AFRO

A1

Working Paper No. 120

URBAN-RURAL DIFFERENCESIN
SUPPORT FOR INCUMBENTSACROSS
AFRICA

by Robin Harding

A comparative series of national public
attitude surveys on democracy, markets
and civil society in Africa

N W W W W W O N

Core Poriners

Cesitey tow Dema ot Deswelspresent [COD-Ghioin) The Intittes bon Demanecy @ Seum dlnpo [JTESE] Iretitate i Emupdiionl Bessedchoin Felitdéod Emanay (TREEF)
05 Hersal Mabin Sest, Korth figeet Basideran! Arn PO, Ban 56350, Prataiio dicedi, DODT . South Avicg [oetpes FREAM Rhegoney 02 BF 373
Pi3, Bea |6 404, Legan-deom I TT 12 397 0500 = e 7717 370 20145 Citerian, Regultlgue &) Banin
FEETETOA 147 = e 333 21 A3 O2R vy kv, ieg an FERTLANTRET = o T 21307379
wew idrlgheng nig wary livisg. brj

with support units ot

Nickigan Sota Unrspaty (851 University of Coparams (UCT)
[epartmant ul Prliticn! Soasc Samogrury m Aicy Empand Uil
East L, WU 40024 Lentre for Soviz m Pasasrch
517 353 &390 = faw ST7 432 1091 Priviria Beg Rendebisdh 7700 Sodith B

wenw el s ndy (i, 27 21 &80 J02T = Dapr. 1721 650 1811
b 27 FE S0 4657
C R

wiw.ofroboromeler.wg



AFROBAROMETER WORKING PAPERS

Working Paper No. 120

URBAN-RURAL DIFFERENCESIN
SUPPORT FOR INCUMBENTSACROSS
AFRICA

by Robin Harding

June 2010

Robin Harding is a Ph.D. student in the Departnoéitolitics at New York University.

0 Copyright Afrobarometer



AFROBAROMETER WORKING PAPERS

Editor
Michael Bratton

Editorial Board
E. Gyimah-Boadi
Carolyn Logan
Robert Mattes
Leonard Wantchekon

Afrobarometer publications report the resultsational sample surveys on the attitudes of
citizens in selected African countries towards deraoy, markets, civil society, and other aspects of
development. The Afrobarometer is a collaboraginterprise of the Centre for Democratic Development
(CDD, Ghana), the Institute for Democracy in Soidftica (IDASA), and the Institute for Empirical
Research in Political Economy (IREEP) with supfann Michigan State University (MSU) and the
University of Cape Town, Center of Social Scienesé&arch (UCT/CSSR). Afrobarometer papers are
simultaneously co-published by these partner int#tits and the Globalbarometer.

Working Papers and Briefings Papers can be d@geid in Adobe Acrobat format from
www.afrobarometer.org

: : Q Institut de Recherche Empirique
- m | dasa —— IRE EP en Economie Politique P

Centre for Socia

MICHIGAN STATE science Research

UNIYERSITY

co-published with:

0 Copyright Afrobarometer ii



Urban-Rural Differencesin Support for Incumbents Across Africa

Abstract

Across sub-Saharan Africa support for incumbentegoments is significantly higher among rural restde
than urbanites, although the magnitude of thisediffice varies across countries. In this paper lpubdic
opinion data from the Afrobarometer Survey Seriesptovide systematic evidence of this urban-rural
difference in incumbent support in 18 African caigg. Moreover, | consider a number of different
explanations for urban incumbent hostility, andspreé empirical evidence that provides preliminamyport

for an account that acknowledges electoral incestigreated by the interaction between democracy and
demography. Most simply stated, competitive eletimmake African governments more responsive td rura
interests. Because a majority of Africans liveunat areas, democracy creates incentives for govents to
favor rural interests at the expense of the urbaronity, thereby resulting in dissatisfaction ore thart of
urban voters.

A unique observable implication of this argumenthiat urban incumbent hostility should reduce as th
urban proportion of a country’s population increasé use individual- and national-level data in a
hierarchical setting to show that this is indeesidhase - while urbanites are less likely to supipottmbents,
this effect is mitigated by higher levels of urtmation. Along with data on perceptions of governinen
performance across a range of policy tasks, thidirfg supports the argument that urban hostilisyits, at
least in part, from the pursuance of pro-rural@e$ by incumbent governments.
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Introduction

It is widely accepted that African political padienobilize ethnic or regional constituencies, nditan or
rural ones. Yet despite these ethnically- or regligrbased cleavages, urban voters across sub&ahar
Africa (hereon just Africa) are significantly lekely than their rural counterparts to supportunbent
governments. Moreover, the extent of urban hogtttiwards incumbents varies across countries. i th
paper | provide systematic evidence of this urhaairdifference in incumbent support in 18 African
countries, using public opinion data from the Afioimeter Survey Series. | consider various expiamst
for this difference, and present empirical eviderféering preliminary support for an account that
acknowledges the electoral incentives created byrtteraction between democracy and demographyt Mos
simply stated, competitive elections make Africaovernments more responsive to the demands of rural
interests. Because in most African countries a ritgjof the population lives in rural areas, denamyr
creates political incentives for governments tafawral interests while ignoring the urban mingrthereby
generating dissatisfaction on the part of urbaensot

This account complements other explanations ofniurbeal differences in incumbent support that foons
socio-demographic differences between urban arad residents, and on how differences between usban
rural contexts affect political competition and riliglation. Political behavior is multi-causal; & likely that
numerous factors explain the differences betwebaruand rural voters. However, a unique implicatén
the argument offered herein is that urban incumiestility should reduce as the urban proportioraof
country’s population increases. This implicationkes it observably distinct from alternative explamas,
thereby enabling evaluation of the value addechisydccount. In this paper | undertake one suchuatian
by investigating the relationship between urbarutinibent hostility and the urban-rural distributiohtloe
population, using individual- and national-levetala a hierarchical setting.

In the following section | present systematic indial-level evidence of urban incumbent hostilityass 18
African countries. In section 3 | review the existiliterature on urban-rural electoral cleavageAfiica. In
section 4 | present an additional explanation foban-rural differences in incumbent support that
acknowledges the electoral incentives created odeacy. | outline the empirical strategy that Wil used

to assess the value of this argument in sectiamd present results in section 6.

Evidence of Urban Incumbent Hostility

All else equal, urban residents in Africa are ldikgly to support incumbents than are their rural
counterparts. This pattern has been recognizeddnya®-Krutz (forthcoming), who presents electoratad
from twenty-two African countries to show that, thee vast majority of cases, incumbent vote shares a
lower in the largest city than they are acrossdientry as a whole. If it were simply the case theties
compete on urban or rural platforms, then this mrbastility might be somewhat intuitive. Given that
majority of Africans live in rural areas, we mightpect to see “rural” parties in power across thainent,
with urbanites supporting “urban” parties that peeennially in opposition. However, as analysté\frfcan
politics have consistently noted, political compieti tends to take place predominantly along regjiam
ethnic lines, with party support traversing bothatiand urban areas (see for example: Salih (20085fir
(1979); Mozaffar, Scarritt and Galaich (2003); Om@002); Mozaffar (1995); Glickman (1995); Chazan
(1999))! Indeed, for countries across Africa, analysesatfgons in voting behavior at the individual-level,
and of the aggregate distributions of party votres, have shown that the divisions of politicahpetition
tend to be ethnically or regionally based (seeef@mple: Posner (2005); Fox (1996); Throup and kloyn
(1998); Ferree (2004); Oucho (2002); Marae (198@)ris and Mattes (2003); Ishiyama and Fox (2006)).
Yet despite this, there exists a clear tendencyifban voters to be less satisfied with the incumhiparty,
whichever party this may be.

! The one exception of a specifically rural partyttttee author is aware of is the National Lima Pawihich contested the 1996
elections in Zambia on an agricultural platformd amon no seats.
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This point is illustrated nicely by data from Ghafable 1 presents vote shares from the five peesid
elections in Ghana since the return to multipagmpetition in 1992, for the two dominant politigrties,
the National Democratic Congress (NDC) and the NRariotic Party (NPP).The tables compare each
parties’ vote share nationally to its share in &¢dhe capital and largest city. The NDC was thaypa
formed by Jerry Rawlings, who came to power in apcim 1981, and who then implemented the return to
multiparty politics in 1992. It won the 1992 and8%lections, before losing power to the NPP in(2@Mhd
then contesting the 2004 elections as the majoosippn party. The results shown in Table 1 make tw
points very clearly. First, neither the NDC nor tiEP can plausibly be labeled an urban or a ruaglyp
Their vote shares are quite evenly balanced ina@aghich would not be so if either one were effesdti an
urban party representing specifically urban intesrel§ the parties were divided along urban-runa¢s, we
would expect to see one party consistently outperiftg the other in Accra, but that is certainly tieg case.
This fits with the recognition that the two domihawlitical parties in Ghana are cleaved along iethines,
with the NPP perceived to be a predominantly Aspatty and the NDC an Ewe party (Fridy 2007).

Table 1: Ghanaian Election Results, 1992-2008
| NDC Vote Share |

Election Vote Share | Vote Share | Difference | Incumbent?
in Accra Nationwide

1992 53.4% 58.4% -5% Yes

1996 54% 57.4% -3.4% Yes

2000 40% 43% -3% Yes

2004 46.3% 44.6% +2.3% No

2008 51.9% 47.9% +4% No

NPP Vote Share

Election Vote Share | Vote Share | Difference | Incumbent?
in Accra Nationwide

1992 3% 30.3% +6.7% No

1996 43.3% 39.6% +3.7% No

2000 60% 57% +3% No

2004 51.9% 52.4% -0.5% Yes

2008 45.7% 49.1% -3.4% Yes

Note: The 2000 election went to a 2nd round runoff between the NDC and NPP candidates.
The results shown here are from the second round. All electoral data comes from the
Electoral Commission of Ghana.

The second point that comes out of this data, hewesg that Accra votes differently to the resttio¢
country. Specifically, voters in Accra are leslikto support the incumbent, whichever party ipawer.
When the NDC was in power, its vote share in Aases consistently lower than its vote share in the
country as a whole. As the opposition party in 2884 2008, however, its vote share in the capdaiadly
exceeded its share of the national vote. Likewasethe major opposition party in 1992, 1996 and)2€te
NPP consistently performed better in Accra thami@ nationally. After defeating the NDC in 2000,
however, as the incumbent party it then fared wordke capital than elsewhere in 2004, and agaRZ0D8.
This clear reversal in fortunes strongly suggdsas neither the NDC nor the NPP is the natural miety.
Rather, it seems that no matter which party isower, the incumbent party simply does worse in Adban

it does in the rest of the country.

2 The 2008 data is taken from the first round ofRnesidential election, which was held on 7th Decan2008.
No candidate won a majority of votes, so a runaibweld on 28th December. Data from the runofhateyet
available.
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However, individual-level conclusions based on aggte data are always susceptible to problems of
ecological inference. Moreover, it is not possitleletermine from the data presented by Krutzramfthe
Ghanaian data above, whether the suggested urlsditithas simply a capital (or largest) city eftecor
whether it holds for urbanites throughout each tyuriPublic opinion data allows us to overcome ¢éhes
problems by providing individual-level evidence frmationally-representative surveys. Figure 1 prese
data from Round Three of the Afrobarometer SurveyieS, which shows the difference in incumbent
support between rural and urban voters acrossesighfrican countries (the percentages are availatthe

Appendix)®

60 80

% Support for Incumbent
40

20
-

o 4 gi=-
T = © © 0 F £ 05 0000 00FG 00 =
C8P IS FCS o TcBTLoszosza

= o 9= 2 o ? © E E g © © & %
£ > 80 £E @3 p2a 2 N T8 g C o ® =
O (=) M
£ O = = Z O ®B C c N 3 2 O 0o
¢ o E 2 Z8g&osgN: § 3¢
Q_N t'om}—:j,-k,:._
mo (U.;:;O‘ :tN
O§ 2** w i
* -«
i
I Rural B uban

I Rural-Urban Difference

Figure 1: Difference Between Incumbent Support in Rural and Urban Areas in 2005. Differences
statistically significant at: *** = p < .01; ** = p < .05; * = p < .10.

As the bar on the far right of Figure 1 shows, whiendata is pooled across all 18 countries, urbsitents
are 6% less likely to support the incumbent. Inyathkee countries were urbanites on average mkedy i
than rural residents to support the governing p@gpe Verde, Ghana and Mali), and apart from Ghiaga
difference in these cases is not statisticallyifigant. The fact that urbanites in Ghana appedretanore
likely to support the incumbent simply serves tosiirate the potential problems with using aggregitta
that were highlighted above. However, it shouldhbeed that the difference in Ghana is only sigaificat
the 90% level. More importantly, in all of the &&n remaining cases the proportion of urbanitesesgmg
support for the incumbent was less than the cooredipg rural proportion, and in the vast majorifytteese
the difference is statically significant at the 9%el at least. The results of regression analyssented in
section six show that this urban effect is robaghe inclusion of numerous control variables. 8tn from

% Incumbent support is operationalized as expresanigtention to vote for the incumbent party, ‘é&ions

were held tomorrow”. The value of interest plotbedrigure 1 is the proportion of rural respondemt® would vote
for the incumbent less the equivalent proportionrian respondents, for each country. The data sémom the
third round of the Afrobarometer survey series,alitéarries out nationally-representative housebolsteys across
African democracies. Round Three was carried oQ00Bb.
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this raw data the general pattern is very cleabanites across Africa are less likely than rueslidents to
support the incumbent. Moreover, it is also vesaclthat there is a significant amount of variatiorthe
extent of this difference across countries. Whilecases such as Cape Verde and Mali the difference
insignificant, in Lesotho and Zimbabwe, for examptee proportion of urban residents expressing supp
for the governing party was fully 17% lower thaattbf rural respondents.

This raises two important question: Why are urlemigss likely than rural residents to support
incumbents? And, why does the magnitude of thiedihce vary across countries? In the followindisad
consider a number of possible explanations for mringumbent hostility before proposing an additiona
argument, that given the demographic structure &fcan populations, electoral competition creates
incentives for incumbents to focus resources onrpral policies while ignoring the demands of urban
voters. | spell out the logic of this argument mtiveroughly in Section 4. First though, | revieve txisting
literature on urban-rural voting patterns in Africa

Explanationsin the Literature

Although the vast majority of studies analyzing imgt behavior and party competition in Africa have
concentrated on ethnic or regional divisions, tH®n-rural dimension has not been completely igthore a
recent study of economic voting in Zambia’'s 199%ctbns, Posner and Simon (2002) include urbari-rura
location as a control variable, and find that vetier urban areas were actually more likely to supfie
incumbent than were rural voters. Although conttarthe trend highlighted above, this finding ipksable
given the Zambian context, because the ruling MMityowas born out of the urban protest movements of
the late 1980s, and because its leader Presidéntb&@hvas a former trade unionist with a strondofming
amongst the urban industrial sector. As Figure dwsh this trend has since reversed in Zambia, thith
proportion of urban residents supporting the incemtbin 2005 (still the same MMD, but at this tinegl by

the late President Levy Mwanawasa) 13% lower tHan equivalent proportion of rural respondents.
Kimenyi and Romero (2008) note that urban residémt&enya were less likely to express incumbent
support prior to the 2007 elections, although tklationship appears not to be significant, ang the not
discuss it in any detail. In a study of economitingin Ghana using survey data from 1999, Youd®%2
demonstrates a significant negative relationshipwéen urban location and incumbent support. Again
however, the urban-rural variable is simply inclddes a control in this study, and no attempt is entad
explain the relationship. This limited literatuteetefore provides mixed evidence for the effectsirbfan-
rural location on voting behavior, and offers dithy way of explanation.

Somewhat more usefully, the hostility of Ghanaiabanites towards the incumbent party that Youde
highlights had already been noted with regardshto 1992 and 1996 elections by Bawumia (1998) and
Nugent (1999), both of whom explain it largely aseaction to the effects of the economic Structural
Adjustment Program (SAP) that had been pursuedrégident Jerry Rawlings since 1983. While the SAP
certainly created winners and losers in both urdeh rural areas, both Bawumia and Nugent notettieat
majority of the negative impact was borne by urbbesidents, particularly the job losses resultirgrir
public sector retrenchment, but also the more #ffecsystem of urban taxation that resulted frora th
reforms. In contrast, the most visible benefitsultizg from the SAP were heavily skewed towardsakur
areas, where increased investment in basic publidcges such as pipe-borne water, electricity, aratls
had a much more noticeable impact. Furthermorerdh®val of price distortions meant that agricwdtur
producers in the countryside, especially cocoa éasmreceived vastly improved prices for their stojm
addition, Nugent (1999) argues that the oppositiariies were unable to compete effectively in raralas,
due to their limited ability to communicate withralivoters.

Taken together, these arguments begin to offeraaoreble framework for understanding why African
urbanites might be less disposed than rural resdersupport the incumbent government. This fraoréw

is added to by Conroy-Krutz (forthcoming), who oiai that in addition to the negative urban impact of
SAPs and the relative efficiency of urban as opgdeerural campaigning by opposition parties, inbemt
parties across Africa engage in widespread voibeby in rural areas. Incumbency gives governingigs a
significant comparative advantage in the distributiof minor consumption goods during election
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campaigns. The electoral impact of such distribytizvhich Conroy-Krutz terms “petty patronage”, is
assumed to be greater in rural areas, where voéerde bought more cheaply and more reliably. Toere
higher levels of voter bribery in rural areas makasl voters more likely than urbanites to suppbe
incumbent. In addition, it may also be the case ttha socio-demographic profile of rural residemtzkes it
easier for incumbents to mobilize them. Rural vetend to be older, less educated, and more fefése
factors, along with the possibility that peoplerimal areas are more likely to vote on the basiwyiilty to
identity groups and dominant governing partiestabe controlled by influential traditional rulemnay
reduce the demands of rural residents, and rerden fess autonomous in their voting decisions than
urbanites' Moreover, these factors should be expected todutbmpound the effect of voter bribery noted
by Conroy-Krutz.

To summarize the arguments discussed so far, utlsahvariations in incumbent support may resustrir
socio-demographic differences between urban aral residents, and from differences between urbah an
rural contexts that affect the nature of politic@mpetition and mobilization. More Specifically,ral
residents may be more likely to support incumbéetsaause: (1) they have suffered less from SAPgh&)
are less exposed to opposition party campaigniBgthey are more likely to have their votes bouigint
incumbents (and more likely to sell them, and tosdacheaply); and (4) they are less demanding essl |
autonomous in their voting decisions. These expians all have value, and taken together they ddfer
useful foundation for understanding why urbanites lass likely to support incumbents than theimakur
counterparts. However, they leave open two naggimstions: Why would incumbents risk the developgmen
of hostility in major urban centers? And why shothé level of urban incumbent hostility vary so alid
across countries? As a complement to the accoentgynized above, | suggest that additional insigfiat
this issue can be gained through consideratioheopblitical calculations underlying public polidgcisions.
Doing so offers answers to these two questions.

Elections and Urban Bias

Most famously expounded by Lipton (1977) and Bat#381), the Urban Bias argument holds that
authoritarian regimes in developing countries hiaentives to favor urban over rural interests,dose
urban groups present a more credible threat oftigalli opposition and unrest that could potentially
destabilize the regime. As a result, resourcegpaneped out of the countryside through distortionanige
policies, which reduce the cost of living for urbasidents while returning lower profits to rurabgucers.
This model was widely accepted as a powerful exitary tool for understanding urban-rural relatioms
authoritarian developing countries, not least bseait recognized the political calculations undedy
policies that affect the distribution of resourbesween different sectors of society. Of particutaportance

to the question at hand, however, is the expectdtiat this urban bias should dissipate with theebmf
democracy. As Robert Bates hypothesized in 1993ndations with competitive party systems, political
competition for votes leads to a shift in policyfavor of rural interests” (Bates 1993: 225).

This hypothesis about the effect of electoral caditipe is reflected in the work of Varshney (1998o
argued that elections had precisely this effedhdia, where the introduction and persistence ofiaacy
prior to an industrial revolution empowered the moyside, resulting in the pursuance of policiest there
beneficial to rural interests. More recently, Stagge (2005a) has related this logic to Africa, Odrassing
the link between democracy and public educatiomdipg. Recognizing that competitive elections force
governments to seek a majority of votes, and thmajarity of electors in almost all African coumtsilive in
rural areas, Stasavage argued that in democratterag public policy decisions should reflect a trea
responsiveness to the preferences of rural voteomsequently, electoral competition should lead to
increased spending on primary education, on whical voters place a higher premium than secondady a
university education spending. This simple yet pdwedea, that democracy in Africa leads governtada
shift their focus towards rural interests in ortieisecure a majority of votes, offers a complenmgngad
explicitly political account for the puzzle addredsn this paper, of why urbanites are less likelgupport
incumbents.

*lam grateful to Michael Bratton for highlightinigi$ possibility.
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Electoral Incentives

Most simply stated, urban residents are less litelyupport incumbents because African governmiese
an electoral incentive to implement policies thahéfit rural more than urban areas. Under authiaita
regimes, urbanites have much greater potentialigadlipower than do rural interests, for whom isssach
as illiteracy and geographic dispersion exacerbatedination problems. The more credible threatirbfin
as opposed to rural opposition and unrest leadmesgto bias resources towards urban interestd e
advent of competitive elections, however, this iriae to discriminate in favor of urban interesissipates.
The equalization of individual political power vthe ballot box removes, or at least vastly reduties,
disproportionate influence of what in developingictries tends to be an urban minority, as goverisnen
become dependent on the support of an electoralrityajTherefore in countries where a majority oters
live in rural areas, elections generate incentifeesgovernments to implement policies that benefiial
interests, while allowing them to ignore the densaafiurban residents.

This is not to say that elections resolve ruralembive action problems; lower population densitiasd
obstacles to communication mean that coordinat@mains more difficult in rural than in urban areas.
Rather, elections institutionalize political conipeh, regularizing conict over power through pelio
battles at the ballot box. By accepting the rulelectoral competition urbanites effectively aggte a
reduction of their influence relative to rural vigte because the urban bias that resulted from their
comparative advantage in terms of coordinationrinaathoritarian system is undermined by democratic
politics, under which government survival is detiereal by electoral support rather than by urbangstot
The primary threat to an authoritarian governmeané icoup, which requires coordination, and which is
therefore much more likely to generate in urbamthaal areas. The point of democracy is that taloe
used as paper stones - elections provide an dit@maeans to manage conflict without recourseidtence
(Przeworski 1999). Thus the primary threat to detic governments is electoral defeat, which igiarp

no more likely to stem from urban than rural areas.

In the presence of a rural majority, incumbents who win in the countryside can afford to ignorbaur
voters, and risk generating a certain degree adruidissatisfaction, so long as doing so does raat te
urban unrest that may destabilize the rediriéerefore where a majority of the population isatur
incumbents should distribute sufficient resourcebuy-off urban unrest, without needing to ensheg they
win urban votes. Moreover, where the urban popuiais smaller, urban unrest should have less pateat
destabilize the regime, which will therefore beeatd accommodate a higher level of urban dissatisfa
As the urban population increases, however, theilfity of winning solely in the countryside deeses,
and the potential threat of urban unrest may fi@ejng incumbents to court urban as well as rurdéers.
Therefore this socio-demographic factor - the digtion of the population between urban and rurabs -
should alter the political calculations of the imthent. Specifically, increasing the urban propaortid the
population should induce the government to implenpaticies that benefit urban as well as rural v®te
which in turn should increase the level of supploat it receives from urban voters.

Therefore urban hostility results from governmenissuing pro-rural policies in order to ensure teled
support from the rural majority. The logical (andservable) implication of this argument is thatsthi
hostility should reduce as the urban proportiorthef population increases, because governments drave
incentive to more evenly balance pro-rural and ymtman policies. Before proceeding, it is worth atsg

® Such pro-rural policies may also be expected tonbee electorally efficient than pro-urban policibecause rural votes may be
cheaper per capita. For example, it may be cheapsupply primary education to 100 rural villagénan to provide university

places to the same number of urban residents.

6 Stasavage (2005a) captures the logic underlyirsgattyument, but applied specifically to educatmending, in a simple game
theoretic model. Assuming that the threat of unpested by urbanites is constant across authoritama democratic regimes, and
that a majority of voters are rural, he shows thatadvent of democracy should lead incumbentster ¢o the demands of rural
interests by increasing spending on primary edanativhile the level of spending on university edigradesired by urbanites

should remain constant. Future formal theoreticatknshould model this game under different assungti specifically about the

level of threat posed by urban unrest, and thenirbeal distribution of voters.
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that party competition in Africa does not take plgrimarily along an urban-rural cleavage. Ratkiee,
overriding tendency is for party support to be base ethnic or regional constituencies, with grolipised
to parties through clientelistic ties (van de Wa&l03: 313). This state of the world is consistsith the
argument that a predominantly rural population oefuincumbents to implement policies that favoalrur
interests. It is important to be clear that theuargnt being made here concerns interests, notitidentt is
not the intention of this paper to claim that vet&tentify as either rural or urban, nor is it &ng that they
could. Rather, the argument is that rural voteesligely to share a variety of common interests,eikample
in primary education, rural feeder roads, rurattiication, or agricultural prices, which may fifentiate
them from urban voters. As a result, politiciana caurt rural voters not by appealing to a voteusl
identity, but by implementing (or promising) poéisithat serve these particular rural interests.

Voter choice, like all other political phenomeng,niulti-causal. Thus while ethnicity may be a pduler
predictor of voting behavior across Africa, nowhexrd likely to be a perfect one. Parties may émeral be
able to rely on the support of their ethnic growgsgpecially due to clientelistic links, and to théuence of
traditional and religious leaders. But for somehef voters some of the time this may not be enobgtause
circumstances may make particular interests a powerful determinant of vote choice than ethnickgr
example, a rural resident may value the public isesv provided by an out-group incumbent party
sufficiently for her to support that party, irresiee of ethnicity. Alternatively, an urban residenight be
so frustrated by high food prices that she willevagainst an in-group incumbent. Moreover, mangngotio
not have an in-group party to vote for. As notedva) in Ghana the NPP is perceived to be an Agzantg,
and the NDC an Ewe party. These are the only tablgiparties, and between them tend to win over 86%
the votes. And yet, more than 40% of the populatielongs to ethnic groups other than the Asantetlzend
Ewe. Therefore for at least 40% of Ghanaian voteis far from clear which one ibeir ethnic party.

Therefore although ethnic or regional identitiesyrmapact powerfully on voting behavior, they ard e
only determinant factors. Furthermore, althoughegoments may engage in clientelistic distributitong
ethnic lines, certain policies may not be amenalesuch group-specific targeting. For example,
distortionary food prices are likely to affect mesnb of all ethnic groupsMoreover, certain policies may
tend to distinguish between urban and rural intsreather than between ethnic or regional grolpsetting
such policies, it makes sense that with electavadpetition and a rural majority, governments shater
primarily to rural interests. It is therefore wodbnsidering some of the policy tools with whichvgohnments
might distinguish between rural and urban intergsthis way.

Distortionary policy tools

African governments have control over a varietyolicy tools, whose effects may be felt differeltyidoy
urban and rural voters. As Stasavage (2005a) notesof these is education spending. Rural dwefiexfer
that a greater proportion of the education budgetpient on primary schooling, whereas urbanitefepre
increases in secondary and university educationdipg. Of course, the education budget need néikéd,
and the amount allocated to both sectors coulthbee@sed, but the point is that education spendgiray
policy over which urban and rural voters might pexted to have divergent preferences. Moreoveilewh
the government could subsidize both sectors, ifelbetoral process allows it to ignore urban dersaartd
accumulate rents instead, this would seem an ﬁmamption?

A nice example of the use of education spendirthisway is provided by Stasavage (2005b), whogrss
evidence that the policy of Universal Primary Edima (UPE) in Uganda was adopted by President
Museveni in order to win rural votes during the @ @®esidential election. Stasavage also notes itasilink
between electoral incentives and education policialawi, where UPE was implemented in September
1994, after having been a key policy on the bakishich the new government was elected in May atf th

" Kasara (2007) shows that certain agricultural taoess be used to target speci_c ethnic groups, laatdattually governments in
Africa have tended to extract more from their owthné& groups. This finding is based on data thatec® predominantly
authoritarian regimes, and therefore it would heriesting to see whether this pattern holds asglyainder democracy.
8 It is also worth noting that education spending hthige amenable to targeting towards specific regi@ngroups, in order to
appease a party's core constituency, and thatilist be even more so for primary than secondapnarersity spending.
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year. The two cases of Uganda and Malawi highlidtite Stasavage are not isolated examples. Just as i
Malawi, the provision of free primary education veakey electoral issue on which new governmentsecam
to power in Lesotho and Kenya in 1998 and 2002yaetsvely (Avenstrup, Liang and Nellemann 2004)eTh
evidence presented by Stasavage clearly links Munsvpolicy of expanding primary education with
electoral incentives; more Specifically, it wasven by his need to win the support of Uganda’slrusgers.
That the same pattern can also be seen acrosscotl&ries offers further support to the idea #lattions
create incentives for governments to pursue pdglitiat benefit the rural majority.

That being said, we cannot rule out the possitiligt the link with electoral incentives is spugpand that
UPE policies were simply a consequence of prewilemporal trends, perhaps resulting from donor
pressure in the 1990s. On way to address this gmols to look at the case of Botswana, which prissam
interesting counterfactual. Somewhat uniquely inig&f multiparty elections have been held constbktén
Botswana since independence in 1966. As a re§iititisi correct that electoral incentives resultpiolicies
designed to benefit the rural majority, then weutth@xpect primary education to have been expanteth
earlier in Botswana than elsewhere. This is exaghgt happened; after suffering a drop in ruralpsupin

the 1969 elections, the ruling Botswana Democtaticty (BDP) set in motion a program of rapid priynar
school expansion. This was extremely popular wittalrvoters, and proved key to the BDP’s subsequent
electoral successes (Al-Samarrai 2005).

In fact, expanded access to primary education wdg one of numerous rural development policies
implemented by the BDP to garner electoral supjporh Botswana'’s rural majority. Having learnt frata
electoral failures in rural areas in 1969, the Bibftigated the Accelerated Rural Development Progra
(ARDP) shortly before the 1974 election, which wiesigned Specifically to win votes from the rural
population (Colclough and McCarthy 1980). Most lné tARDP consisted of public works projects such as
roads, schools, and village wells. Not only weresthgoods central to the interests of rural votkey, were
also highly visible, and therefore likely to proeéute desired short-term electoral payoffs forittteimbent
BDP government. That such a significant packagerofrural policies was implemented just prior te th
1974 election strongly suggests that they wereedrlyy electoral incentives, as competitive elestigive
rural majorities the political power to demand mguition of their interests.

Agricultural policy is another tool with which inmbents can differentiate between urban and rutatests.

As noted above, Urban Bias theory holds that aitr@n regimes benefit urban at the expense dl rur
interests by introducing discriminatory price ardaurce ows. In particular, they use agricultuddicpes as

a tool to reduce the cost of living for urban dwgedl primarily by distorting the cost of food (Bat&981:
33). Just as agricultural policy can be used torilisnate against the rural sector, so it can bsdurned to
the producers’ benefit. Despite the presence ofsSad?oss Africa, which prescribe the liberalizataord
deregulation of prices, governments still haveeagdeal of control over these areas. NicholasdeawWalle
has highlighted the fact that implementation of SARs been far from complete, and that the dedree o
implementation of reforms to food markets and ekpgriculture in particular has been mediocre (\dan
Walle 2001: 90). Therefore it seems fair to assuh@ African governments have retained significant
leverage over policies that enable them to appeaseliscriminate between, rural and urban interests
Moreover, van de Walle also notes that consumeegprhave been liberalized more than producer prices
fact that lends intuitive support to the arguméiat democracy gives African governments greateritices

° Holm (1982) argues that the low level of agricuuinvestment by the BDP from 1966 to 1980 did swfficiently match the
potential electoral strength of what at that timasvan extremely large rural majority - at indepewéerural dwellers constituted
over 85% of Botswana’s total population. Yet Holimself notes that only a small proportion of Bots&a rural population were
actually employed in domestic agriculture, withleast a quarter of the working-age population teraply employed in South
Africa, and therefore that agricultural investmeras of little interest to them (Holm 1982: 91). Raxt as noted above, key to the
interests of Botswanan rural voters was investrirentral infrastructure, and therefore the low leveagricultural investment is not
indicative of rural voters failing to demand retsirommensurate to their electoral strength. Inteigly though, Holm also argues
that the ability of rural voters to claim benefftem the government in proportion to their elect@tength was undermined by
obstacles to collective action and political matgtion. Specifically, these included problems ahsport and communication, and
the traditional hierarchy of Botswanan politicaltare. These issues should certainly be borne mdmihen considering the extent
to which contemporary African governments faceteled incentives to pander to the interests ofdangal majorities.
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to appease rural rather than urban interests.vimérg in producer prices but leaving consumergsrio the
vagaries of the market fits perfectly with the afmentioned expectation that incumbents should ppyhi
ignore urban demands while being more responsiteetoural sectot’

An interesting example of this is provided by priiteeralization policies in Kenya. Market liberations
implemented by the Kenyan government in 1992 reduilh a dramatic drop in the input/output ratio of
prices for producers of maize, Kenya's key foodpcrbhis drop was greatly beneficial to the (rurabize
producers, and coincided nicely with the multipagtgctions in December of that year (De Grootelet a
(2005). Moreover, despite allusions of liberaliaatirather than ceding power over electorally usadlicy
levers the Kenyan government retained control ozenaeed prices through the state-owned Kenya Seed
Company (KSC), and continued to manipulate maiieprvia the National Cereals and Produce Board (De
Groote et al. (2005); Jayne, Myers and Nyoroc (200Vhile maize output prices uctuated somewhat
following the significant increase in 1992, thegealramatically again in 1997, following the intwgtion of
fixed prices and tariffs on imports. This sharpr@ase again greatly benefitted maize producergjimt to

the elections that occurred at the end of that {¢an de Walle (2001). At the same time, howeveban
consumers were faced with higher food prices assaltc Although only suggestive, this pattern fiesatly
with the idea that electoral incentives motivatéqies that benefit rural at the expense of urbderests.

Therefore between agriculture, prices, educatiod, @her aspects of infrastructure, governmentfiita
have a variety of policy tools with which they cawurt rural voters at the expense of the urban ritindAs
noted above, there is nothing about these politias makes them necessarily zero-sum, as goversment
could direct resources to both urban and ruralsanrdawever, under the reasonable assumption ofigebu
constraint, it is not possible to please all of ttters all of the time. Therefore incumbents mustke
decisions about how to allocate public funds. Muegpas noted above, if incumbents can ignore urban
voters and accumulate rents instead, they migkpected to do so. The argument | propose in #ypepis
that electoral competition and the urban-ruralrifigtion of their populations provide governmentighw
incentives to direct benefits towards rural voteds. a result, urbanites should be less supportive o
incumbent governments than are rural residents.

This is not to deny the value of the accounts nadtedection 3; socio-demographic differences, and
differences in political competition and mobilizati across urban and rural areas no doubt affectdting
behavior of urban and rural residents. But in regg the political calculations resulting frometh
interaction between democracy and demography, ticeuat proposed herein offers an answer to why
incumbents should risk generating hostility in urlgenters. By rendering governments reliant orsthpport

of an electoral majority, democracy reduces thprdjgortionate influence of urbanites across Afrigagre

a majority of voters live in rural areas. As a tesncumbents can afford to risk a certain amanintirban
hostility, so long as they can win elections in twaintryside. This account also offers an explanator
why the magnitude of urban incumbent hostility garacross countries - what matters is the distobwif a
country’s population between rural and urban ar@asthe urban population increases, so the feiyiloi
winning solely in the countryside decreases, fagréimcumbents to seek urban as well as rural suppera
result, the extent of urban hostility should beditianal on the urban proportion of the population.

Fortunately, this conditional relationship is a que observable implication of the account that ferf
making it possible to assess its vailidity indepantdof any other accounts. As noted above, the leive
incumbent hostility should be inversely relatedhte urban proportion of the population, becausthasural
majority decreases the government can less corbfgrtalerate dissatisfaction on the part of urbatevs.
Whatever other factors may lead to differenceshi toting behavior of urban and rural residentsieno
account for this hypothesized conditional effedtefiefore evidence for this effect would provideosty

10 African governments are still prepared to interveneonsumer prices when the political need ariBesiever, as recent action by
President Paul Biya's government in Cameroon ilaiss. In March 2008 Biya slashed customs dutiebasic foodstuffs in
response to urban food riots in which at least 2dopfe were killed and over 1600 were arrested (see
http://www.bicusa.org/en/Article.3702.aspx).
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support for the account proposed herein. In tHevahg section | outline an empirical strategy th#empts
to provide such evidence. Results are presentseldtion 6.

Empirical Strategy

In the following analysis | make use of data fromuRd Three of the Afrobarometer Series, which ptesi
individual-level data from eighteen African demates’' | combine this individual-level data with national-
level population data from the UN. With this datais possible to rigorously estimate the urbanirura
difference in incumbent support across Africa, eme@valuate the various factors that may accounthis
difference. Specifically, my goal is to evaluateetlier the negative effect of being an urban residara
respondent’s propensity to support the incumbertly paries systematically across countries, acogrdo

the proportion of the countries’ population resglim urban areas. This will be done by estimating a
hierarchical model of incumbent support, incorpagboth individual- and country-level parameters.

Data

The cross-sectional Afrobarometer survey data piessia powerful tool for addressing this empiriealkt
because it allows for the effect of variation ie tirban proportion of a country’s population toghvaluated.
Figure 2 displays the proportion of each of thehtdgn countries’ populations that resides in uréi@as,
which ranges from 12.5% in Uganda to 59.3% in Sdftica.*? In only three countries was there an urban
majority in 2005 (Botswana, Cape Verde, and Souilicd). Most importantly though, there is substahti
variation across the eighteen countries. If thigadi@mn is significantly and inversely related teetdegree of
urban incumbent hostility, then the argument thatteral incentives lead politicians to delibergtplirsue
policies of “rural bias” will be strongly supporte®n the other hand, finding no systematic effedt w
suggest that urban incumbent hostility is not eglab the deliberate strategic calculations oftjwali actors.

11 Round Three of the Afrobarometer Series coveredrBd@otswana, Cape Verde, Ghana, Kenya, Lesothalalgascar, Malawi,
Mali, Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria, Senegal, Soéftica, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. Jureeys were carried
out during 2005 (with the exception of the Southiden survey which took place in 2006) using fawdace interviews in the
language of the respondent's choice. The sampdapresentative of the voting-age population cheation. Random selection is
used at every stage of the sampling and the saimpteatified to ensure coverage of all major deraphic segments. Sample size
varies from 1,048 to 2,400 in each country. Thee®n of countries is intentionally biased towaldweralizing regimes.
http://www.afrobarometer.org/

12 Population data taken from the Population Divisairthe Department of Economic and Social Affairstloé United Nations
Secretariat, World Population Prospects: The 2008vidbn and World Urbanization Prospects: The 20R@&vision,
http://esa.un.org/unup.
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Figure 2: Urban Proportion of Populations in 2005

I ndependent variables

Estimating a multilevel model of incumbent suppeduires specifying a model at the individual- adlas

the country-level. The dependent variable of irgei® support for the incumbent president’s p&tihis is
operationalized using a question from the Afrobagtamsurveys that asks, “If

a [presidential] election were held tomorrow, whigarty’s candidate would you vote for?”. A dummy
variable for incumbent support is therefore codeifl the respondent names the incumbent party, and O
otherwise. The explanatory variable of interesthatindividual level is whether the respondentdive an
urban or a rural location. The Afrobarometer datdudes a binary urban-rural indicator drawn froacte
country’s offcial census classification of enumiematareas, which the Afrobarometer uses as primary
sampling units. This is used to construct an uidbammy (rural = 0, urban = 1), with the expectatibat it

will be negatively related to incumbent support.

The hypothesis that results from the theoreticglisnent suggested in this paper is that urban ineamb
hostility should decrease as the proportion ofpbjgulation living in urban areas increases, becalesoral
incentives make the government more responsivegalémands of urban voters. In order to evaluase th
hypothesis, | include a measure of the urban ptagroof each country’s population in 2005.

With this data it is also possible to evaluate #xplanations for urban incumbent hostility that ever
discussed in section 3. The first of these is tivdanites have suffered more from economic hardship
caused by SAPs. Therefore | include two measurescofiomic perceptions in an attempt to capture this
effect. The first is a subjective measure of tlspomdent’s personal economic situation, using mesgoto a
question that asks, “In general, how would you dbscyour own present living conditions?” This

13 All of the countries included in the analysis hawvesidential systems except for Lesotho, which pawidiamentary constitutional
monarchy. For Lesotho incumbent is taken as thedMlinister’s party.

14 An alternative to this subjective indicator is telude two objective variables aimed at capturimg same effect: a dummy for
whether the respondent is unemployed; and an infigoverty. The latter is constructed from a batte questions asking how
often the respondent has had to go without basienoadities such as food and water in the past ydee. actual question asks,
“Over the past year, how often, if ever, have yoamyone in your family gone without: Enough foodeait?; Enough clean water
for home use?; Medicines or medical treatment?; ughofuel to cook your food?; A cash income?; Scloglenses for your
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measure captures what we might think of as “podakbvoting’effect. Alternatively, a more sociotrapi
account of economic voting would expect support thoe incumbent to be affected by an individual's
evaluation of the country’s economic situation. sTké captured with responses to a question that ask
respondents to describe the economic conditiotm@fcountry as a whole, with the expectation belraj t
individuals making positive evaluations will be radikely to support the incumbetit.

Another factor that has been suggested to accaurthé divergent levels of incumbent support betwee
urban and rural voters is exposure to campaigningpposition parties. Accepting that this is a wdifficult

thing to capture, | attempt to proxy for the degodeexposure by including a measure of media access
calculated from questions about how frequentlyréepondent gets news from various different meglitd,

the expectation being that it should be negativeiated to incumbent suppdftA third suggested
explanation is that rural voters are more likelyo®involved in voter bribery. For this | includevariable
indicating whether or not the respondent was offemegift in the previous electidh.Finally, it is also
possible that the socio-demographic profile of rumsidents makes them less demanding and less
autonomous in their voting behavior, which in tunay render them more likely to support the incuntben
To capture this effect, | include measures of agecation, and gender.

One concern with the conclusions about urban inamnbostility drawn from aggregate data is that thita
fails to distinguish between a general urban effext a more specific capital city effect. As a lesn the
analysis | include an indicator for whether thepmaslent lives in the country’'s capital city, in effort to
control for the possibility that any significantan effect is driven solely by respondents in thesations'®

As noted above, party competition in Africa tendstdke place along ethnic lines. If this is theecage
should expect ethnicity to be a powerful prediabrvoting behavior, and a decent model of incumbent
support will need to incorporate this (for existiegjdence of this, see Norris and Mattes 2003)cifipally,

we should expect respondents to be more inclinsdpport the incumbent president’s party if thegrsithe
same ethnicity as the president. Therefore | ireladlummy variable for coethnic, coded 1 if thepoaslent

is from the same ethnic group as the presidentpasttierwise?’

It is also important to recognize the possible bidadividuals’ responses resulting from their gegations of
who is responsible for the survey. Public opiniamveys are still fairly uncommon in Africa, and nyan
people assume that any such survey is being castiedn behalf of the government, despite assusatme
the contrary by the interviewer. Someone who bebethat the interviewer is an agent of the statg feal
compelled to express support for the governingyparhatever her true vote intention. Fortunatekly final
question on the Afrobarometer survey asks respdadeho they think sent the interviewers out inte th
field. Therefore | include a dummy variable indingt whether or not the respondent thought that the
government was responsible for the survey.

Estimating a multilevel model makes it possibletmtrol for factors at the national level that ntiglffect
individual political behavior. | include a dummyrfahether or not there has been an alternatioheoptrty
in power as a result of democratic elections, besawters may react differently to incumbents teaiain
in power despite the transition to democracy. b dtelude a measure of party system fractionabzrafan

children (like fees, uniforms or books)?” Neversfionce or twice; Several times; Many times; Alw&an't Know.” A pocketbook
voting account would expect both of these variabdelse negatively related to incumbent supportngshese variables instead of
the more subjective measure does not affect thatses

5 The survey includes three questions, asking fot, paesent, and future economic evaluations. Tlasein fact all highly
correlated, and the choice of which to use doesffett the results.

% The survey question askgjow often do you get news from the following s@sz Radio; Television; Newspapers.” Every day; A
few times a week; A few times a month; Less thaa aimmonth; Never; Don't Know.

Y The actual guestion askfuring the [last] election, how often (if ever) dlia candidate or someone from a political partyeoff
you something, like food or a gift, in return fauy vote?" Never; Once or twice; A few times; OftBon't Know.”

18 The results are no different if the analysis inelién indicator for largest instead of capital,cithich is not always the same
thing.

19 Again, because Lesotho is a parliamentary constitat monarchy this variable will be based on thienB Minister’s identity.
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index of the number of effective legislative pasjieon the basis that greater fractionalization raaly
incumbent$? Finally, | control for per capita GDP, on the basiat objective economic development at the
national level may affect incumbent support.

Multilevel analysis

The primary purpose of this analysis is to evaltlageargument that the effect of urban-rural laratn an
individual's propensity to support the incumbenti@a according to the urban- rural distributiontbé
country's population. The argument therefore expantinteraction effect between individual- andrdou
level variables, which implies a hierarchical mooiincumbent support. Such a model can be spddifie

P(y; = 1lurbang, X;, Z%)
= A(B(]jonst + /65rbanurbani + /BXXi + BZZk) (1)

for each individual = 1, ...,n, and each countiy= 1, ...,N, whereX andZ, are matrices of the various other
individual- and country-level control variables sified above, and

k

k k
const Sconst + Yeonsturban%”™ + €const (2)

k k k
ﬁurban = 51“"(76“1 + 'ywbanurban% + €urban (3)

Importantly then, the intercept and the coefficiémt the individual-level urban variable are spidfas
functions of the urban proportion of the populatforban?y. What this means is that for the individual-level
control variables a common coefficient is estimasedoss all countries, because there is no theateti
reason to expect these effects to vary by couByycontrast, the model estimates the effect ofvildial
urban-rural location conditional on the proportmfrthe national population living in urban areabefiefore
the model estimates both individual- and countrigleoefficients, as well as a coefficient for thieraction
effect between urban-rural location and the urbapgrtion of the national population. This impligse
mixed-effects model

P(y; = 1l urban;, X;, Z")

6const + 'Yconsturban%k +

A (Ourban + ’yurbanurban%k)urbani+ (4)

OBxX; + ﬂZZk + e’j{mst + ek urban;

urban

In terms of evaluating the theoretical argumeng thultilevel interaction effect is of primary ingst,
because this will indicate whether or not the dftddeing an urban resident on an individual’ spamasity to
support the incumbent is in fact contingent on phaportion of the urban-rural distribution of thational

population. In the specification above, this inttien effect is captured in tHarbanUrban%® term.

Results

The key outcome of interest is the presence of@ifgiant inverse relationship between the urbapprtion
of the population and the effect of urban location,an individual’'s propensity to support the in@emt.
Such a relationship would provide strong supporttfee argument that political calculations, drivien
electoral incentives, underlie urban incumbentiliysin Africa. Intuitive results are presented kigure 3.
Estimating the individual-level portion of the mbddeparately for each country gives a coefficiemtthe
effect of the urban dummy on incumbent supporEigure 3 these coefficients are plotted againsutban

20| am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for hightiigty these possibilities.
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proportion of the country’s population (Zimbabweeiscluded, because the urban coefficient is faretow
than all of the others, and therefore distortssttade of the graph significantl).
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Figure 3: Effect of Urban Location on Incumbent Support, by Urban % of Population

The coefficients for the effect of being an urban resident on the probability of supporting the incum-
bent from country-specific regressions, plotted against the urban % of the population.

Just eyeballing the data in this way indicatesearctelationship in the expected direction; theatigg effect

of being an urbanite is largest in countries white urban proportion of the population is smallesid
reduces steadily towards zero as this proportioreases. This relationship fits perfectly with #rgument
that in countries where a vast majority of the gafion lives in rural areas, electoral calculatidead
incumbents to tolerate higher levels of urban disfection. If urban incumbent hostility were uratgld to
electoral incentives, we would expect to see nd swtationship between hostility and the urbandirura
distribution of the population.

Importantly, the standard errors for the threeyindi coefficients in Figure 3 (for Mali, Namibiane Benin)
are so large that these coefficients are not Statily significant. In a multilevel estimation,ahuncertainty
surrounding these coefficients is taken into actdumestimating the multilevel interaction effectable 2
presents results of such an estimation - Model 4 very basic model, including just the individuaban
dummy, the urban proportion of the national popolatand the interaction between these two varsble
Model 2 includes controls for additional individdalel and country-level factors; Model 3 includie
variables intended to capture alternative argunfenthe existence of urban incumbent hostility.

2 Plotting the country-specific coefficients agaitts country-level unit of interest in this way iha Andrew Gellman terms the
“secret weapon” (see http://www.stat.columbia.emhgk/movabletype/archives/2005/03/the secret wea).h

0 Copyright Afrobarometer 15



Table 2: Multilevel Estimation of Incumbent Support

1 2 3
Individual-level variables
Urban -0.532 -0.476 -0.463
(0.079) (0.082) (0.086)
Pocketbook - - 0.059
- - (0.016)
Sociotropic — — 0.218
— — (0.015)
News — - -0.117
- - (0.059)
Gift — — -0.082
— — (0.039)
Female — - -0.035™¢
- - (0.029)
Age — — -0.001"¢
- - (0.001)
Education — - -0.006™¢
- - (0.009)
Capital City — -0.232 -0.237
— (0.054) (0.055)
Govsent — 0.373 0.369
— (0.028) (0.029)
Coethnic — 0.651 0.658
- (0.038) (0.039)
Intercept 0.341™  5.272™5  4.307"°
(0.599) (3.665) (3.446)
Country-level variables
%Urban -1.090™  -1.681™° -1.760™°
(1.559) (1.251) (1.177)
Turnover - -0.702™  0.655™°
- (0.442) (0.416)
ENLP - -0.342 -0.287
- (0.155) (0.146)
Log(GDP per capita) - -0.169™  -0.157"¢
- (0.161) (0.151)
Multilevel interaction effects
%Urban*Urban 0.499 0.487 0.460
(0.193) (0.197) (0.203)
Random Effects
Country: sd(constant) 0.889 0.675 0.634
(0.149) (0.114) (0.107)
Groups 18 18 18
Observations 25,397 25,397 24,093

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. All coefficients are statistically significant at p < .05
unless indicated by ns.
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What is clear from these results is that urbardegs are significantly less likely to support inthents than
are their rural counterparts. In addition, and s might expect, individuals are much more like\ekpress
support for incumbents who come from the same etlgnbup as themselves. The results also show a
significant positive relationship between econorai@luations and incumbent support. Interestindly, i
appears that having been offered a gift in retarrohe’s vote in the previous election is negaivelated to
incumbent support, a result which merits furthéergton beyond that which it can be given hereirnsM
importantly for the argument at hand, however, iteraction term %Urban*Urban) shows that the
negative effect of being an urban resident is iddeenditional on the urban-rural distribution ofeth
population in each respondent’s country. This axtdon effect remains significant when the numerous
individual- and country-level controls are includedid when measures of the various alternativenaegts
are added to the model.

This conditional effect can be seen much more lgléarFigure 4, which plots the effect of being arban
resident on the probability of expressing suppartiie incumbent, as the urban proportion of theufadion
increased’ The solid line represents the marginal effect, tneddashed lines are 95% confidence intervals.
As the argument expects, and as Figure 3 suggettedpegative effect of being an urban resident is
strongest in countries where the urban populatoeniallest, and decreases in magnitude steadilljeas
urban population increases. These results thergiandde strong evidence in favor of the explanatior
urban incumbent hostility offered in this paper.

Marginal Effect of Urban as % Urban Changes

Dependent Variable: Vote for Incumbent

Marginal E ffect of Urban
0
I

1 I I 1 1 I
12.5 20 30 40 50 60

% Urban
Figure 4: Effect of Urban Location on Incumbent Support, by Urban % of Population

The marginal effect of being an urban resident on the probability of supporting the incumbent, as
the urban % of the population increases from 12.5 to 60 (the sample range). The solid line is the
marginal effect, the dashed lines are 95% confidence intervals.

In countries with very small urban populations,ngein urban rather than a rural dweller has a gtron
negative effect on the odds of supporting the inoemt. As the urban proportion of the populationéases,

22 The estimated effect is for a 37 year old femal&) all other variables held at their mean valumsnfedian for binary variables).
| am grateful to Brambor, Clark and Golder (2003)rhaking the Stata code for these graphs available
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however, this negative effect dissipates steattilgountries with the lowest levels of urbanizatiarbanites
are about 8.5% less likely to vote for the incumbehan rural residents, irrespective of any ofaetors
that might be expected to influence voter choicecduntries where the population is more evenlgagr
between urban and rural areas, however, this @felimost 5% smaller. Notably, it is still nega&tiwhich
perhaps highlights that a variety of reasons uiel#rke greater propensity of urbanites to suppppsition
parties, not all of which are captured by this modkéevertheless, the trend is clear: urban incurhben
hostility is conditional on the proportion of thepulation living in urban areas. All else equal,engh this
proportion is higher, urbanites are less likelyafect the incumbent. Such a relationship is omlysistent
with the explanation offered by this paper, thathwa rural majority elections generate incentives f
politicians to implement policies that benefit duraterests, while ignoring the demands of the arba
minority. Focusing on electoral incentives in thigy makes it possible to understand why incumbents
would risk generating hostility in urban areas. Btorer, this account complements others by offedng
possible explanation for the important questionvby the extent of urban incumbent hostility varéesoss
countries.

Perceptions of Policy Performance

If it is correct that incumbents provide incentivies incumbents to favor rural residents, then ahfer
observable implication of the theoretical argumsrthat urbanites should on average be less satigfith

the government’s performance on different poliguies. The Afrobarometer surveys ask respondentg abo
their perceptions of government performance acmssumber of policy areas, thereby enabling an
investigation of this further implicatidi.Table 3 presents the proportions of rural and ureaidents who
feel that the government is handling each issugyfar very well, as well as the proportions whgy shey
would vote for the incumbent, and who are fairlyvery satisfied with the way democracy works inithe
country.

Table 3: Urban-Rural Differences in Public Opinion
Rural Urban Difference

Vote for Incumbent 49% 43% -6%
Satisfied with Democracy 56% 53% -3%
Approve of Goverment’s Handling of:

Fighting Corruption 50% 45% -5%
Reducing Crime 57% 50% -7%
Managing the Economy 51% 50% -1%m*
Addressing Educational Needs 70% 67% -3%
Ensuring Enough to Eat 36% 37% 1%
Improving Basic Health Services 65% 65% -
Combating HIV/AIDS 5% 74% 1%"ms
Narrowing Income Gaps 26% 23% -3%
Creating Jobs 29% 25% -4%
Keeping Prices Stable 29% 29% -
Delivering Household Water 46% 57% 11%

Note: All differences are statistically significant at p < .01 unless indicated by ns.

As noted above, urbanites are on average 6% lksly lihan rural residents to support incumbents. In
addition, the data in Table 3 shows that they dse significantly less likely to express satisfantiwith

2 The question askSNow let's speak about the performance of the pnégmvernment of this country. How well or badlyudo
you say the current government is handling theofailhg matters, or haven't you heard enough to S4gfy badly, Fairly badly,
Fairly well, Very well, DK/Haven't heard enoughThe issues asked about are: Managing the econGnegting jobs; Keeping
prices stable; Narrowing gaps between rich and;pReducing crime; Improving basic health servicéddressing educational
needs; Delivering household water; Ensuring evesyttas enough to eat; Fighting corruption in govemtmCombating HIV/AIDS.
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democracy, and to approve of the government’s pedace across a variety of different policy iss@sly
with regards to household water delivery were untegidents significantly more likely to approvetbéir
government’s performance, a fact that is not attegesurprising given the obstacles to water promisn
rural areas. This data is therefore at least stiggesf better policy performance in rural tharumban areas.
However, aggregating the data conceals possibleréifces across countries. Moreover, it is posshae
socio-demographic differences make rural residestsier to satisfy than their more demanding urban
counterparts. In which case, lower levels of urlsmisfaction might not result from differences in
government performance, but simply from the faat ffeople in rural areas are easier to please.

Fortunately, the unique implication of the argumenncerning electoral incentives again allows us to
differentiate these effects. If governments favar tural majority then, as with incumbent supporban-
rural differences in satisfaction with democracyd ampproval of government performance should be
conditional on the urban proportion of each couatpopulation. Figures 5-8 show the marginal effefct
being urban on the probability of a respondent esging satisfaction with democracy, and of expngssi
approval of the government’s performance acrossdahge of policies. All of these figures are based
multilevel estimations identical to model 3 in Tald, but with different dependent variables. Thanefn
each of these estimations numerous possible detantsi of satisfaction and approval are controléed f

Marginal Effect of Urban as % Urban Changes

Dependent Variable: Satisfaction w/ Democracy

Marginal E ffect of Urban
I
1
1
|
\

I | I I I I
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% Urban

Figure 5: Effect of Urban Location on Satisfaction with Democracy, by Urban % of Population

The marginal effect of being an urban resident on the probability of being satisfied with democracy,
as the urban % of the population increases from 12.5 to 60 (the sample range). The solid line is
the marginal effect, the dashed lines are 95% confidence intervals.

Even more dramatically than with incumbent suppatban-rural differences in satisfaction with denaoy
are very clearly conditional on the urban propartad the population. While in countries with thewvkst
level of urbanization urbanites are more than 168s likely than rural residents to express satisfaevith
democracy, all else being equal, this negative udféect steadily reduces as the urban proportiothe
population goes up, such that when the populasogvenly split between urban and rural areas tisene
significant urban-rural difference in democratitisfaction. This result therefore provides furtsapport for
the idea that an increase in the urban populagiadd incumbents to court urban as well as rurarsostill

0 Copyright Afrobarometer 19



though, this conclusion relies on the assumptian satisfaction with democracy is affected by gowent
policy. While not an unreasonable assumption, therefore useful to look at indicators of actualiqy
performance.

Marginal Effect of Urban as % Urban Changes Marginal Effect of Urban as % Urban Changes

Dependent Variable: Approve of Gov. Economic Performance Dependent Variable: Approve of Gov. Performance on Creating Jobs
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Marginal Effect of Urban as % Urban Changes

Dependent Variable: Approve of Gov. Performance on Addressing Education Needs
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Figure 6: Effect of Urban Location on Approval of Government Policy Performance, by Urban %
of Population

The marginal effect of being an urban resident on the probability of approving of the government’s

performance on a range of policies, as the urban % of the population increases from 12.5 to 60 (the
sample range). The solid line is the marginal effect, the dashed lines are 95% confidence intervals.
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Marginal Effect of Urban as % Urban Changes

Dependent Variable: Approve of Gov. Performance in Ensuring Sufficient Food Supply
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Marginal Effect of Urban as % Urban Changes

Dependent Variable: Approve of Gov. Performance in Tackling Crime
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Marginal Effect of Urban as % Urban Changes

Dependent Variable: Approve of Gov. Performance on Keeping Prices Stable
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Marginal Effect of Urban as % Urban Changes
Dependent Variable: Approve of Gov. Performance on Household Water Provision
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Figure 7: Effect of Urban Location on Approval of Government Policy Performance, by Urban %

of Population (Cont.)

The marginal effect of being an urban resident on the probability of approving of the government’s
performance on a range of policies, as the urban % of the population increases from 12.5 to 60 (the
sample range). The solid line is the marginal effect, the dashed lines are 95% confidence intervals.

. Copyright Afrobarometer

21



Marginal Effect of Urban as % Urban Changes Marginal Effect of Urban as % Urban Changes

Dependent Variable: Approve of Gov. Performance in Combating H\V/AIDS Dependent Variable: Approve of Gov. Performance on Improving Basic Health Services
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Figure 8: Effect of Urban Location on Approval of Government Policy Performance, by Urban %
of Population (Cont.)

The marginal effect of being an urban resident on the probability of approving of the government’s
performance on a range of policies, as the urban % of the population increases from 12.5 to 60 (the
sample range). The solid line is the marginal effect, the dashed lines are 95% confidence intervals.

Figures 6-8 show this same conditional effect oprayal of government performance across the diffiere
policy issues noted in Table 3. Figure 6 displds policies for which there is a positive and digant
interaction effect, Figure 7 displays those for athihe effect is negative and significant, and Fég8
displays those for which the effect is not sigrfit at any level of urbanization. As the theoryamning
electoral incentives would expect, for five of thesine issues (managing the economy, job creation,
narrowing income gaps, tackling corruption, andradsing educational needs) the interaction effect i
positive. As with incumbent support and satisfactizith democracy, for approval of government
performance on these five policy issues the negatifect of living in an urban area reduces asthmntry’s
level of urbanization goes up. However, for theeottour (reducing crime, keeping prices stableiveeing
household water, and ensuring enough food to leiat)riteraction effect is negative. That the natfrthese
interaction effects varies so starkly across diferpolicy issues is extremely interesting, andedess much
deeper consideration than the current discussiowsl However, a few points are worth highlightimgre.

First, according to the Afrobarometer surveys, upleyment is by far the most salient issue for Adric
voters - 23% of respondents cited this as the ingsbrtant problem that their government should adslr
(the next most salient was poverty/destitutiorectiby 12%). This is true for rural voters (18% shaidas
the most important problem), but even more so fidranites (the corresponding proportion was 30%).
Therefore the positive interaction effect for ap@ioof government performance with regards to jaation
provides important support for the argument abdedteral incentives. This conditional effect suggdbat

as urbanites become a more important electorat fgmvernments work harder to satisfy them witlardg

to the issue that matters to them the most.

Second, and as noted above, providing householdriatremote rural areas is a very difficult andtlyo
task. Therefore the fact that rural disapprovahefgovernment’s handling of household

water provision decreases as the urban proportfothe population increases may make sense if one
considers that the size of this task shrinks ie livith these demographic changes. Furthermore, ©xlypf
rural respondents felt that water supply was thestmimportant problem facing their country that the
government should address, and less than a thittiese respondents felt that the government wakelyl

to solve this problem “within the next few year€onsequently, given the costs involved, and thetively

low salience of this issue for rural voters, it mag the case that incumbents simply have littletetal
incentive to expend effort providing household watberural voters.
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Third, with regards to reducing crime and ensusafficient food supply, it is worth noting that theban-
rural difference only becomes significant after thlban proportion of the population reaches a tegize
(around 23% for reducing crime, and just over 3@¥ehsuring enough food). As with providing houddho
water, the size and difficulty of dealing with teeissues is affected by urbanization. Unlike watgoply
though, urbanites become more disapproving of leagbvernment is handling these issues as urbamizat
increases. It may be the case that, despite havoegtives to do so, keeping up with the demandaéion
on these issues is beyond the means of incumidamtthermore, food supply and price stability aués
over which governments often have little contraold aherefore may not be particularly useful indicatfor
the task at hand. This is less true for the isdoeswvhich the interaction effect is positive. Thiere,
although these results are mixed, on balance tteyde further support for the argument put forwardhis
paper, that all else being equal incumbents fauoal rresidents in an attempt to win the supportiof
electoral majority. If this were not the case, weuld not expect to see the conditional effects thate
results demonstrate.

Conclusion

Despite the fact that African political parties deto mobilize ethnic or regional constituencies, mdban or
rural ones, urbanites across Africa are signifigalgss likely to support incumbent governmentstiase
their rural counterparts. In this paper | have psgal an explanation for this puzzle that recognthes
electoral incentives faced by politicians in coiegmwhere a majority of the population lives inaluarreas. In

a reversal of Urban Bias, competitive electionspredominantly rural countries create incentives for
governments to pursue policies that benefit thal mmajority, resulting in dissatisfaction on thetpat urban
voters. An implication of this argument is that,the urban proportion of the population increasesit is
doing very rapidly across Africa), so incentivesbtas resources in favor of rural interests shaléddrease,
thereby reducing the level of urban incumbent KibstiAs a result, the argument implies an inverse
relationship between urban incumbent hostility &imel urban proportion of the population, for whiah a
analysis of individual-level survey data from eiggm African countries provides strong evidence.

It is not my intention in this paper to suggest timdoan-rural location is the only determinant ofeschoice

in Africa. Indeed, the analysis demonstrates theifitance of numerous other factors that one weuxigect

to matter. Yet still, controlling for other possbtleterminants of incumbent support, the resultsvsinat
being an urbanite significantly reduces an indigitRipropensity to support the incumbent governmand
that this effect is contingent on the urban-ruiiatribution of a country’s population. Although shanalysis
supports the explanation suggested herein, futor 8 needed to assess the underlying mechanisra mo
rigorously. The essence of the argument is thailitysesults from the strategic pursuance of piels that
benefit rural rather than urban interests. Theeeforthis paper | have provided initial evidencevafiation

in subjective perceptions of government performaam®ss a range of policies, which on balance stppo
this argument. However, it is necessary to dig mdebper and more systematically into these policies
themselves, in order to firmly establish links betw the incentives faced by political elites, daragolitical
behavior displayed by voters.

The findings presented in this paper support toaraent that | suggest; if the negative effect afgpeirban
were simply due to urbanites being harder to pledsse is no good reason why this effect should be
conditional on the urban proportion of the popualatiHowever, they also provide much food for thdugh
and demand further consideration and investigaiiéhat sort of policies do incumbents use to courbo
and rural votes? How much do urban and rural vdiase their voting decisions on these policies?t\&bid

of policy outcomes do urban and rural voters demand expect? And, are actual policy outcomes
themselves conditioned by demographic factors,uggested by the argument put forward in this paper?
Future work will focus on objective indicators aflic policy outcomes, in order to investigate mburky

the extent to which government policy is determinggd electoral incentives, which are themselves
conditioned by demographic factors. But the findipgesented in this paper, however preliminarygesy
that urbanization does indeed condition governmelfity in Africa.
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Appendix

Table 4: Urban-Rural Differences in Incumbent Support

Rural Urban Difference

Benin 18% 14% -4%*
Botswana 56% 49% ST%**
Cape Verde 23% 24% 1%
Ghana 49% 54% 5%*
Kenya 44% 31% -13%%H*
Lesotho 72% 55% = b/
Madagascar 3% 32% -5%
Malawi 35% 32% -3%
Mali 25% 26% 1%
Mozambique 80% 79% -1%
Namibia 70% 67% -3%
Nigeria 38% 33% -5%0**
Senegal 58% 43% -15%0%**
South Africa 64% 53% S11%%%*
Tanzania 85% 5% -10%***
Uganda 63% 52% S11%0%H*
Zambia 31% 19% -12%%**
Zimbabwe 27% 10% S17%%F*
All 49% 43% -6 H*

Note: ***statistically significant at p < .01, **statistically significant at p < .05,

cally significant at p < .1

0 Copyright Afrobarometer
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