A Close-Up of Voter Turnout:

Survey Data from Africa

Daniel J. Young

University of California at Los Angeles

Abstract

Research on voter turnout in advanced industrial democracies is extensive.  However, in much of the developing world, where democratic elections are more recent but becoming widespread, turnout remains significantly understudied.  This study looks specifically at new democracies in sub-Saharan Africa, and asks if the determinants of turnout previously established in the literature are sufficient to account for turnout in this region.  Logistic regression analysis is employed to test common determinants of turnout. A unique and consistent pattern is found in these African democracies, wherein an instrumental view of democracy and the recent context of democratization play significant roles in driving turnout.  As surveys are the main data source, this study focuses primarily on individual level determinants (demographics, attitudes, etc.).  However, a broader framework of turnout is offered, and appropriate controls are made for district and national level determinants.
Voter turnout is the most common means of participation in a democracy.  While turnout is a simple measure, it reflects on concern with outcomes, constituent satisfaction, political attitudes, partisan distribution of the vote, as well as other indicators of democratic effectiveness.  Recognizing the importance of citizen participation to democracy (Dahl 1971), it also seems fair to say that turnout plays an important role in democratic consolidation.  Unsurprisingly, political scientists have long been concerned with discovering turnout’s determinants.  

Generally, turnout is determined by a function of variables that operate on three levels - the national, the district, and the individual.  Several comparative studies have focused on national level determinants, most commonly the electoral rule and compulsory voting, to account for variation in turnout across countries.  Many fewer have looked to individual level determinants, such as attitudes and political involvement, for comparative purposes.  When individual determinants of turnout have been engaged, it has typically been with a case or, sample of cases, from the advanced industrial democracies.  This has left major aspects of turnout unexplored within the comparative literature.  Can factors such as attitudes about democracy, involvement in politics, or demographic attributes like age and gender be expected to affect turnout in the developing world in the same fashion as they do in advanced industrial democracies?  To date, the comparative literature has not thoroughly engaged the developing world, and Africa in particular, to test turnout’s determinants in the context of recently established democracies.  In this study I engage a sample of cases from sub-Saharan Africa to comparatively examine the individual level determinants of voter turnout.  

What can be gained by extending the analysis to these unexplored areas?  First, determinants of turnout vary in their effect from region to region, and this study shows that Africa deviates significantly from the pattern of industrial democracies.  The standard model of turnout in industrial democracies does not account specifically for African neo-patrimonialism, and generally, for the recent context of democratization in Africa.  Secondly, a comparative analysis of individual determinants (in any region of the world) allows for the individual level to then be contextualized into a broader framework.  This study gives evidence that the individual level plays a limited, though meaningful, role in driving turnout.  Demographic factors, political attitudes, and political affiliation account well for variance in turnout across individuals, but not across countries.


The paper proceeds as follows.  In the first section I review the variables that have been studies as determinants of turnout, and place them into a broader framework.  In the second section I discuss how the common expectation on these variables should be molded to fit the African context.  The emphasis in this section is on the individual level, as it is the focus of the study.  In the third section I discuss the data that will be used in the quantitative tests.  In the fourth section I present the tests and their results.  And in the final section I conclude.

SECTION 1: THE DETERMINANTS OF TURNOUT

 
While voter turnout may be a simple outcome, its causes are complex, with several factors operating simultaneously at different levels.  Many of these factors are likely to go unnoticed by the individual voter, such as personal demographic characteristics, while others, such as registration requirements, will affect turnout decisions in a more conscious and calculated way.  So it is necessary to ask questions about determinants that vary from individual to individual, as well as those applying in a roughly similar manner to all members of a region or country.


As mentioned above, the existing literature on turnout points to three distinct levels on which factors influence a citizen’s decision to vote - the national, the district, and the individual.

1.1 National Level Determinants:


The distinguishing feature of national level determinants is their constancy of effect across all individuals and regions within a country.  National level determinants do not vary within a country, only across countries.  For instance, if a country has compulsory voting, the requirement to vote (and penalty for non-compliance) applies equally to all regions and to all citizens.  Similarly, the electoral rule is applied uniformly to all ballots cast in an election.   

The most studied variables that operate at this level are compulsory voting, electoral proportionality (the electoral rule), and registration requirements.  The universal expectation for compulsory voting is that it raises, though does not guarantee, turnout by mandating the act of voting with various penalties for non-compliance (Powell 1982; Jackman 1987; Lijphart 1997).  The general expectation on electoral disproportionality is that Proportional Representation systems will give rise to higher turnout as no votes are wasted, and parties will be inclined to mobilize voters even where their support base is weak (Lijphart 1994; Jackman 1987).  The number of legislative chambers and parties have also been considered determinants of turnout.  The expectation is that both have a negative impact on turnout, as an increase in the number of legislative chambers or parties slows legislation, and consequently reduces turnout as citizens recognize their vote to be less decisive (Jackman 1987).  

Registration has long been cited as an important national level determinant, with the universal expectation that burdensome registration depresses turnout.  The U.S. has been the most thoroughly studied on this topic, with its burdensome registration process.  When the comparative literature has engaged registration, most commonly it has been to compare countries with voluntary registration to those with compulsory registration, with this difference accounting for much of the variation in turnout rates between the U.S. and other advanced industrial democracies (Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1978; Powell 1986).    

Some non-institutional factors also qualify as national level determinants.  The “newness” of democracy – that is, length of time during which the country has been holding open, multiparty competitive elections – is often found to negatively influence turnout such that turnout decreases as the tenure of democracy lengthens (cite).  National level economic variables such as per capita GDP are also used in cross-national studies.  As a national average, per capita GDP is a crude measure.  However, in comparing across countries, per capita GDP or alternative measures of wealth can offer something useful about the resources available to the average citizen, sensitivity among citizens to the macro economy, and even information about attitudes and norms.  Though in these cases the effect is individually, not nationally, determined.   
1.2 District Level Determinants


Another set of determinants operates at the sub national level, but in larger units than the individual citizen.  It is difficult to find an ideal term of categorization for this level.  “District” seems like an appropriate choice as many factors do operate within the strict boundaries of electoral districts.  But that is not always the case, and terms like “local,” “regional” or “provincial” may be more appropriate in some instances.  That difficulty noted, the distinguishing feature of determinants at this level is their constant effect on citizens living in some contiguous sub national area, but variance in effect from area to area.  


The two most common district level determinants are the competitiveness of elections, and whether an area is urban or rural (“urban ness”), both of which work by way of mobilization.  In their seminal work on participation, Verba, Nie, and Kim (1978) detail the importance of group based mobilization efforts in raising turnout.
  Blais (2000) has shown that the more competitive a race, the higher the turnout, as elites are more likely to mobilize voters.  This mechanism is in contrast to the idea that citizens turnout in close elections because they see their vote as more decisive, though it still leaves electoral competitiveness with the same directional effect on turnout.  In National List PR, with one national district, there will be no variation, but in all other electoral systems there are multiple districts whose elections vary in terms of their competitiveness.  Urban ness is also salient in many countries, though its expectation depends on the local context.  In many countries the urban/rural divide is a meaningful cleavage, and will consequently effect how parties campaign and mobilize voters leading up to an election.  Especially in the context of underdeveloped infrastructure and relative poverty, urban ness can also be a good indicator of the average level of resources available, distance to the polling place, and access to registration.  Further, urban ness may reflect on whether an area is a government stronghold, which in turn has implications about registration and voting day irregularities. 

1.3 Individual Level Determinants

The third level of determination happens at the individual level.  These determinants vary across the smallest unit of political analysis, i.e. the individual citizen.  Although not always explicitly recognized, individual level determinants tend to fall into three subcategories: demographic, attitudinal, and what I call political affiliation.  Demographic factors are studied to answer questions about how personal attributes such as gender, age, education, and wealth affect turnout.  The American and Western European literature has long been concerned with the effect of demographics on turnout.  The general findings from this literature are that men vote more than women, the elderly more than the young, the better educated more than the less educated, and the rich more than the poor, though these results vary in their significance, and on rare occasion, direction (Wolfinger and Rosentstone 1980; Powell 1986; Leighly and Nagler 1992; Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995).

The second subcategory is attitude.  As turnout ultimately rests with individual decisions, it seems important to assess attitudes about the benefit of democracy, or satisfaction with current conditions.  What makes their assessment difficult in the aggregate is that attitudes do not always translate well into quantitative measures.  Additionally, expectations are unclear.  Does it necessarily follow that being satisfied with democracy or current conditions will lead to higher turnout?  It seems reasonable to think that satisfaction could work in the opposite direction and cause complacence.  In his seminal work Exit, Voice, and Loyalty (1970), Albert Hirschman gives us two general possibilities for how attitudes affect participation – either by exit (i.e. abstention) or voice (i.e. turnout, or perhaps protest).   Specific to turnout, in a sample of nine western democracies Powell (1986) has shown that positive attitudes tend to produce higher turnout.
  However, for the reasons stated above, this finding may not obtain in other regions.  


The third sub category of individual level determinants has often been called “political activity” or “political interest,” and here I will refer to it as (political) affiliation.  Determinants of this category capture how much direct involvement an individual has in politics.  For instance, what is an individual’s strength of party identification?  Do they work for a candidate or party?  Do they have contact with government officials?  These determinants have a fairly straightforward expectation that is, the higher your degree of affiliation, the more likely you are to turnout (Powell 1986).  At the individual level, the mechanism is that politically involved citizens are more likely to vote both because of their personal motivation and ties to politics.  Additionally district-type effects can work via affiliation, e.g. party mobilization efforts can easily target those who have demonstrated political affiliation, increasing further affiliated citizen’s likelihood to vote.  

1.4 A Complete Picture of Turnout?


 While this literature is fairly advanced, it lacks in comparative scope, as much of the developed world remains understudied.  The “third wave” of democratization saw multiparty competitive elections take off in sub-Saharan Africa.  Twenty-nine out of forty-seven states in the region held multiparty competitive elections either for the first time, or for the first time after a period of authoritarian rule, between 1990-1994.
  While these elections have been recognized as very influential to African democracy, there has not been significant attention to voter turnout.  David Simon’s (1999) study of the economic effects on participation in Zambia is rare in its attention to voter turnout as a dependent variable, though he stays within a single country context.
  To date, there has not been a cross-national study that compares African turnout.         

SECTION 2: ENGAGING AFRICAN TURNOUT


In order to expand the comparative scope of voter turnout, and specifically to engage the new democracies in sub-Saharan Africa, we have to address how consistently the findings from the established democracies in the west will map onto this new context.  Certainly, one can expect that the determinants will vary somewhat in significance in Africa, but in what way, and to what extent?


Table 1 offers a broad and general overview of how the expectations shift when moving to the context of Africa’s new democracies.

[Insert Table 1]

2.1 National Level Determinants in Africa:



Because of the typically legal or institutional nature of determinants at this level, their expectation in Africa does not differ significantly from elsewhere.  However, using national level determinants in cross-national studies implies a consistent strength of institutions, and the norms created in relation to those institutions.  The weakness of some democratic institutions in Africa (Chabal and Daloz 1999; van de Walle 2001; Herbst 2000) should caution this assumption.  


While expectations do not differ significantly, two factors mentioned in section 1.1 stand out as particularly relevant to highlight in Africa, given its recent democratization.  The first is the relative newness of democracy, which is thought to decrease turnout as democracy’s tenure lengthens, all else equal (see, for example, Bratton 1998).  Even the more established of the democracies in this sample are relatively new when compared with the advanced industrial democracies.
  More will be said about this in section 2.3.  The second is the difficulty of registration in newly established democracies.  Often times in Africa registration is a major administrative difficulty, due to inexperienced electoral commissions or manipulation, and depresses turnout even among those who attempt to register.  Consequently, care should be taken to control for registration when studying turnout in new democracies.
  

2.2 District Level Determinants in Africa


As mentioned above, the distinguishing feature of the district level is that some factor effects the citizens of one region, but this effect varies from region to region.  Group based mobilization efforts are inherently idiosyncratic, as groups such as churches, community organizations, parties, etc. vary in their strength and organizational capabilities from country to country.  Therefore, it is difficult to speak of this level in terms of a series of singular expectations for Africa on the whole.  

However, almost all district level factors can lead to election-day irregularities, and new democracies are particularly vulnerable to manipulation.  Take, for example, the extent to which a district (or province) is a government stronghold.  This is especially common in countries with a history of one-party rule, such as in Kenya, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.  Similar to urban ness, the mechanism here is indirect, as being a government stronghold does not necessarily imply higher or lower turnout.  It does, however, have direct implications about government and opposition party mobilization efforts (including strong-arm tactics), the number of polling places, whether or not ballot papers arrive on time, how late the polls remain open, as well as a host of other election-day irregularities.  These irregularities clearly influence turnout, and must be controlled for when extending empirical studies to new democracies.

2.3 Individual Level Determinants in Africa

It is at the individual level that one can expect to find the most variation when testing the determinants of turnout in new contexts.  Demographic patterns of voting, attitudes about democracy, and political affiliation vary widely not only in their range, but also in their effect, from country to country.

2.3a: Demographics

One should expect a general dulling down of the significance on demographic determinants in Africa, due to the particularities surrounding recent African elections.  As mentioned, the elections of the late 1990s (time period of the surveys used here) were often among the first open, multiparty competitive elections in many of these countries’ histories.  And typically, universal suffrage came simultaneously with democracy.  So the patterns of inequality in turnout that developed in industrial democracies did not have an opportunity to develop in Africa.  For instance, while there may be gender inequality in Africa, the patterns that formed from restricted suffrage in industrial countries (Rosenstone and Hansen 1993) did not have an opportunity to form in Africa.  Further, demographic factors such as education and wealth do not take on such a meaningful range in Africa.  In a context where even the wealthier voters lack the “leisure time” resources of the elite in industrial countries, or only a very small minority has a university education, demographic determinants will be less influential.  Therefore, the general expectation is that all demographic factors will be insignificant predictors of turnout in Africa.

2.3b: Political Attitudes
The African literature speaks to the issue of attitudes via “neo-patrimonialism,” a broad theory that arose after the colonial era as elections, and representative government generally, spread around the continent.  A tenet of neo-patrimonialism
 is that democracy is little more than the mechanism by which goods get delivered (Young and Turner 1985; Jackson and Rosberg 1994; Chabal and Daloz 1999; van de Walle 2001).  Commitments to ideals of democratic participation and voice, as well as interest in policy outcomes, are not the characteristics of democracy according to this theory; rather, the network of delivering goods between government officials and their constituents is the name of the game.  This idea is similar to that of “pork-barrel politics,” and is certainly not unique to Africa.  However, this literature suggests that the greater prevalence of an instrumental view of democracy in Africa renders attitudes about democracy as a system of governance irrelevant.  Following from this is the expectation that satisfaction with how well the system (i.e. network for delivering goods) is functioning, not preference for democracy as an ideal, will influence turnout.

2.3c: Political Affiliation
This expectations about political affiliation from section 1.3 that stronger affiliation will lead to higher turnout would certainly hold true in Africa, and in fact, should be expected to take on even greater significance.  Again considering the role of neo-patrimonialism, if African citizens view democracy as instrumental, then political affiliation variables are likely to reflect the degree to which citizens take part in these instrumental networks.  When the tradeoff is, you keep me in office, and I’ll keep delivering you goods, then both the politician and constituent have a stake in turnout.  It is interesting to note that the affiliation variables may also capture national level effects, in addition to the district effects mentioned in section 1.3.  In the process of explaining the mechanism by which institutional determinants shape turnout, Michael Bratton (1997) notes that they (institutions) “link citizen to state.”  That is, the rules of the game substantially influence how close a link the public feels to their government.  All of these factors add to the positive expectation on affiliation variables in Africa.   

Having used “neo-patrimonialism” to anticipate the expectation on several variables, a few clarifying remarks are in order.  Much of the work that uses neo-patrimonialism does so in a broad, ex-post explanatory fashion, often leaving the reader without a clear causal path to follow.  This study seeks to avoid that pitfall by giving neo-patrimonialism a more narrowly defined mechanism.  Here neo-patrimonialism is synonymous with an instrumental view of democracy, and citizens get involved (in this case, vote) to the extent that they can tap into the network of goods and services being exchanged.  Accordingly, this study offers within it a test of whether or not African citizens view democracy as instrumental when deciding to vote.   

SECTION 3: THE DATA

3.1 Using the Afrobarometer to Study Turnout


It was not until recently that political survey data in Africa expanded beyond the hard work of individual researchers operating in the context of a single country.
 However, observing both the standardization of surveys and scope of countries included in the project, Afrobarometer’s commitment to providing survey data that can be comparative across several countries is clear.  This greatly facilitates the extension of turnout research to the understudied areas mentioned above.  Specifically, these data allow for an investigation of two major questions:

1. How well does the model of turnout (roughly) established in the advanced industrial democracy literature apply to Africa? 
  

           2. How effectively does the individual level, as a whole, account for   

           turnout?  
At the time this research was conducted, survey data were available for nine countries – Botswana, Ghana, Lesotho, Malawi, Nigeria, South Africa, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe – with all surveys having been conducted between 1999 and 2000. Of these nine, Uganda is dropped because it lacks competitive elections.  The tenuous nature of Nigeria’s electoral setting, and the charges of manipulation to Mugabe and ZANU in Zimbabwe make their inclusion less than perfect.
  Nonetheless, these two countries, along with all others but Uganda, offer a fair degree of multiparty electoral competition.


The nature of questions asked in these surveys is, unsurprisingly, focused on what I have called the individual level of determination.  Incorporating the entire framework of Section 1 is beyond the scope of this study.  However, the available sample of countries is particularly advantageous despite this limitation, due to similarities in national level determinants.  All but two countries use the first-past-the-post electoral system,
 none has compulsory voting, and all are comparatively low in per capita GDP.
  These first two determinants – electoral system and compulsory voting – are two of the most influential national level variables, and the “natural” control included in this sample allows for greater confidence when drawing inferences about individual level variable significance.  Surprisingly, the surveys did not ascertain the respondent’s location in a very exact manner, making the district level difficult to engage.  However, as discussed later, the data are operationalized so as to control for important district level determinants.  

3.2 The Data

The surveys are nearly identical for six of the eight countries (and this will be referred to simply as the “main survey”), Ghana and Nigeria being the exceptions.  Along the way, notes will be made to indicate when survey questions differ. 

Voter turnout is the dependent variable in all tests.  Given that the data is in the form of individual survey responses, a dichotomous measure of turnout – coded 0 for abstention and 1 for turning out – is necessary.  Deciding what is coded as 1 is straightforward, but deciding what is coded as 0 is more challenging, as the main survey offers a respondent the options: “I decided not to vote”, or, “I was not able to vote” along with “Cannot remember” and “Election not held in my area.”
  The concept of interest is the choice between voting and abstention, but given the ambiguity of these options, I created two measures of turnout.  The more limited measure takes only those who said that they chose not to vote as a 0, while the second will take all non-affirmative responses as 0.  Table 2 shows the survey turnout for both measures of the dependent variable, as well as the officially reported turnout.  

[Insert Table 2]


Two issues are apparent from this table.  The first is the discrepancy between the survey percentages and the official percentages, with the survey percentages tending towards higher turnout.  If we take the official turnout statistics as reliable, then there are three possibilities for this discrepancy:  one, the surveys were not effectively random, and were biased towards voters; two, respondents are inflating their affirmative responses beyond what really occurred; or three, spoiled ballots were not counted towards official totals such that someone who did in fact turn out, but also spoiled their ballot, would not be counted in the official report.
 The second issue is the inconsistency with which turnout statistics get reported for some countries.  The discrepancy between official turnout as a percentage of registered voters and its counterpart in the surveys, the “limited measure,” is significant but not outrageous, averaging 8.6 percentage points.  However, the shortcomings of electoral commissions, and the resulting effect on officially reported statistics, are not crucial to analyze for current purposes.


It is important to recognize that using the limited measure of turnout, as is done in the main tests of this study, controls for many of the effects of registration.  Often times in new democracies voters’ rolls are not current, registration forms are unavailable, or procedures are simply not well established.  By restricting the choice to “I voted,” or, “I chose not to vote,” the limited dependent variable captures the concept of interest, offering a control for registration irregularities.  Consequently, district level determinants whose mechanisms work through registration irregularity – e.g. the presence of many more polling places in government stronghold districts – are also controlled for by using this measure.

The independent variables are grouped into three categories – demographic, attitude, and affiliation – which approximate the model of individual level determinants discussed in Sections 1 and 2.  There are four demographic variables appearing frequently in the literature that the surveys allow us to measure.  Gender is simply a dummy variable, coded 1 if male and 0 if female.  Age is in raw number, and ranges upward from 18.  Education, except in the Ghana survey, is measured in eight categories which range from “no formal schooling,” coded 1, to “post graduate,” coded 8.  Wealth proved the most difficult to capture of the demographic variables.  Surprisingly, the non-typical surveys of Ghana and Nigeria were the only to ask a question about household income.  Their measure is several categories of raw numbers, starting with no income coded 0 up through an elite income (over 5 million cedis per month in Ghana, and over 50,000 naira per month in Nigeria) coded 8.  The main survey did not ask a direct question about wealth, and so I needed to form an instrument out of existing questions.  Four questions that appeared identically for each country asked how frequently during the last year the respondent or their family had gone without enough food, medicine or necessary medical treatment, a cash income, and water.  Each question offered the four choices of “often,” “sometimes,” “rarely,” and “never” coded 0 through 3.  I combined these four questions, and rescaled the totals such that a respondent who “often” went without all four resources received a 0, and a respondent that “never” went without any of the four received a 12.  While imprecise, this should serve to capture some information that would locate a respondent in terms of the resources available to them.  


The next subcategory of individual level variables is attitude.  The surveys asked several questions about political attitudes, but two were chosen because of their relevance to the theoretical expectations on turnout, and ubiquity in the surveys.  The first asked the respondent their preference for democracy as a system of governance, and offered the following three choices: “For someone like me, a democratic vs. non-democratic government makes no difference,” “In some circumstances, a non-democratic government can be preferable to a democratic government,” and “Democracy is preferable to any other form of government,” coded 0, 1, and 2 respectively.  The second question asked the respondent about their overall satisfaction with the “way in which democracy is working” in the country, and offered the following four choices: “not at all satisfied,” “not very satisfied,” “fairly satisfied,” and “very satisfied.”  The answers were coded 0 through 3 respectively.
  

The final subcategory of the individual level is political affiliation, and the surveys asked three questions that were particularly well suited for current purposes.  The first asked the respondent if they have (recently) worked for a political candidate or party, and offers five choices ranging from “no, would never do this” through “often,” and is coded 0 through 4.
  The second asks if the respondent has been in contact with government officials for the purpose of expressing their political views, and offers four choices ranging from “no” to “frequently,” coded 0 through 3.  This question is not ideally phrased for this study, but should capture some aspect of contact between citizens and politicians.  The third question asked the respondent if he or she thought of themselves as close to a political party, without asking which party.  The choice was binary, coded 0 if no and 1 if yes.      


For ease in interpretation, all variables were coded in the positive direction based on their traditional expectation from the literature on industrial democracies.  For instance, since men are typically expected to vote more than women, men are coded 1 and women 0.  Summary statistics for all independent variables are available in Table 3.

[Insert Table 3]

SECTION 4: THE RESULTS
4.1 How well do standard model findings travel to Africa?
[Insert Table 4]


Table 4 shows a pair of models that pool together the surveys to ascertain the effect of individual level variables on turnout.  Pooling the data allows for a concise, cross-national examination.  However, it comes with certain drawbacks.  First, because Ghana and Nigeria use different surveys, they need to be dropped from the pooled models due to incompatibility in the way variables are measured.  As it happens, Ghana is the case that most substantially deviates from the overall pattern of significance, so its exclusion calls for some caution.  Secondly, while the exceptional case happens to be dropped, the pooled variables can still mask important information about the patterns of significance in individual countries.
  In order to appropriately deal with these drawbacks, Table 4 is supplemented by Tables 5 and 6, which show all eight individual country models and the substantive interpretation of their results, respectively.
  Tables 5 and 6 serve to inform Table 4, showing individual country particularities so that faulty inferences about the pooled estimates can be avoided.  

[Insert Table 5] [Insert Table 6]


Model 1 includes the individual level variables, as well as country fixed effects.  The country fixed effects are well suited for current purposes as they control for the different base levels
 of turnout in each country, thus allowing greater confidence in drawing inferences about the overall significance of these variables in Africa.  And while the coefficients on the country dummies are often significant, indicating that particular country effects not included here also influence turnout, the similar pattern of coefficient significance between Model 1 and the country models of Table 5 provides confidence of unbiased estimates.


The demographic variables show several interesting results.  In Model 1, gender and education are insignificant, age is positive and significant at the highest level, and wealth is negative and significant at the highest level, a pattern that is replicated fairly consistently in the country models.  The most striking result of these four is the negative sign on wealth.  However, remembering from Section (1.1) that the “newness” of democracy is thought to condition the effects of demographic determinants, a measure of newness was added.
  This measure is simply the raw number of open, multiparty competitive elections the country has experienced, and its expected direction is negative, as more democratic experience should lead to lower turnout.  Model 2 is therefore the more theoretically appropriate model to interpret, and it shows the newness variable to be highly significant in the appropriate direction.  Controlling for the newness of democracy, the surprising negative sign on wealth from Model 1 has gone away, leaving wealth insignificant along with education
 and gender.  The significance on age is the only result that does not follow the expectation from Section 2.3 - i.e. that the particular context of democracy in Africa would serve to dull down the significance of all demographic determinants.  As reflected in Table 5, the elderly average over 20% greater likelihood to vote than do the young.
  Noting this exception, there remains substantial evidence that demographic effects play a much smaller role in this new context.


The two attitude variables show a clear patter in Tables 4 – 6.  African citizens’ preference for democracy as a system of governance is significant in none of the individual country models, and only approaches statistical significance when pooled into a large N (Model 1).  After controlling for newness (Model 2), its proximity to significance is lost.  Being satisfied with “the way democracy works,” on the other hand, is positive and significant in both its pooled estimate, and six of the eight individual country models.  Table 6 shows the politically satisfied as between 2% and 16% more likely to vote.  These findings conform to the theory of neo-patrimonialism as democracy seems to be viewed instrumentally.  Participation is influenced not by ideology (preference for the democratic system), but instead by utility (satisfaction with the way things work).  Further, these findings corroborate the Posner and Simon (2002) finding that dissatisfaction with incumbent performance
 does not result in support for the opposition, which would raise (or at least maintain) turnout, but rather abstention from voting. 


The affiliation variables also take on a fairly clear and consistent pattern.  The pooled estimates of Model 1 show all three variables to be positive and significant.  The estimate on contact is cautioned, however, by its loss of significance once controlling for newness, and its mixed pattern of significance in the country models.  This is not terribly surprising when remembering that the wording of the survey question on contact was not ideal for this test.
  Working for a candidate or party, and strength of party identification show more (robust) significance in influencing turnout.  They are both positive and significant at the highest level in Models 1 and 2, with Table 5 showing the pooled estimates to be reliable as indicators of the variables’ overall effect in Africa.  Table 6 shows that, on average, working for a candidate or party increases the likelihood of turnout by approximately 8%, and affiliating with a political party increases the likelihood by approximately 12%.  This lends further support to neo-patrimonialism’s instrumental view of democracy, as citizens who are tied into the political networks are shown to be more likely to vote.  It is interesting to note that the only affiliation variable insignificant in Model 2 is the one coming from a question that references the expression of political views, an act that deviates from the strict delivery of goods network of neo-patrimonial democracy.  These findings also lend support to the Bratton (1997) focus on citizen-state linkages as important to turnout.


While affiliation leading to higher turnout is not unique to Africa, when combined with the other findings it seems clear that the overall results of Models 1 and 2 display a pattern of significance that is uniquely African. Substantiating these results is a similar pattern of significance displayed by the country models of Table 5.  The combination of positive significance on affiliation variables and satisfaction with the way democracy works, and insignificance on preference for democracy and demographic variables suggests that the context of recent democratization combined with an instrumental approach to democracy uniquely shapes the patterns of voter turnout in Africa.  This in turn provides an answer to question #1 posed above, i.e. that the literature from advanced industrial democracies is ill equipped to account for African turnout.  


Having answered this important question, it is appropriate to give greater context to the results.  Let us therefore turn to the second question posed above.

4.2 How effectively does the individual level, as a whole, account for turnout?  

This question can be answered in two ways with the Afrobarometer data.  First, staying with the dichotomous measure of turnout used throughout, we can look at the (psuedo) R-squared of the pooled results to get a sense of how well the models do to account for variation in turnout among African citizens.  Towards that end, the statistics in Table 4 suggest a meaningful role for individual level variables.  Model 2 accounts for almost 20% of the variation in turnout, and Model 1, with its control for country fixed effects, accounts for 27% of the variation in turnout.  Given that these models estimate a dependent variable that is measured dichotomously,
 the results are far from trivial.  It is a difficult endeavor to account for variation in a phenomenon that has only two outcomes, especially as one of those outcomes is significantly more likely than the other.
 That challenge noted, the results of these models constitute a substantial finding.

A more common test for comparative purposes would be to look at variation in turnout cross-nationally, measured by national turnout percentages.  While all previous tests have used the dichotomous measure of turnout, the country models can be used to obtain predicted values of turnout,
 which can then be compared.    

[Insert Table 7]

Table 7 shows two columns of predicted values that come from the individual country model estimates.  The first column gives the genuine y-hats, i.e. the value that comes from allowing each country model to predict turnout using its coefficient estimates combined with the actual survey data.  The second column shows the predicted values that result from applying fixed means to the country coefficient estimates.  These fixed means are the average value of each variable across all eight countries.
  This test asks the question: If each country was made up of a population full of the typical African citizen (i.e. the citizen that would give mean value responses to all questions), how would that change its overall turnout?  Given that individual factors were shown to be meaningful determinants of turnout, then not allowing their values to vary should significantly shrink the range of predicted turnout.  It is important to recognize that variables taking on a similar range across counties, such as age and gender, as well as variables found to be insignificant, will not contribute substantially to a change in predicted values.  However, given the combination of the variation in range of several variables, and the significance of their coefficients in the previous tests, the expectation for a shrink in range remains.

The results show that, as a whole, the individual level plays a limited role in accounting for cross-national variation.  No country’s predicted value changes by more than 6% (Nigeria), and on average, the values change by just over 2%.  The range on the genuine predicted values has a standard deviation of 10.45 percentage points, and the range only shrinks to a standard deviation of 9.84 percentage points when using the fixed means.  Roughly speaking, the variation in individual level attributes accounts for approximately 11% of the variation in the range of turnout across the eight countries. While this test does not substitute for a genuine comparison of cross-national turnout percentages, it does give evidence that individual level determinants play a limited role in accounting for cross-national variation in turnout. 

These two findings combine to provide an answer to question # 2.  On the one hand, the individual level model produces substantial results in accounting for variation among African citizens.  On the other hand, the model is shown to be limited in its ability to account for cross-national variation of national turnout percentages.  

SECTION 5: CONCLUSIONS


This study has engaged several thousand survey respondents from eight countries spanning sub-Saharan Africa in an effort to expand research on voter turnout.  In so doing, several findings were made.  


First, individual level variables were found to take on a unique pattern of significance in Africa.  Consistently across the continent, demographic factors (excepting age) and attitudes about democracy as a system were insignificant, while satisfaction with the workings of the system and ties to the networks of politics were found to significantly increase turnout.  These results lend support to the neo-patrimonial hypothesis, which views the exchange of desired goods as democracy’s most salient benefit.  Further, it reflects the unique context of democracy in Africa, where the relative “newness” of open, multiparty elections plays an important role.  


Having tested the comparability of individual level determinants, it was then important to ask how well the individual level did as a whole to account for turnout.  The findings here were twofold: First, the model of individual determinants had a substantial impact in accounting for variation across individual respondents.  Secondly, when shifting focus to a cross-national analysis using turnout percentages, the model was found to play a limited role.

While these tests do not constitute a fully comprehensive account of turnout across the African continent, the presence of several important controls, combined with the corroboration of findings between the different tests allows for confidence in the reliability of the findings.  What we are left with, then, is a preliminary picture of turnout in Africa.

Given the context provided, the results of this study also suggest a focus for future research.  Remembering that the electoral system and compulsory voting were controlled for in the sample, and registration was controlled for by the measurement of the dependent variable, the district level is implied to play an important role by the sometimes-modest explanatory power of the individual level model.  While there were also controls for some district effects in this study, if data could be obtained on determinants such as the competitiveness of electoral districts,
 a similar analysis could be undertaken to better engage this intermediate level.  If, however, future studies of African turnout re-engage national percentages, as opposed to surveys responses, issues surrounding registration will become crucial.  The inexperience of electoral commissions evidenced in recent Zambian and Nigerian elections, or the widespread accusations of electoral irregularity around the continent, caution future studies to the importance of registration.

TABLES:

Table 1: General Overview of the Expectation on Turnout’s Determinants

	Type of Determinant:
	
	Expectation in Advanced Industrial Democracies:
	Expectation in Newly Established African Democracies:

	
	
	
	

	Demographic


	
	+, significant
	insignificant

	Attitude
	
	+, significant 
	+, significant (w/respect to government performance);

insignificant otherwise (w/ respect to democratic attitudes and preferences)

	Affiliation
	
	+, significant
	+, significant


Sections 1 and 2 fill in the details of this table, explaining what variables within these three categories of determinants are expected to take on positive signs, or remain insignificant.  

Table 2: Measures of Turnout

	
	Official Turnout 

(as % of registered voters)
	Official Turnout

(as % of voting age population)
	Survey Sample Turnout (limited measure)
	Survey Sample Turnout (inclusive measure)

	Botswana

Election: 1999

Survey: 1999
	77.1
	40.2
	75.8
	53.8

	Ghana

Election: 1996

Survey: 1999
	65
	68
	88.7
	-

	Lesotho

Election: 1998

Survey: 2000
	71.8
	61.7
	86
	68.7

	Malawi

Election: 1996

Survey:  1999
	92.3
	-
	96.8
	88.6

	Nigeria

Election: 1999

Survey: 2000
	-
	-
	66.2
	-

	South Africa

Election: 1999

Survey: 2000
	89.3
	63.9
	91.3
	82.2

	Zambia

Election: 1996

Survey: 1999
	78.5
	39.8
	72.5
	49.1

	Zimbabwe

Election: 1996

Survey: 1999
	-
	-
	66.9
	44.3


The official turnout percentages come from several sources: National Electoral Commissions, the International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance, and electionworld.org.  When statistics are corroborated, they are reported, but in some cases official reports of turnout were inconsistent, and consequently no value is reported.  As noted earlier, the different surveys used in Malawi and Nigeria do not give the range of options that the main survey does - they only offer a limited measure.

Table 3: Summary Statistics

	
	Botswana
	Ghana
	Lesotho
	Malawi
	Nigeria
	South Africa
	Zambia
	Zimbabwe

	Gender
	M:.49

Sd:.5

N:1134
	M:.53

Sd:.5

N: 2001
	M:.51

Sd:.5

N:1171
	M:.49

Sd:.5

N:1208
	M:.5

Sd:.5

N:3603
	M:.5

Sd:.5

N:2200
	M:.49

Sd:.50

N: 1178
	M: .51

Sd:.5

N: 1200

	Age
	M:37.17

Sd:16.81

N:1180
	M:40

Sd:14.25

N:2002
	M:42.94

Sd:17.1

N:1137
	M:32.94

Sd:12.21

N:1140
	M:32.49

Sd:12.68

N3603
	M:37.39

Sd:13.74

N:2190
	M:34.53

Sd:12.66

N: 1174
	M:37.09

Sd:15.56

N:1165

	Education
	M:3.4

Sd:1.64

N:1177
	M:8.43

Sd:5.69

N:1992
	M:2.58

Sd:1.24

N:1175
	M:2.92

Sd:1.4

N:1199
	M:3.86

Sd:2.19

N3567
	M:4.15

Sd:1.39

N:2112
	M:3.80

Sd:1.58

N:1191
	M:3.77

Sd:1.55

N:1168

	Wealth
	M:8.56

Sd:2.89

N:1191
	M:1.87

Sd:1.35

N:1989
	M:5.31

Sd:3.34

N:1139
	M:6.44

Sd:3.03

N: 1198
	M:1.94

Sd:1.36

N3600
	M:8.02

Sd:3.29

N: 2187
	M:5.04

Sd:2.97

N: 1164
	M:5.84

Sd:3.42

N:1166

	Democracy Preferred
	M:1.81

Sd:.52

N:1135
	M:1.63

Sd:.72

N:1990
	M:1.22

Sd:.89

N:852
	M:1.56

Sd:.68

N:1182
	M:1.72

Sd:.63

N:3590
	M:1.41

Sd:.83

N:2062
	M:1.65

Sd:.70

N: 1141
	M:1.61

Sd:.72

N:1131

	Currently 

Satisfied
	M:2.03

Sd:.89

N:1155
	M:2.24

Sd:1.35

N:1989
	M:1.59

Sd:1.26

N:812
	M:1.66

Sd:1.08

N:1162
	M:2.08

Sd:.71

N:3527
	M:1.53

Sd:.97

N:2078
	M: 1.67

Sd:.91

N: 1120
	M:.83

Sd:.94

N:901

	Work for Candidate/Party
	M:.72

Sd:1.02

N:1176
	M:.42

Sd:.90

N:2004
	M:.81

Sd:1.06

N:1133
	M:.76

Sd:.95

N:1208
	M:.24

Sd:.67

N:3603
	M:.63

Sd:.76

N:2154
	M:.67

Sd: 1.02

N: 1165
	M:.94

Sd:1.24

N:1166

	Contact with Government

Officials
	M:.15

Sd:.55

N:1188
	M:.20

Sd:.63

N:2003
	M:.26

Sd:.73

N:1163
	M:.14

Sd:.49

N:1206
	M:.22

Sd:.62

N:3603
	M:.09

Sd:.41

N:2194
	M: .43

Sd:.91

N: 1182
	M:.60

Sd:1.04

N:1182

	Strength of Party ID
	M:.75

Sd:.43

N:1173
	M:.67

Sd:.47

N:2004
	M:.57

Sd:.49

N:1161
	M:.82

Sd:.38

N:1195
	M:.37

Sd:.48

N:3603
	M:.45

Sd:.5

N:2178
	M:.37

Sd:.48

N:1186
	M:.45

Sd:.5

N:1178


Table 4: Pooled Models

	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Demographic
	
	

	Gender
	-.03

(.09)
	.00

(.09)

	Age
	.03**

(.00)
	.03**

(.00)

	Education
	.00

(.03)
	-.06

(.03)

	Wealth
	-.07**

(.02)
	.00

(.01)

	Attitude
	
	

	Democracy Preferred
	.1

(.06)
	-.03

(.06)

	Currently Satisfied
	.25**

(.05)
	.27**

(.04)

	Affiliation
	
	

	Work for Candidate/Party
	.26**

(.05)
	.28**

(.05)

	Contact with Government
	.27**

(.07)
	.1

(.07)

	Strength of Party ID
	.94**

(.1)
	1.2**

(.09)

	Country Fixed Effects
	
	

	Botswana
	.17

(.16)
	

	Lesotho
	.82**

(.18)
	

	Malawi
	2.63**

(.23)
	

	South Africa
	2.03**

(.15)
	

	Zambia
	.17

(.15)
	

	
	
	

	Newness
	
	-.28**

(.02)

	
	
	

	N
	5022
	5022

	Psuedo R-Sq.
	.271
	.191


The method of estimation in both models is binary logistic.  The dependent variable is the limited measure of voter turnout, pooled from the Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, South Africa, Zambia, and Zimbabwe surveys.  Ghana and Nigeria were dropped because of incompatible measures for several of the independent variables.  The baseline case for country fixed effects is Zimbabwe.  Standard errors appear in parentheses below the coefficient estimates.

*Significant at the .05 level

**Significant at the .01 level

Table 5: Country Models

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	BOTSWANA
	     GHANA
	   LESOTHO
	   MALAWI
	   NIGERIA
	SOUTH AF.
	   ZAMBIA
	ZIMBABWE

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DEMOGRAPHIC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	0.09
	0.04
	-0.25
	0.6
	0.41**
	-0.06
	0.22
	-0.49*

	
	(0.21)
	(0.15)
	(0.3)
	(0.42)
	(0.09)
	(0.19)
	(0.29)
	(0.21)

	Age
	0.04**
	0.01
	0.06**
	0.01
	0.02**
	0.01
	0.03**
	0.04**

	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.02)
	(0)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Education
	-0.01
	0.02
	0
	0.18
	-0.05*
	0
	0.08
	-0.15

	
	(0.08)
	(0.01)
	(0.11)
	(0.16)
	(0.02)
	(0.07)
	(0.06)
	(0.08)

	Wealth
	-0.07
	-0.13*
	-0.05
	-0.25**
	-0.01
	-0.08**
	-0.08*
	0

	
	(0.04)
	(0.06)
	(0.04)
	(0.08)
	(0.04)
	(0.11)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	ATTITUDE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Democracy Preferred
	0.18
	-0.04
	0
	-0.11
	-0.01
	0.08
	0.13
	-0.04

	
	(0.19)
	(0.1)
	(0.17)
	(0.29)
	(0.09)
	(0.12)
	(0.13)
	(0.12)

	Currently Satisfied
	0.05
	0.16**
	0.28*
	0.38*
	0.25**
	0.42**
	0.25*
	0.12

	
	(0.11)
	(0.05)
	(0.12)
	(0.19)
	(0.06)
	(0.1)
	(0.11)
	(0.12)

	AFFILIATION
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work for Candidate/Party
	0.22
	-0.12
	0.51**
	0.74*
	0.34**
	0.32*
	0.09
	0.25*

	
	(0.11)
	(0.08)
	(0.19)
	(0.34)
	(0.09)
	(0.16)
	(0.11)
	(0.1)

	Contact with Government Officials
	0.56*
	0.22
	0.13
	-0.52
	0.15*
	-0.01
	0.45**
	0.22

	
	(0.26)
	(0.14)
	(0.2)
	(0.32)
	(0.08)
	(0.24)
	(0.14)
	(0.12)

	Strength of Party ID
	1.53**
	-0.04
	1.1**
	1.6**
	0.89**
	0.57**
	0.86**
	0.58**

	
	(0.23)
	(0.16)
	(0.3)
	(0.4)
	(0.1)
	(0.2)
	(0.2)
	(0.21)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	680
	1942
	514
	968
	2716
	1665
	680
	515


Method of estimation is binary logistic in all models.  The dependent variable is the limited measure of voter turnout.   Standard Errors appear in parentheses below the coefficient.

*Significant at the .05 level

**Significant at the .01 level
Table 6: Substantive Effects of Individual Country Model Estimates
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	BOTSWANA
	       GHANA
	    LESOTHO
	      MALAWI
	     NIGERIA
	  SOUTH AF.
	      ZAMBIA
	 ZIMBABWE

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DEMOGRAPHIC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	0.02
	0.01
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.08
	0
	0.05
	-0.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	0.35
	0.04
	0.31
	0.01
	0.26
	0.04
	0.34
	0.45

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education
	-0.01
	0.04
	0
	0.01
	-0.06
	0
	0.1
	-0.22

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wealth
	-0.12
	-0.1
	-0.04
	-0.05
	-0.02
	-0.05
	-0.18
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ATTITUDE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Democracy Preferred
	0.07
	-0.01
	0
	-0.01
	0
	0.01
	0.05
	-0.01

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Currently Satisfied
	0.03
	0.07
	0.07
	0.02
	0.16
	0.08
	0.15
	0.07

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AFFILIATION
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work for Candidate/Party
	0.12
	-0.04
	0.1
	0.02
	0.16
	0.06
	0.07
	0.18

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Contact with Government Officials
	0.18
	0.05
	0.03
	-0.05
	0.08
	0
	0.2
	0.13

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Strength of Party ID
	0.31
	-0.01
	0.1
	0.05
	0.17
	0.03
	0.16
	0.12


These effects are calculated from the estimates in Table 4.  Each entry signifies the percentage change (if multiplied by 100) in likelihood to vote caused by a move from the low end to the high end of the variable’s range, while holding all other variables at their mean.  The entries in bold signify a percentage change entry that comes from a variable whose coefficient was statistically significant at the .05 level or below in Table 4.  

Table 7: Accounting for Cross-National Variation in Turnout
	
	Y-Hats with Genuine Variable Means:


	Y-Hats with Fixed Variable Means:

	BOTSWANA
	
	79
	
	76

	GHANA
	
	89
	
	89

	LESOTHO
	
	91
	
	86

	MALAWI
	
	98
	
	98

	NIGERIA
	
	73
	
	79

	SOUTH AF.
	
	93
	
	95

	ZAMBIA
	
	74
	
	74

	ZIMBABWE
	
	71
	
	72

	
	STANDARD

DEVIATION:
	10.45
	STANDARD

DEVIATION:
	9.84

	VARIATION EXPLAINED:
	0.11
	
	


The country models from Table 4 are used to arrive at these predicted values, which are expressed in percentage form.  For the genuine means, the actual survey data is applied to the country models.  

For the fixed means, cross-national variable averages are applied to the country models. 

Variation Explained = [StDev(genuine)^2-StDev(fixed)^2]/StDev(genuine)^2
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� Ironically, they do not deal explicitly with regional variation within their seven nations.  When they speak of group based mobilization, it more closely resembles what I will call political affiliation – an individual determinant (see section 1.3).  I cite Verba, Nie, and Kim here as they were instrumental in beginning to construct a multi-level analytic framework for turnout.  Despite their not empirically engaging what I call the district level, they recognize that some determinants effect turnout at a level larger than the individual, yet smaller than an entire country.   


�  Along with Leighly and Nagler (1992), Powell (1986) is unique in that it combines multiple levels into the study’s quantitative tests.  Powell shows that the U.S. is in a paradoxical position.  Despite comparatively turnout friendly attitudes, burdensome registration depresses American turnout well below the advanced industrial democracy average.


� Michael Bratton and Nicolas van de Walle detail these transitions in Democratic Experiments in Africa (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997).


�  Some previous studies had also been concerned with turnout.  Kasfir (1976) suggests that demographic variables such as education and wealth increase political participation in Uganda, and Berg-Schlosser (1982) has a similar finding in Kenya. 


� The survey data used in this study comes from Malawi’s 2nd, South Africa’s 2nd, Zambia’s 2nd, Nigeria’s 4th, Lesotho’s 4th, Ghana’s 5th, Zimbabwe’s 5th, and Botswana’s 8th democratic elections.   It is notable that some of these countries have experience with elections prior to having multiparty, competitive elections.  For instance, there was regular competition between ruling party candidates in Zambia under Kaunda, and South Africa held elections during apartheid.  However, all competition prior to the elections cited above was significantly restrictive in terms of who could run for office, who could vote, or both.


� This will be dealt with in Section 3.


� This will be dealt with in Section 3.


� Often the terms “clientelism” or “prebendalism” are used to convey a similar idea. 


� Often times it was the case that autocratic governments limited researcher’s access, and this significantly limited African survey work.  


� Though it should be mentioned that presidential elections, such as the corruption fraught Zimbabwe 2002 election, are not examined in this study.  My concern is with elections to the lower house of parliament. 


� South Africa uses National List-PR, and Lesotho uses Mixed Member Proportional (MMP).  


� On the World Bank’s global ranking of per capita GDP, Botswana is the highest in the sample at 81st 


� For Afrobarometer’s sampling methodology, see www.afrobarometer.org/sampling-2.pdf


� The different surveys used in Ghana and Nigeria do not give the range of options that the main survey does - they only offer a limited measure, which controls for registration.


� In the Zambia 1996 Presidential election 66,000 voters, or 5% of those turning out, were reported as spoiling their ballot.  Over 4% of ballots were reported as spoiled for the parliamentary elections.


� The Ghana survey added the answer choice of “neutral,” and therefore runs from 0 to 4.


� Note that the Ghana and Nigeria surveys had one fewer answer choice on this variable.  


� For instance, if a variable is positive and significant in half the countries, and negative and significant in the other half, the pooled variable’s estimate will reflect insignificance and take on a near-zero value.  Also, when pooled variables are formed from country surveys with different N’s, variables are disproportionately weighted.  However, this weighting can be controlled for by using country fixed effects. 


� As mentioned above, the limited measure of the dependent variable is used throughout.  I ran the same models with the inclusive dependent variable, and a very similar pattern of significance obtained.  


� “Base level” refers to some countries having higher or lower turnout than others for idiosyncratic reasons, which is controlled for by the intercept shift of fixed effects. 


� As both the country fixed effects and newness are constant for each country, the fixed effects are dropped when newness is added to avoid collinearity.  


� It is notable that education almost achieves significance in the negative direction.  However, when education is interacted with newness (Verba and Nie 1987), the education variable loses proximity to significance.  The model with this interaction is not reported as all other estimates remain virtually identical.  


� The low end of the age is 18, and the upper end ranges from the mid-70’s to the mid-80’s.


� Though Posner and Simon were concerned with economic conditions, the satisfaction variable used here should reflect on incumbent performance in a similar fashion.


� The question about contact with government officials was specific to the purpose of conveying political opinions.  While responses likely capture relevant information about the raw amount of contact a respondent had with officials, the purpose attached to that contact does not gel with neo-patrimonialism.


� Since dichotomous variables can only take on two values, residuals are often large, decreasing the “goodness of fit.” 


� While Table 1 shows a range of turnout from 66.2% in Nigeria to 96.8% in Malawi in the measure of the dependent variable used here (Survey Sample Turnout, Limited Measure), the skew towards the high end of the 0 to 100 range is clear, with most Africans being much more likely to vote than not.


� These predicted values will nearly approximate the survey turnout statistics for the limited dependent variables, and roughly approximate the official reported of turnout as a % of registered voters.


� Note that for the variables measured differently in Ghana and Nigeria, the value that best approximates the cross-national mean for the other six countries is used.  


� Which, quite often, it cannot for recent elections in Africa.
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