Therefore, we do not have straightforward “objective” measures of the size of each group in each region.  We do have various estimates of the size of groups in the country as a whole.  Scarritt and Mozaffar (1999) break the entire country down by region, listing the north as 17 percent of the population, the central region as thirty two percent of the population, and the south as fifty one percent of the population.  They further distinguish the Ngoni in the north (9 percent) and the Lomwe/Nguru (19 percent), the Mananji/Nyania (15 percent), and the Yao (14 percent) in the south.  Posner (2004) identifies the politically relevant groups as the Chewa (57 percent), the Yao (15 percent), and the Tumbuka (3 percent).   He further identifies the Lomwe (20 percent) and Ngoni (7 percent) as additional (not politically relevant) groups.  Fearon (2003) lists the Chewa (28 percent) as the largest group and the Lomwe (19 percent) as the second largest group.  Unfortunately, no source breaks these down by region.  [DAN: why are your numbers for the Chewa so far off Jim’s?]          


� We know this both from the self-identification data in the Afrobarometer and also from historical accounts of tribal migration (e.g., Landeg and White 1989). 


� We dropped a small number of respondents who gave tribal or ethnic identities we could not place: Afrikaans speakers, foreigners, Manyika, Nkhode, Chinyungwe, Oshiwambo, Danderu, Totela, Damara, and Muchinkunda.  We suspect most of these are foreign groups (eg. Mozambicans living in Malawi, etc.).  In any case, there were only a handful (1-5) in each category.  





� Question 113 of Afrobarometer, on highest level of schooling achieved.  We recoded this as two dummy variables “low schooling” (no high school) and “high schooling” (some post-matric education).


  


� Question 122B of Afrobarometer.





� Question 125 of Afrobarometer.





� Question 42C of Afrobarometer, on frequency reading newspaper.  We recoded this a dummy variable “newspaper reader” if respondent read the newspaper at least once a week.





� Question 115 of Afrobarometer. 





� We worried that the 1999 electoral alliance of AFORD with the MCP might be affecting our results (though our use of partisanship rather than vote choice should mitigate this), so we re-ran the regression using AFORD and MCP as the regional parties.  The results were very similar.   


� What fraction of the Chewa identify as Chewa?  We would love to know this but we cannot calculate it without knowing the fraction of the central region that is Chewa.  [WGAPE: any guesses on this?]
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