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1. Research location 
 

 

Figure A1: Research Sites 
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2. Full results for models of the subsidy’s effects on partisanship 
 

Balance Statistics 

 Full Sample Matched Sample 

 

No 

subsidy subsidy 

t-test 

p-val 

KS-test 

p-val 

No 

subsidy subsidy 

t-test 

p-val 

KS-test 

p-val 

DPP partisan 0.348 0.353 0.837 1.000 0.351 0.351 1.000 1.000 

Opposition partisan 0.187 0.174 0.497 1.000 0.166 0.166 1.000 1.000 
No partisan 0.465 0.474 0.747 1.000 0.484 0.484 1.000 1.000 
Minority partisan in village 0.078 0.072 0.657 1.000 0.076 0.065 0.434 1.000 
Received subsidy in 2008 0.329 0.229 0.000 0.002 0.336 0.225 0.000 0.000 
Death or serious illness of adult, 2008 0.093 0.060 0.013 0.828 0.045 0.045 1.000 1.000 
Loss of income source, 2008 0.119 0.113 0.725 1.000 0.133 0.116 0.338 1.000 
Loss of crop / livestock, 2008 0.072 0.055 0.163 1.000 0.068 0.056 0.357 1.000 
Death or serious illness of adult, 2009 0.188 0.196 0.713 1.000 0.196 0.201 0.804 1.000 
Loss of income source, 2009 0.430 0.318 0.000 0.000 0.424 0.314 0.000 0.001 
Loss of crop / livestock, 2009 0.248 0.229 0.396 1.000 0.249 0.231 0.418 1.000 
Village Development Committee 0.264 0.329 0.008 0.096 0.316 0.316 1.000 1.000 
Chief's Council 0.087 0.115 0.084 0.936 0.106 0.114 0.658 1.000 
District Development Committee 0.142 0.161 0.338 1.000 0.161 0.155 0.733 1.000 
Female head of household 0.148 0.090 0.000 0.184 0.068 0.068 1.000 1.000 
Age 39.508 40.105 0.475 0.077 38.175 39.450 0.115 0.079 
Education 1.021 1.001 0.651 0.973 1.049 1.004 0.286 1.000 
Wealth index 0.069 0.158 0.407 0.671 0.253 0.164 0.421 0.316 
Farm size 3.284 3.549 0.092 0.231 3.433 3.532 0.528 0.476 
Lomwe 0.033 0.028 0.576 1.000 0.028 0.028 0.980 1.000 
Yao 0.296 0.223 0.001 0.042 0.232 0.229 0.916 1.000 
Chewa 0.247 0.295 0.044 0.383 0.297 0.290 0.752 1.000 
Tumbuka 0.366 0.392 0.319 0.972 0.386 0.393 0.795 1.000 
Minority group in village 0.152 0.150 0.883 1.000 0.151 0.149 0.919 1.000 
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Table A2. Logit Models of 2010 DPP Support 

 Full  

Sample 

Matched 

Sample 

Received subsidy in 2009/10 0.311** 0.287* 

 (0.033) (0.053) 

DPP partisan, 2008 0.965*** 0.909*** 

 (0.000) (0.000) 

Opposition partisan, 2008 -0.099 -0.068 

 (0.565) (0.725) 

Received subsidy in 2008/09 0.202 0.100 

 (0.128) (0.477) 

ES1 2008: Death or serious illness of adult 0.051 -0.098 

 (0.832) (0.741) 

ES2 2008: Loss of crop / livestock -0.120 -0.109 

 (0.492) (0.559) 

ES3 2008: Loss of income source -0.257 -0.123 

 (0.272) (0.610) 

ES1 2009: Death or serious illness of adult -0.214 -0.213 

 (0.153) (0.167) 

ES2 2009: Loss of crop / livestock 0.093 0.096 

 (0.429) (0.441) 

ES3 2009: Loss of income source 0.007 0.023 

 (0.960) (0.875) 

Participant in food distribution program -0.247 -0.121 

 (0.258) (0.611) 

Participant in food-for-work program 0.319* 0.098 

 (0.088) (0.623) 

Participant in inputs-for-work program -0.385 -0.313 

 (0.120) (0.213) 

Recipient of scholarship for secondary education  -0.035 0.104 

 (0.934) (0.820) 

Recipient of scholarship for tertiary education -0.051 0.126 

 (0.931) (0.843) 

Participant in cash transfer program -0.120 -0.455 

 (0.719) (0.183) 

Member of Village Development Committee 0.263* 0.265 

 (0.079) (0.106) 

Member of Chief's Council 0.016 0.067 

 (0.925) (0.705) 

Member of District Development Committee -0.223 -0.241 

 (0.190) (0.194) 

Female head of household -0.397** -0.436* 

 (0.049) (0.071) 

Age 0.002 0.002 

 (0.628) (0.594) 



 

 4 

Education -0.001 0.018 

 (0.988) (0.785) 

Wealth index 0.004 -0.016 

 (0.893) (0.652) 

Farm Size -0.031 -0.027 

 (0.145) (0.270) 

Lomwe 0.067 -0.202 

 (0.895) (0.740) 

Yao -0.179 -0.026 

 (0.727) (0.961) 

Chewa -0.708** -0.438 

 (0.030) (0.178) 

Tumbuka 0.600 0.893* 

 (0.212) (0.074) 

Minority ethnic group in village 0.353 0.455 

 (0.225) (0.135) 

Minority partisan in village 0.090 0.068 

 (0.660) (0.786) 

Constant -0.777 -1.109 

 (0.335) (0.171) 

Village fixed effects Yes Yes 

   

Observations 1,751 1,655 

Pseudo R-squared 0.135 0.134 

Notes: The dependent variable in all models is a binary measure equal to 1 if respondents 

reported feeling close to the DPP in the 2010 survey. Coefficients reported with robust p-

values in parentheses; standard errors clustered by household. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * 

p<0.1  
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Table A3. Difference-in-Difference Results 

Treatment group * Round 2 0.062** 

 (0.031) 

Treatment group 0.007 

 (0.025) 

Round 2 0.025 

 (0.031) 

Received subsidy in 2008 0.032 

 (0.027) 

ES1 2009: Death or serious illness of adult -0.048 

 (0.029) 

ES2 2009: Loss of crop / livestock 0.019 

 (0.025) 

ES3 2009: Loss of income source -0.008 

 (0.028) 

Participant in food distribution program 0.009 

 (0.029) 

Participant in food-for-work program -0.025 

 (0.029) 

Participant in inputs-for-work program -0.017 

 (0.046) 

Recipient of scholarship for secondary education  -0.090 

 (0.069) 

Recipient of scholarship for tertiary education -0.019 

 (0.126) 

Participant in cash transfer program -0.006 

 (0.051) 

Constant 0.351*** 

 (0.022) 

  

Observations 3,622 

R-squared 0.009 

Results from OLS two-way fixed effects model. Robust standard errors, clustered by 

respondent in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1   
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3. Partisanship by region and ethnic group, 2008 
 

We note in the text that at the time that allocation decisions for the 2009/10 subsidy 

round were being made, the traditional patterns of ethno-regional partisanship were 

temporarily upended. Data from a question in the Round 4 Afrobarometer survey that 

asked “Do you feel close to any particular political party?” illustrates this point.  

 

 

Table A4. Partisanship by Region, October-November, 2008 (share) 

 

Population 

share DPP MCP UDF Other None 

North .13 .68 0 .02 .03 .28 

Center .41 .43 .16 .08 .02 .32 

South .47 .50 .004 .11 .02 .36 

Total  .50 .07 .09 .02 .33 

 

 

 

Table A5. Partisanship by Ethnic Group, October-November, 2008 (share) 

 

Population 

share DPP MCP UDF Other None 

Chewa .36 0.45 0.15 0.06 0.01 0.33 

Lomwe .17 0.59 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.33 

Ngoni .12 0.51 0.06 0.14 0.01 0.28 

Yao .12 0.33 0.01 0.30 0.01 0.36 

Tumbuka .11 0.63 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.30 

Mang’anja .06 0.53 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.41 

Sena .05 0.47 0.00 0.07 0.04 0.42 

Tonga .02 0.57 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.33 

Notes: This table includes all ethnic groups larger than 1% of the sample. 
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4. Attrition and sample bias 
 

Table A6 presents data on attrition by comparing the full 2008 sample to the 2010 

sample used for the analysis in this paper. The differences between the two samples are 

attributed to panel attrition and the removal of mismatches (individuals who were 

interviewed twice but did not match on basic demographic variables). The table examines 

differences across demographic factors used in the analysis of the subsidy’s effects on 

partisanship and identifies statistically significant differences on a number of covariates. 

However, the substantive size of the differences is in most cases relatively small. The one 

notable exception is that the final 2010 sample contains nearly 10% more Tumbukas than 

the original 2008 sample. It should be noted, however, that the original sample was not 

meant to be perfectly representative of the national population. The initial sample chose 

three representative districts, one in each of Malawi’s three regions in order to produce a 

sample that would reflect the country’s diversity.  

 

Table A6. Attrition from 2008 to 2010 (all variables measured in 2008) 

 

2008 full 

sample 

(N=3909) 

2010 

analytic 

sample 

(N=1846) Diff. p-value 

Female 0.578 0.597 0.019 0.024 

Female head of household 0.127 0.106 -0.021 0.000 

Age 41.462 39.948 -1.514 0.000 

Education 0.964 1.007 0.043 0.003 

Wealthindex 0.001 0.135 0.134 0.000 

Farmsize 4.673 3.480 -1.193 0.000 

Lomwe 0.043 0.029 -0.014 0.000 

Yao 0.264 0.242 -0.021 0.004 

Chewa 0.314 0.282 -0.032 0.000 

Tumbuka 0.289 0.385 0.097 0.000 

 

 

To see the extent to which the sample used in this paper matches the overall 

population, Table A7 compares the analytic sample (using measures from the 2008 wave) 

to survey data collected by the Afrobarometer around the same time. The table shows that 

relative to the national population, our sample is disproportionately non-partisan, female, 

Yao, and Tumbuka. For these reasons caution should be exercised in generalizing the 

results presented in this paper to the larger population.  
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Table A7. Comparison of Sample to National Sample (Afrobarometer Round 4) 

 

Sample mean 

National mean 

(Afrobarometer) 

DPP partisan (in 2008) 35.2 49.4 

Opposition partisan 17.7 17.5 

No partisan 47.1 33.1 

Age 39.9 35.5 

Education Some primary Some primary 

Lomwe 2.9 16.9 

Yao 24.2 11.8 

Chewa 28.2 34.5 

Tumbuka 38.5 11.0 

Notes: All variables measured in 2008 
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5. Partisanship and vote choice 
 

We note in the text that the measure of partisanship used in this paper likely 

serves as a good proxy for voting behavior. Data from the Afrobarometer Round 4 

survey, conducted in Malawi around the time that our survey data was collected, supports 

this conclusion. Table A8 shows voting intentions for supporters of the three main parties 

at the time of the 2008 survey. Voting intentions are measured with a question that asked, 

“If a presidential election were held tomorrow, which party’s candidate would you vote 

for?” The measure of partisanship comes from the same question used in our survey data, 

which asked, “Do you feel close to any particular political party? [If yes] Which party is 

that?” The data in Table A8 reveals a close correspondence between partisanship and 

voting intensions. 

 

Table A8. Voting Intentions by Partisan Orientation (percentages) 

 DPP MCP UDF Other DK RTA Would 

not 

vote 

DPP partisans (49.5%) 93.1 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.9 3.6 0.2 

MCP partisans (6.5%) 13.2 76.3 1.3 2.6 1.3 5.3 0 

UDF partisans (9.2%) 5.6 0.9 85.2 1.9 0.9 5.6 0 

None (33.1%) 42.5 2.6 7.7 1.0 7.5 31.2 7.0 
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7. Controlling for prior subsidy reception 

In our main lagged-dependent variable model (Table A2) we control only for 

whether respondents received the subsidy in the prior year, 2008/09. We do not include 

controls for receipt of the subsidy in earlier years for three reasons. First, a large body of 

literature suggests that voters tend to give greater weight to more recent events (e.g., 

Achen and Bartels 2004; Huber et al. 2012; Healy and Lenz 2014), suggesting that we 

should expect to see effects mainly from the most recent subsidy round and perhaps the 

prior year. Second, we do not have sufficient data to examine subsidy targeting with 

respect to partisanship prior to 2008, making it difficult to determine whether these 

variables might produce spurious results if they co-vary with demographic factors due to 

targeting. Third, the difference-in-difference model accounts for these time-invariant 

factors (receipt of these prior-year subsidies occurred before the 2008 wave and are 

therefore accounted for by individual fixed effects). Nonetheless, as a robustness test we 

re-run the main lagged dependent variable model including controls for additional prior 

years and find that the magnitude of the estimated effect of the 2009/10 subsidy remains 

similar (6.2% vs. 6.9%), though the significance of the coefficient falls just shy of 

conventional levels (p=.114). The increase in the p-value may stem from the smaller 

sample size due to missing data on subsidy reception in prior years (the model includes 

1,556 observations, relative to 1,751 in the main model in Table A2). 

 

 

Table A9. Logit Models of 2010 DPP Support 

Received subsidy in 2009/10 0.249 

 (0.114) 

DPP partisan, 2008 0.909*** 

 (0.000) 

Opposition partisan, 2008 -0.078 

 (0.676) 

Received subsidy in 2008/09 0.203 

 (0.154) 

Received subsidy in 2007/08 0.069 

 (0.733) 

Received subsidy in 2006/07 0.201 

 (0.190) 

Received subsidy in 2005/06 -0.290** 

 (0.028) 

ES1 2008: Death or serious illness of adult 0.045 

 (0.859) 

ES2 2008: Loss of crop / livestock -0.136 

 (0.475) 

ES3 2008: Loss of income source -0.422* 

 (0.095) 

ES1 2009: Death or serious illness of adult -0.290* 
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 (0.071) 

ES2 2009: Loss of crop / livestock 0.010 

 (0.935) 

ES3 2009: Loss of income source 0.027 

 (0.846) 

Participant in food distribution program -0.361 

 (0.114) 

Participant in food-for-work program 0.387* 

 (0.056) 

Participant in inputs-for-work program -0.383 

 (0.126) 

Recipient of scholarship for secondary education  -0.047 

 (0.909) 

Recipient of scholarship for tertiary education 0.034 

 (0.955) 

Participant in cash transfer program -0.094 

 (0.778) 

Member of Village Development Committee 0.258* 

 (0.088) 

Member of Chief's Council -0.004 

 (0.984) 

Member of District Development Committee -0.217 

 (0.233) 

Female head of household -0.363 

 (0.106) 

Age 0.004 

 (0.367) 

Education -0.004 

 (0.962) 

Wealth index 0.016 

 (0.635) 

Farm Size -0.042* 

 (0.062) 

Lomwe 0.199 

 (0.724) 

Yao -0.005 

 (0.993) 

Chewa -0.622* 

 (0.071) 

Tumbuka 0.587 

 (0.286) 

Minority ethnic group in village 0.427 

 (0.164) 

Minority partisan in village 0.092 

 (0.665) 
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Constant -0.818 

 (0.356) 

Village fixed effects Yes 

  

Observations 1,556 

R-squared 0.135 

Notes: The dependent variable in all models is a binary measure equal to 1 if respondents 

reported feeling close to the DPP in the 2010 survey. Coefficients reported with robust p-

values in parentheses; standard errors clustered by household. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * 

p<0.1  
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8. Sensitivity analysis 

 To examine the extent to which our main findings may be subject to possible 

omitted variable bias, we calculate Rosenbaum bounds (Rosenbaum 2002). As noted in 

the text, this approach requires creating matched pairs, which we generated using 

Coarsened Exact Matching (CEM) without replacement. For one-to-one matching, CEM 

randomly selects matches when there are multiple options within a stratum – e.g., when a 

stratum contains one control observation and three treatment observations. As a result, 

the estimated treatment effect may vary according to the matched pairs that CEM 

generates. While it is possible to specify a distance measure for use in matching within 

strata, there is no agreed standard for the appropriate measure to employ. We therefore 

prefer to use random matching within strata.  

 Given that the results of one-to-one matching with CEM vary according to how 

the random pairs are generated, we sought to identify the matched pairs that minimized 

imbalance between the treated and untreated groups. To do so, we ran the CEM match 

10,000 times, increasing the “seed” (the number with which Stata starts its algorithm to 

generate pseudo-random numbers) by 1 each time (ranging between 1 and 10,000). Using 

the L1 measure of global imbalance (see Iacus, King and Porro 2012), we found that 

imbalance was minimized with the seed set at 3722. All results are based on matched 

pairs generated using this seed.  

The results produced a 442 matched pairs, dropping 44 untreated and 918 treated 

individuals. Matching was done using the same set of variables as used to match with 

replacement: region, prior partisanship, membership in the village development 

committee, whether respondents experienced an illness or death in the family within the 

last two years, female head of the household, and age. Balance statistics for this sample, 

shown in Table A10, indicate a high degree of balance across all covariates.  
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Table A10. Balance Statistics after Matching without Replacement 

 

No 

subsidy subsidy 
t-test 
p-val 

t-test 
p-val 

DPP partisan 0.355 0.355 1.000 1.000 
Opposition partisan 0.176 0.176 1.000 1.000 
No partisan 0.468 0.468 1.000 1.000 
Minority partisan in village 0.075 0.075 1.000 1.000 
Received subsidy in 2008 0.321 0.183 0.000 0.000 
Death or serious illness of adult, 2008 0.054 0.054 1.000 1.000 
Loss of income source, 2008 0.127 0.100 0.203 0.997 
Loss of crop / livestock, 2008 0.068 0.066 0.879 1.000 
Death or serious illness of adult, 2009 0.190 0.208 0.501 1.000 
Loss of income source, 2009 0.437 0.314 0.000 0.003 
Loss of crop / livestock, 2009 0.250 0.240 0.726 1.000 
Village Development Committee 0.258 0.258 1.000 1.000 
Chief's Council 0.088 0.104 0.425 1.000 

District Development Committee 0.143 0.131 0.625 1.000 
Female head of household 0.115 0.115 1.000 1.000 
Age 38.224 39.111 0.409 0.644 
Education 1.036 0.948 0.105 0.999 
Wealth index 0.158 0.023 0.319 0.172 
Farm size 3.266 3.388 0.518 0.809 
Lomwe 0.029 0.041 0.361 1.000 
Yao 0.299 0.274 0.414 0.999 
Chewa 0.247 0.242 0.876 1.000 
Tumbuka 0.369 0.385 0.628 1.000 
Minority group in village 0.147 0.155 0.738 1.000 

 

 

 We then estimated the treatment effect on the matched pairs using the same 

methods as used above for the full matching estimation. The results, presented in Table 

A11, indicate an estimated effect of 11.9% (full results are shown in Table A12). To 

conduct sensitivity analysis, we then employed propensity score matching with the CEM-

matched data. This step is necessary because CEM does not identify the observations that 

matched (as required to generate Rosenbaum bounds), whereas propensity score 

matching (using psmatch2 in Stata) does. We use the full set of covariates to estimates 

propensity scores. Given the high degree of balance already achieved with the CEM 

routine, all observations were retained with propensity score matching. Finally, we 

calculate Rosenbaum bounds using the propensity-score matched data.  
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Table A11. Estimated Treatment Effect 

 
 

CEM w/out  

replacement  

Estimated treatment effect (%)  11.9*** 

  (Standard error)  (4.2) 

   

nTreated / nUntreated  409/394 

 *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A12. Logit Results on CEM-Matched Data (w/out replacement) 

Received subsidy in 2009/10 0.506*** 

 (0.006) 

DPP partisan, 2008 0.982*** 

 (0.000) 

Opposition partisan, 2008 -0.570* 

 (0.051) 

Received subsidy in 2008 -0.042 

 (0.846) 

ES1 2008: Death or serious illness of adult -0.184 

 (0.648) 

ES2 2008: Loss of crop / livestock -0.271 

 (0.324) 

ES3 2008: Loss of income source 0.044 

 (0.899) 

ES1 2009: Death or serious illness of adult -0.043 

 (0.843) 

ES2 2009: Loss of crop / livestock 0.219 

 (0.257) 

ES3 2009: Loss of income source 0.275 

 (0.263) 

Participant in food distribution program -0.230 

 (0.542) 

Participant in food-for-work program -0.046 

 (0.888) 

Participant in inputs-for-work program -0.382 

 (0.364) 

Recipient of scholarship for secondary education  -0.148 

 (0.827) 

Recipient of scholarship for tertiary education -0.073 

 (0.943) 

Participant in cash transfer program 0.024 

 (0.967) 

Member of Village Development Committee 0.671** 

 (0.029) 

Member of Chief's Council -0.073 

 (0.780) 

Member of District Development Committee -0.027 

 (0.923) 

Female head of household -0.481 

 (0.153) 

Age 0.005 

 (0.426) 

Education 0.097 

 (0.321) 
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Wealth index -0.026 

 (0.606) 

Farm Size -0.125** 

 (0.011) 

Lomwe -0.358 

 (0.633) 

Yao -0.068 

 (0.918) 

Chewa -0.890* 

 (0.081) 

Tumbuka 1.532* 

 (0.064) 

Minority group in village 0.437 

 (0.373) 

Minority partisan in village 0.218 

 (0.570) 

Constant -3.274*** 

 (0.003) 

Village fixed effects Yes 

  

Observations 808 

Pseudo R-squared 0.186 

The dependent variable is a binary measure equal to 1 if respondents reported feeling 

close to the DPP in the 2010 survey. Coefficients reported with robust p-values in 

parentheses; standard errors clustered by household. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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