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INTRODUCTION

We analyse the impact of voting behavior on governmental perfor-
mance, in particular on governmental accountability and capture.
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THEORY

Different voting motives are distinguished: ideological voting, retro-
spective voting and policy-oriented voting

e non-policy voting, based on personal attributes like appearance,
charisma, ethnicity etc.

e past performance is evaluated and leads to voting decision
policy-oriented voting

e vote choice is determined by policy positions of voters and parties

P\
group specific QN

in general

\ -
%\Tf“ low accountability

. . . .
S\ inefficient policies

with time gaps  Q\

without time gaps

efficient policies

unbiased policy beliefs

inefficient policies

biased policy beliefs g\.
2

For further information, please contact the author:
chenning@ae.uni-kiel.de, Iseide@ae.uni-kiel.de

METHODOLOGY

1 Probabilistic voting model

The random utility model (RUM) is used to analyze voting behavior.
It assumes that decision makers are utility maximisers. Furthermore
the RUM presumes that error terms are distributed iid extreme value,
which results in the following logit probabilities:

Uip

= Z eUiq
q

Pip (1)

Utility of voter i if he votes for party p results in:
2

oy, is the ideological constant, 8 the coefficients and Z the variables
(I=ideological, R=retrospective, P=policy oriented).
Finally voter i decides to vote party p, if p provides the highest utility.
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Uip = ap + BrZr + BrZr + BrZp

P»L'p = PTOb(Uip > Uiq

2 Ideology indicator

The indicator is supposed to measure non-policy voting within a single
number. Including retrospective and policy oriented voting the indica-
tor results in the following formula:

|Aay +0AIDy| _
|A%| + 18] 3

A measures how much policy distance and presidential approval have to
be changed to compensate for non-policy differences between parties.

(4)
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RESuULTS

Ideology indicator for 19 African countries

<9 388

ideology measure

118

0 1
L
Benin 2
Botswana
Burkina Faso &
Ghana
Kenya
Lesotho
Liberia o
Madagascar 5
Malawi H
Mali 9
Mozambique i
Namibia
Nigeria 19
senegal [ &
South Africa
Tanzania H
Uganda 5
Zambia 5
Zimbabwe

Ratio between rural and urban ideology indicator

172

118
1 114

CONCLUSION

= A regression of macro indicators on the ideology index resulted in
ideological voting being more important in countries with a lower
freedom index (Freedom House 2012) and with higher GDPs per
capita (The World Bank 2010)

= Greater ideological voting implies less governmental accountability
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= Differences between rural and urban regions can be found in all
countries
e In most countries urban regions vote more ideological than rural

ones
e This implies, that in these countries the government is captured

by the rural population




