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Looking Toward the Future: Alternations in Power and Popular Perspectives on Demaocratic
Durability in Africa

Abstract

Can democracy consolidate in electoral systemsowithower alternations? Using public attitude data
collected by the Afrobarometer in 16 sub-SaharaicAf countries (2005-6), as well as country-level
variables, this study examines how alternatiorfgoiver resulting from electoral contests affect mass
perceptions of the durability of democracy. Pegaternation among power holders widens the pbol o
those who feel that they have a stake in the systathreminds elected officials that they can bd he
accountable by voters. Multilevel analysis findattthe public perceives that a lack of alternadiorong
power holders undermines democracy, lesseninghéieces that it will endure. This perception is more
pronounced among those affiliated with the excluolggosition; those who prefer the ruling party e
sanguine about the prospects for a democraticdutiris gap in perceptions of democratic durability
narrows considerably in systems where one or mtegmations have occurred.



Introduction

It has been almost two decades since the Africasiare of the third wave of democratization staiited
Namibia in 1989, and the prospects for democratizaemain one of the most important political Bswn
the continent. Since emerging from the initiahti@ion phase, however, progress toward the more
demanding goals of democratic consolidation antitin®nalization has been uneven. Many countries
experienced seemingly promising transitions thathance been stymied by rulers who have becomat ade
at manipulating “competitive” elections to theirm@nds. In Zambia, for example, the Movement for
Multiparty Democracy (MMD) replaced the incumbentitéd National Independence Party (UNIP) in 1991
in the first multiparty election following 19 yean$ one-party rule (and a total of 27 years undsitRJrule).
But the MMD now utilizes many of the same manipuamethods to hang on to power that UNIP once
employed (Bratton and Posner 1999). The pattehistdric founding multiparty elections followed by
declining political competitiveness and entrenchirémuling parties and presidents has becomeall t
familiar across the continent (Diamond 1999; Bratt899). This trend is coupled with the unprecéstbn
phenomenon of competitively elected regimes thatiwel despite widespread poverty and serious
inequalities (van de Walle 2002; Lindberg 2006).

Periodic alternation among the holders of top alitoffice is considered a cornerstone of demaggrand
should, in principle, have a number of beneficfdas. Most importantly, it widens the pool obde who
feel that they have a strong stake in the systamoe ®pposition parties in the short-term may noeleiss
have hopes of becoming the ruling party in theriituSecondly, it reminds power-holders that they m
actually be held accountable by voters for thefioas and decisions, and could face real challetayéseir
hold on power if they do not satisfy public demaadd expectations. And facing the real prospeattttiey
will eventually find themselves leading the oppiesitmay incline leaders to be more circumspect in
allocating powers to the ruling party and strengtheechanisms of accountability.

Yet even among some of the best performing demissat Africa, executive power alternations are
strikingly infrequent. This raises important quess about the prospects for democracy on the roemiti
Can democracy consolidate in electoral systemddihaiot undergo power alternations? Or, will parerd
losers abandon democracy and pursue power by mwigns in order to secure opportunities for theneselv
that could not be captured via electoral politidesum, are the long-term prospects for democracy
significantly reduced in countries whete factoone-party dominance has repladedjureone-party rule as
the order of the day?

To answer these questions, this study examinesaltemnations in power that result from electoraitests
affect mass perceptions of the durability of deraogr We also explore how these perceptions diffieong
political “winners” who are close to the currenlimg party, as compared to “losers” who are affd@with
the opposition. We find that, consistent with ectptions, the public perceives that a lack of aki&on
among power holders undermines democracy, lesséminghances that it will endure. And this periept
is, as predicted, more pronounced among thoséédfil with the excluded opposition; those who prife
ruling party are, not surprisingly, more sanguibewt the qualities of their democratic system, ged
prospects for a democratic future. This gap irc@ations of the durability of democracy betweenngirs
and losers narrows considerably, however, in systehere one or more alternations have in fact eedur

Elections and the Durability of Democracy

Democratic consolidation requires widespread agee¢mon the rules of the game of competing for power
Such agreement must be built on a broad and deieh b@among both elites and the mass public —#hat
democratic regime is the most appropriate for tudety (Linz and Stepan 1995; Diamond 1999). Rubli
political support (or popular legitimation) is tieéore a necessary component of democratic consiolida
(Easton 1965). A number of studies have thus osasb-level survey data on popular support for
democracy to evaluate the popular legitimacy oftigal systems (Weatherford 1992; Anderson and
Guillory 1997; Norris 1999; Moehler 2005; Cho ancion 2006).



This study shifts attention to popular perceptiabsut the likely durability of democratic regimds.
contrast to indicators of personal support for deraoy, which tell us about an individual's own degyof
attachment to a democratic system, assessmerits tikely durability of democracy tell us about winer
individuals think their society as a whole is deyghg an enduring commitment to democratic practiée
are particularly interested in the effect thatdkicomes of national elections have on populaney@ns of
how resilient democracy is likely to be.

In a democracy, multiparty elections are a cortirteon for expressing popular preferences, antheating
citizens and the state. The conduct of repeatdtiparty elections is considered a necessary mihima
condition to indicate both the presence and codatitin of democracy. Yet only a few studies have
explored the direct impacts of multiparty electiemsdemocratization in emerging democracies. Stigdy
nations in Latin America, Seligson and Booth (1980 Eisenstadt (2004) argue that having a sefiese
and fair elections promoted democracy by openingalipical space for citizens, and inspiring the w$
electoral processes as the main vehicle for chgibhgnthe ruling regime. This enabled people to it
and pursue their interests, petition governmentlacal authorities, and obtain and exchange inféiona
Elections have, in effect, expanded civil liberties

Similarly, for sub-Saharan Africa, Barkan (20004 &indberg (2006a) argue that repeated multiparty
elections contribute to democratization. They ribéd the preparation for and holding of electiofien
gives rise to increased room to maneuver for palitactors, even when the elections are flawed: space
for civil society and the media thus increases, gaids made in the political arena are often trsaduo
increase freedom in the social sphere as welldiiéng’s (2006a) empirical analysis shows that fafied
elections regime breakdowns occur only in very naseances” (3).

Assessments of democratic consolidation basedysmtetlections have, however, been criticized ifgking
“the fallacy of electoralism” (Karl 1989). Accordj to this argument, formal procedures for electidao not
create a democracy because, as experiences inAmnica and elsewhere have shown, elections can
coexist with systematic abuses of human rightsdisehfranchisement of large segments of the pdpulat
A significant number of Africanists have likewiseegtioned the role of multiparty elections in adiiag
demaocratization on the continent (Chabal and Dafi99; Ottaway 1999). Among other things, they note
that even when opposition parties are able toiogsinbents through elections, they nonethelesstface
same virtually irresistible incentives to maintagopatrimonial networks, which are typically viewasdan
obstacle to democratization.

While these analysts correctly emphasize thatieleztand democracy are not synonymous, elections
nonetheless remain fundamental, not only for te&ltation of democratic governments, but for berad
demaocratic consolidation. The regularity, opennasd quality of elections provide one signal ofttter
the basic constitutional, behavioral, and attitatifioundations are being laid for sustainable deatarrule.

But these analysts make it clear that we needdo beyond just the frequency or even the quality of
multiparty elections: outcomes matter too. Thasyur exploration of the impacts of multiparty ¢less on
popular perception of democratic durability, thisdy focuses not just on the number of electionsob the
number of alternations in executive power thatlteBuzeworski (1986), for example, argues that
democratization is a process of institutionalizimgertainty, and that alternation in power leadsémifest
institutionalization of uncertainty. In a democgrano one should be able to win once and for aknef
successful at one time, victors should immediaitaty the prospect of having to struggle again énftiture.
A party’s current position within the political ¢gsn should not uniquely determine its chances of
succeeding in the future. Incumbency may constidut advantage in electoral competition, but iutho
not, in principle, be sufficient to guarantee reetibn.

Samuel Huntington (1991) applies a more demanding-turnover test” as an indicator of democratic

consolidation. He argues that democratic consitidabccurs when the winners of founding electiares
defeated and peacefully hand over power in a sulesgelection, and the new winners themselves later
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peacefully turn over power to the winners of arl@lection. The first electoral turnover is vienasla
symbol that voters can oust a ruler and opposgiomups can be a viable alternative to run the govent.
However, without the second turnover, we cannature that the new winners are themselves suffigient
committed to democracy to surrender power afténg¢pan election. The second electoral turnover
demonstrates that both elites and the public act®pbcracy as a way of changing rulers, not regimes

Schedler (2000) criticizes the “two-turnover tes$’providing neither necessary nor sufficient iattics for
assessing the democratic commitment of politicatetitors because it is exceedingly specific anted-
insensitive. For example, such models cannot atdouthe enduring historical legacy that continitie
significantly privilege the African National Conge(ANC) over other parties in South Africa evemin
context of high levels of political and civil freeah." Nonetheless, turnovers can serve as a useful, if
imperfect, indicator. The occurrence of electonahbvers in the first place, and the way politiaetiors —
especially incumbent power holders — respond whewn do occur, provide strong signals of the denticra
commitments of both elites and mass publics. Arggrdiolders willing to submit themselves to a papul
vote under conditions where there is a real pd#gitihat they will lose power? Is the public virly to
accept the “risk” of overturning the status quo mating for untested opposition parties? And & th
incumbents lose, are they willing to accept thé @fithe public and peacefully hand over powerithe
answers to these questions clearly demonstrategst@mmmitment to the democratic rules of the game.

On the other hand, incumbent efforts to suppresgetition or otherwise circumvent turnovers, asl asl
popular aversion to voting against incumbents @fitst place, raise stark questions about a gosikevel
of democratic commitment. In fact, the evidencggasts that a lack of ruling party alternation doats
bode well for the consolidation of African demodesc The failure to establish a credible oppositio
continues to limit the public’s real choices, amdyides few incentives for the emergence of a truly
responsive and representative political systemdddsuch circumstances, political elites remaigdbr
disconnected from their constituents. Earlierifigg of the Afrobarometer also indicate that lealigr
alternation has a temporal, positive impact on pepassessments of the extent of democracy, while
Africans’ commitment to democracy decays in thesabs of alternation (Bratton 2004). In Ghana, for
example, citizens’ perceptions of the extent of deracy increased by 30 percentage points two \aftes
they observed an alternation in power following 2000 presidential election. In contrast, in Zambihere
more than a decade had elapsed since an eledterak¢ion, popular perceptions of the extent ahderacy
dropped by more than 10 percentage points betwa@® dnd 2003. Similarly, Moehler and Lindberg
(2007) argue that “power alternations also appegeherateshared understandings between winners and
losers” (emphasis in original) and that alternaitrerefore can have critical moderating effectthen
polarization that otherwise may cause losers tatiprethe legitimacy of their political systems.(3)

But do African publics share these negative peroegtof the implications of a lack of alternationB®
they, like many analysts, interpret successfut@dtiions as a strong indicator of the strengttheirt
democracies, and conversely, a lack of alternatene sign of democratic fragility? Or might theterpret
constancy as positivesign of stability?

In evaluating this question, we must keep in mhrat glternations may fail to occur for a varietyedsons.
Ruling parties tend to enjoy some “natural” beseafitincumbency, ranging from name recognitiorhi t
advantages of even well-regulated control oveestdources. But there is little doubt that incarib
administrations often employ a host of increasirggliptle and sophisticated techniques to preseeve th
appearance of competitive politics while doing theimost to undermine the opposition and preveptraal
challenge to their hold on power. At the same tithe weakness of often disorganized or self-sgrvin
opposition efforts also contributes to incumbertcgss in a number of countries (see, for exam@Bak

! The formation of the breakaway Congress of theopRe@COPE) party after splits formed within the ANCOate 2008
raised the prospect that the effects of this legaight not be permanent. However, COPE'’s relajivetak
performance in the April 2009 elections — it plditkird after the Democratic Alliance with just ®fthe vote,
compared to 66% for the ANC — suggests that the@®efaNC dominance of South African politics is faom over.



2006). We would expect that, to the extent thatghblic recognizes these failures in elite comraittito
demaocracy, their confidence in the durability ofraeracy will be undermined by a lack of alternagion

But the public must also play a role in bringingpabpower alternations by showing a willingnessjast to
participate in elections, but to actually cast sdt@ the opposition if necessary, ousting incuntberen
the governing party performs poorly or does notadéely represent the public interest. Logan (2008
presents evidence that although African publicpettpdemocracy in broad terms, they may nonethéless
reluctant alternators. Whether for cultural reasmoted in a history of consensus-based decisakinm
and deference to leaders, or more pragmatic reasoted in fear of instability or of being cut dfém the
perks of power, Africans appear to be more wargoohpetitive multiparty politics — and presumably,
therefore, of power alternation — than standareréibdemocratic theory would anticipate. And eigrares
such as Kenya's following the December 2007 elastior Madagascar's following the 2001 poll, sugges
that publics are not without justification in feagithat alternation, or even just the possibilitakbernation,
may itselfunderminerather than strengthen their political systemsthnghaten social stability (although the
recent and much more successful outcome, leadiagp&aceful alternation after a similarly closely
contested election in Ghana in December 2008, offestrong counter-example). Thus, while we broadl
expect to find that publics, like analysts, willrpeive that alternations are good for the futurderhocracy,
we cannot necessarily take a positive linkage betvadternations and perceptions of democratic dlitsab
completely for granted.

Alternations in Power: The Record in Africa

Based on the relative infrequency of electoralauets, the evidence suggests that in many countries
democratic commitments may still be quite weak. ilé/the continent has undergone the “routinisatibn
multiparty elections” (Van de Walle 2003: 299; sé¢so Lindberg 2006a; Bratton 2007), and a significa
number of countries have experienced alternatisresrasult of their initial multiparty electionfednations
have in fact become a relatively rare occurreriglectoral contests led to power alternations ir@0of 48
sub-Saharan African countries between 1989 and @068berg 2006a). Madagascar and Benin lead the
continent with three turnovers each. But the dipedtern is nonetheless fairly clear: in the vasfority of
countries, the party that won the first post-19&8fufding” or “transition” election has remainedgdawer
ever since (van de Walle 2003).

This pattern of one-party dominance replicatesettperiences of the handful of countries that hajeyed
democracy since before the recent transition pdraginning in 1989 — i.e., Botswana, Senegal ariith (w
interruptions) the Gambia — all of which also exteith patterns of one-party dominance (although §aine
has since experienced a turnover it its 2000 natielection). Mauritius, which has experiencedfrent
shifts in the parties comprising the country’'smglicoalition, is the only long-standing exception.

Among those that have made the transition to marttyppolitics more recently, only a handful — led b
Benin, Cape Verde and Madagascar — have not diegplelgar patterns of one-party dominance. Theme is
question that in many countries access to politffade is more competitive than it used to be, Hrat
opposition parties hold more seats in parliamemt ti@n in the past. It nonetheless appears thatimy
cases, African states have merely shifted fdejureone-party systems tte factodominant party systems.
Van de Walle (2003) notes that “success in the fimgltiparty election proved to be the key to podit
dominance in the 1990s” (298), and that the “stigikpattern of African transitions has been the atsef
alternation” (301). In fact, among the 16 cowettincluded in this study, only two (Benin and Kanlgad
changed ruling party in the most recent nationatt@n prior to Afrobarometer Round 3 surveys (2005
2006), and none unseated an incumbent national flléncumbents were re-elected to serve anoénar,t
and in the remaining countries, incumbents didraot usually due to term limits, but their partiesn with
new candidates.

But the record of contested or short-circuitedraliions must also be noted. There are numeramsErs

where popular votes in favor of alternation (ort timay at least have seriously threatened such ehdraye
been rejected by incumbent power-holders. Theoouts have varied. Madagascar and Benin lead the

5



continent with three turnovers each. However, @hilBenin peaceful alternations followed the pestial
elections of 1991, 1996 and 2006, the third turnavéadagascar following its 2001 presidentiakcétmn
led to a serious political crisis in 2002. The appéy popular but unconstitutional ouster of theetected
Ravalomanana regime in early 2009 suggests thavinets of 2002 were indicative not of the strerajth
democracy, but rather of its weakness. Electotatr@tions have directly translated into more paena
breakdowns in the political process in Burundi, @ons, Sierra Leone, and the Republic of Congo,evhil
Kenya is still recovering from the violence and#tulity following its closely contested 2007 elects. In
that case, we will likely never know whether thdlziactually voted for alternation or not (Indepent
Review Commission 2008).

Crises such as those withessed in Madagascar bh&tDKenya in 2007 may confirm Schedler’s critique
that neither the number nor even the outcome @inalful of elections constitutes sufficient condigdor

the consolidation of democracy. While both Madagaand Kenya appeared to weather their respective
crises in the short term, neither outcome was argidespite multiple electioasd one or more turnovers in
prior elections. And the impacts of such contestedtions on popular perceptions are uncertainth®

one hand, the fact that crises followed electi@®srss likely to decrease popular confidence in the
sustainability of democracy, perhaps sharply. l@ndther, if both political elites and publics mga&o
negotiate their way out of a crisis while presegvittmocracy, it may actually give way to the geliwzed
conviction that storms can be weathered, and deangds here to stay. The ultimate breakdown of
democracy in Madagascar does not, perhaps, bodéwieis regard, but we will explore these questio
further in the remainder of this analysis.

The Mediating Effects of Party Affiliation

Democracy is, in part, about winning and losingoadmg to a set of rules (Anderson, et al. 2005 @hd
Bratton 2006; Moehler and Lindberg 2007). To b&tanable, it is critical that citizens perceivatth
newly introduced democracy is valid and durable ttvaethey belong to the political majority or the
minority. We would expect, however, that indivitkiaho belong to the political majority (who we Ical
“winners”) are more likely to exhibit positive dttdes about democratic durability than those inpibiéical
minority (“losers”).

But winning and losing may have different implicats depending on a particular country’s historpaiver
alternation. As discussed, one-party dominanesystthat do not experience regular alternatiorowfgp
are common in sub-Saharan Africa (van de Walle 2B@&ton 2004; Lindberg 2006a). In such systems,
often characterized by neopatrimonial practicessigiential “big men” concentrate political and emmic
power in their own hands and distribute patronagards largely to their own loyal voters: the winmein
such a “winner-takes-all” system without any exe@ipower alternation, losers may not only have low
expectations of ever winning elections, they map &larbor realistic fears that they will be pernmdlyeshut
out from official patronage networks. This mayunn lead them to express negative expectationstabe
durability of their democratic system, in part besathey may not want it to endure!

As the number of alternations in executive powergases, on the other hand, losers become winnérs a
winners experience life as losers. Oppositionigaithat once ruled may perceive a realistic chaifice
regaining power through future elections. The mémners, conversely, are less likely to feel certhat
their hold on power will be permanent. Once etattiutcomes are no longer viewed as pre-ordained,
political elites are more likely to establish a maltcommitment to enforce limits on state authority
matter which party or faction controls the statarat given time. Voters of all affiliations wilhcreasingly
come to make the distinction between the regimetlamdurrent government in power, and to assottietie
expectations and assessments of democracy lesbavitlhey personally are faring at the moment (as
winners or losers) than with characteristics ofgdistem as a whole. Under such circumstances,omdw
expect the distance between current winners amidagith respect to their assessments of regimabdity
to be reduced.



Measurement and Method

This study draws upon individual-level survey datfiected during Round 3 of the Afrobarometer in 16
sub-Saharan Africa countrfelsetween March 2005 and March 2006. The datarisatkfrom national
probability samples that range in size from 1,I6Lésotho to 2,400 in South Africa, Nigeria and bigi,
although in the descriptive statistics reportedehtite data are weighted to represent each coeqtraily’

Dependent Variable

The object of explanation in our analysis is citiggperception of the durability of their democcatiystem.
Respondents were asked: “In your opinion, how ikelit that [your country] will remain a demociati
country?”

Figure 1. Perceptions of Democratic Durability (%)
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Source: Afrobarometer Round 3 data.

Figure 1 shows the distribution of favorable resam(percent saying their country is likely or vigkgly to
remain democratic) across these 16 countries. v@rage, 56 percent of citizens are optimistic alloit
durability of their democratic system. There ispmaver, considerable cross-national variation, it 42
percent of Malawians saying that their country Vikikly remain democratic, in comparison to morarth
two-thirds (70) of Ghanaians expressing similarfickemce.

Independent Variables

There are two types of explanation proposed imibdel: at the country level and at the individsddl.
The independent variable at the country level ésrthmber of alternations in power between 1989281@%.
This variable has been built following Huntingtof1991) “two-turnover test.” We count it as a fover
when, following an election, the president is frardifferent party in a presidential system, or ¢hiera new
majority party or coalition in parliamentary systmnin countries where term limits have prevented a

2 Benin, Botswana, Cape Verde, Ghana, Kenya, LesdMhdagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Namibiagéfia,
Senegal, South Africa, Uganda, and Zambia. Twatas surveyed by Afrobarometer in Round 3 (20086) were
excluded from this analysis. In Zimbabwe the Afiaiimeter used a shorter questionnaire in ordevrptete
fieldwork more quickly in a tense political envirment, so a number of the key variables includdatimanalysis were
not available in the Zimbabwe data set. Tanzamig @xcluded because some of the core questions démocracy
were administered differently in Tanzania in Ro@ncbmpared to other countries, and the resultsthergfore not be
fully comparable. For more information on the pajmethodology, results and publications, seéfhabarometer
website at www.afrobarometer.org.

3 samples of this size yield a margin of samplingrefor country statistics of +/- 2 to 3% at a 95%nfidence
level. Note that Afrobarometer surveys are correged in countries that have undergone at leasestegree of
political and economic liberalization, so the réswannot be taken as representative of sub-SalAdriaa as a
whole.



incumbent from competing again, we do not couastit turnover when the new president comes from the
same party as his predecessor. Finally, in thswadicase where there has been no alternatioe in th
presidency, but the opposition takes control ofiélgéslature (as happened in the 2004 Malawi edas)i we
code this as 0.5 points.

Table 1. Country Context

No. of No. of Successive
Alternations in Repetitive 2005 GDP Annual 2005 EHI
Power, 1989- Multiparty Growth Rate (%)

Country 2008 Elections’

Benin 3 4 1.4 2
Botswana 0 8 4.8 2
Cape Verde 2 3 3.4 1
Ghana 1 4 2.0 1.5
Kenya 1 3 -0.1 3
Lesotho 1 3 2.3 2.5
Madagascar 3 5 -0.7 3
Malawi 1.5 3 1.0 4
Mali 1 4 2.2 2
Mozambique 0 3 4.3 3.5
Namibia 1 4 1.4 2
Nigeria 0 2 0.8 4
South Africa 1 3 0.6 1.5
Senegal 1 6 1.2 2.5
Uganda 0 2 3.2 45
Zambia 1 3 -0.3 4

a. If the incumbent government did not retain poafeer founding elections, for example, Namibid 889, Lesotho in
1993, and South Africa in 1994, we treated thigassan alternation in power.

b. Numbers are as of Dec. 31, 2005. Source: Lingd{006) and African elections database available a
http://africanelections.tripod.com

c. Source: World Bank, World Development Indicat?@7.

d. Source: Freedom House. Average score of pdlitighats and civil liberties.

The main independent variable at the individuatlés partisan status. This is a dummy variabdé th
measures whether a respondent is a “winner” whig fdese to the ruling party (code=1), or is either
affiliated with the opposition, or unaffiliatedéi, a “loser” or a “non-partisan”, (code=0).

Control Variables

Our model also includes a series of control vaesithat account for other factors that may alse lzawv
impact on citizen perceptions of the political syas. The control variables can again be divided in
country-level and individual-level variables.

At the country-level, we include three control @les. By including the number of successive paity
elections, we can essentially test whether theipblolys into arguments about the importance oftreer
number of multiparty elections for democratic cdition. Including the 2005 GDP growth rate alfous
to examine whether the public perceives that theréuof democracy will be determined more by poditbr
by economic performance. We also control for tineent level of democracy by including the 2005
Freedom House rankings, using an average scomiti€al rights and civil liberties.

At the individual level, we control for assessmagftelection quality to test whether the public ntegy
concerned more with how elections are conductenl with their outcomes. We also control for supffort

* A second dummy variable, codes non-partisans @isas those who “don’t know” if they have a paaffiliation) as
1, and both winners and losers as O.



democracy and for multiparty elections so that ee separate what is perhaps mere wishful thinkimgsé
who support democracy presumably want it to endiwo@) more critical analysis of democratic prospect
We similarly control for current levels of satisfian with democracy to distinguish predictions whsenply
on present democratic performance from those baise@dmore critical assessment of the level of sakie
commitment to a democratic future.

We also include additional tests of whether comfiein democracy is based primarily on instrumental
assessments of regime performance rather thanlivicgdar procedural criteria by including individl-
level economic performance evaluations (persondinational). Finally, we control for demographics.
Coding procedures and descriptive statistics floralables are described in the appendix.

Multilevel Analysis

In order to explore citizens' perceptions of theathility of their democratic system, our data setthis
study is constructed with both individual and coyitével variables. Due to the multilevel struetwf the
data set — survey respondents are nested withintriesi— we estimate our model using multilevellgsia
(Raudenbush and Bryk 2002). Ordinary least squ&ES) regression analysis creates a number of
statistical problems, including underestimating $tendard errors for country-level variables, which
constitute key independent variables in this studLS also assumes that there is constant varemt&o
clustering. Multilevel analysis, in contrast, a®us to estimate a model with varying intercepts slopes,
and provides for a direct estimation of varianceaponents at both levels of the model (Steenbergdn a
Jones 2002).

Given our theoretical goal, our multilevel modedu@es the specification of three equations:
Perceptions = b,; +b; winngr+...+4, X +€ (1)

by, = gy + GpAlternations + g, number of multiparty electior

2
+ gy, 2005GDP growth rate + g, FH| + ¢ )

by = gy, + gturnovey + g 3

The first equation models the influencekahdividual-level predictors on citizens’ perceptsoof the
durability of their democratic system acrps®untries. Equation 2 models the effects of tialper of
turnovers, along with other control variables, omss-national differences in popular perceptions of
democratic durability. Equation 3 models the iattion between the number of turnovers and partisan
status (winner). The interaction is captured binegting the effects of the number of turnovera icountry
on the coefficient for “winner” in Equation 1. Ukeé OLS, multilevel analysis does not assume tbhahtry-
level predictors completely account for the vadatin the individual-level parameters with the dibance
terms in equation (2) and (3).

Results

Table 2 shows the results for our models estimdtieglirect effects of the number of alternationpawer
and partisan status (Model 1), as well as theactare effects of these two variables (Model 2) popular
perceptions of the durability of democracy. Theults provide clear evidence in support of our main
hypothesis: individuals in countries with a greatember of alternations in executive power percéisgr
systems to be more durable than those who havexperienced alternations. Model 1 shows that the
coefficient for turnovers is positive and statialig significant.

While there have been debates about the effectaultiparty elections on democratic stability in egieg

demaocracies, this result clearly shows that if ¢helections lead to power turnovers that are eadgtu
accepted by key political actors, then people aveertikely to expect their democratic system towerdAs
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we have noted, in many countries there are numeangusdiments to actually ousting incumbent ruling
parties, including risk-averse publics that mayhbwilling to upset the status quo, as well as guparties
that do their best, through both fair means and| fopreserve their position in power, and opposit
parties that fail to compellingly demonstrate tthegty are serious contenders and well-suited taguheir
countries. When turnovers occur despite these ésirtthe public, like many democracy analysts, apea
interpret this as indicative of a strong commitmeiperhaps especially among political elites —r&sprving
democratic norms.

Our results also show that people who feel cloghdgarty in power have more positive attitudesuaithe
durability of their democratic system: as expectétizens in the political majority think the patial system

is more likely to survive than those in the minarifThis may suggest that losers simply do nott titues
democratic commitments of the current winners ashras winners themselves do. Perhaps losers believe
for example, that the winners are holding on to golay undemocratic means, and that winners thus
undermine — and would perhaps go so far as towvert the democratic system in the interest of lenhgn

to power. Alternatively, their greater pessimidnoa democratic durability may reflect a sentimamiong
losers that the system does not seem to be workitigpir favor, and that perhaps they would bedvetff

with an alternative system. A next step in thialgsis will be to explore this question further.

Table 2. Individual and Country-Level Predictors &ferceptions of Democratic Durability

Multi-level Model 1 Multi-level Model 2
Independent Variables Coefficients S.E. Coeffigen S.E.
Fixed Effects
Country-level
Alternations in power 0.061* 0.026 0.070* 0.027
Alternations x Winner -0.034* 0.016
Number of multiparty elections -0.027 0.015 7.0 0.015
2005 GDP growth rates -0.038* 0.016 -0.039* 6.01
Democratization 0.069* 0.023 0.070* 0.023
(reversed average FHI, 2005)
Individual-level
Winner 0.066** 0.018 0.093** 0.022
Non-partisan -0.008 0.018 0.009 0.018
Support for multiparty elections 0.097** 0.018 .097** 0.018
Quality of elections 0.068** 0.007 0.068** 0.007
Support for democracy 0.151** 0.015 0.151** 601
Satisfaction with Democracy 0.316** 0.007 0.316* 0.007
National economy 0.045** 0.007 0.045** 0.007
Household economy -0.006 0.007 -0.006 0.007
Age 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
Education 0.010* 0.004 0.009* 0.004
Gender (Female = 1) -0.022 0.013 -0.022 0.013
Urban 0.025 0.014 0.026* 0.014
Constant 1.750** 0.124 1.747* 0.124
Variance Components
Country-level 0.006* 0.002 0.006* 0.003
Individual-level 0.645** 0.007 0.644** 0.007
-2 x Log Likelihood 39887.61 39889.61
N 16568 16568

Note: Entries are Restricted Maximum Likelihoodreates of coefficients.
*=p<.05*=p<.01
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To test the hypothesis that alternations in exeeyibwer will moderate the effects of partisanustgtvinner
vs. loser), Model 2 includes a cross-level intéoaicterm between “winner” and alternations in povidre
results show strong support for our argument thedtgr numbers of alternations in executive poveeraw
the gap in perceptions of democratic durabilitydsetn the political majority and the minority. Innt@st to
a system with no alternations, where losers maytfesd their position is permanent, and also pgectiat
democracy may be less enduring, in a system tisagk@erienced alternations, winners and losers have
exchanged places, perhaps more than once. Asllg tesgth sides may have greater commitments
themselves to the benefits, and hence the longefithe democratic system, and their confidenaglite
commitments may be strongly reinforced as well.

Looking at the other country-level variables, thsults show that once the number of alternatiop®iner

is accounted for, the direct effect of the numbfesuzcessive repetitive multiparty elections is not
statistically significant. This is not consistent with previous studies arguhat repeated multiparty
elections contribute to democratic consolidatioganng democracies (Seligson and Booth 1995; Barkan
2000; Eisenstadt 2004; Lindberg 2006a; Lindberg@20E&lection quality (an individual-level variapls
significant though. Thus, while a series of mutiy elections may connect people to the statesapend
the political arena for citizens, the mere numbezlections is far less important than either tlogiality or
their outcomes in influencing popular perceptiohdemocratic durability.

Our models yields the perhaps unexpected resulettamomic development is negatively associateld wit
popular perceptions of the durability of the denaticrsystem at the country level. The annual GBvth
rate for 2005 has a negative, and significant (ghaelatively small), impact on the dependent \@eia
Table 1 and Figure 1 suggest the possible soufdessdinding. In particular, South Africa, whettee
perceived durability of democracy is quite high f@cent), had a well below-average GDP growthahte
just 0.8% of GDP in 2005, while the opposite istfor Uganda (43 percent and 3.2 percent per annum
respectively). We also note, however, that irdiial-level evaluations of the national economy are
significantly andpositivelylinked to perceptions of durability, although agahe relationship is quite weak.
While these contradictory findings merit furthepéotation, they suggest that, at the least, Africda not
believe that actual rates of economic growth makereak the prospects for democracy.

Not surprisingly, we find that the current levelde#fmocracy (based on the 2005 Freedom House indigat
has a positive, significant impact on popular petioas of democratic durability. Citizens in couesrthat
are already more democratic are more likely togvelithat their democratic future is secure thagselio
lower-ranked systems. This finding is reinforcgdhee fact that satisfaction — an individual-leireicator

of the supply of democracy — is very strongly lidke perceptions of the future of democracy. Ingyal,
then, the more democracy people have now, the dermcracy they expect to have in the future.
Commitment to democracy and democratic institutaise matters: those who support democracy and who
believe that elections are unequivocally the best to select leaders exhibit more confidence iir the
countries’ democratic prospects than non-democrHtss perhaps suggests an element of wishful think
those who want democracy are more likely to expecbntinue having it. But it may also reflect an
individual's sense of his or her own commitmenttand willingness to defend — democracy — and parha
an assumption that this commitment is popularlyesthaand can thus help to secure a democratiogfutur

Finally, we note that age and gender have no $ogmif effect on popular perception of democratic
durability, but more educated respondents are mgtienistic about democracy’s prospects. The resurit
urbanization are mixed — it is only significantdne of the models — suggesting that any relatignshi
between urban residence and perceptions of duselsiienuous.

® At the p<=.05 level.
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Conclusion

The prospects for democratic consolidation in mainéfrica’s struggling electoral political systermamain
uncertain. While political and social rights aneefidoms are far better protected now than in tkg geere
has been far less progress toward achieving mathedfsther features of a high quality democracy as
described by Diamond and Morlino (2005). One effost significant failures in many countries may b
the lack of true competitiveness that still chageizes a majority of African electoral systems.ctuntry
after country, leaders have learned how to “woekdistem,” achieving, often as not, the appearahce
competition — relatively free elections with thetpapation of multiple parties — without real sténsce, thus
avoiding any actual threat to their hold on povesd with it, any necessity to be accountable tqothigic.
This failure is clearly demonstrated by th&equencyof alternations, which stands in such sharp cehtma
the quite high frequency of elections.

There are many reasons for a lack of true competiéiss, ranging from political cultures that shifyee
attitudes and choices of mass publics, to politicaheuvering on the part of self-serving elitebe T
implications are not yet fully understood. If Hungton’s two-turnover test is right, then many lnése
countries cannot look forward to a democratic fetuAnd yet, Botswana, with one of the contineltimest
standing and most resilient electoral systems —oaedof its highest rated democracies according to
Freedom House — has yet to experience an altemattiouling party after 42 years of multiparty pias.

One place to begin a further exploration of theialkimplications of alternations — or a lack thdredor
democratic consolidation is with the assessment#tinéns themselves. Certainly their predictiabsut the
future of democracy in their countries are notliiifee. But publics can be quite good judges aittown
countries’ characters. For example, popular apsass of the extent of democracy across countries
coincide quite closely with external ratings sustiiose produced by Freedom Hobis&Ve do not yet have
evidence to indicate how good the public is at ssisg the durability of their democratic regimeast, b
certainly these assessments seem worthy of clagsimand consideration.

Our findings reveal that, to at least some ext&fitcan publics do side with the analysts on tisisuie. Lack
of power alternations clearly and significantly weds the public’'s expectations about democracyigdu
prospects. Moreover, political “losers” are alsorennegative about democracy'’s future than politica
“winners,” though these effects are moderated bgeimsing power alternations, when winners and $oser
trade places.

But our findings also suggest that, at least invibav of many Africans, Huntington and others may
overstate the case. The public agrees that lattkiebvers undermines the prospects for democmasgrne
extent. But they also consider other featureseif political systems when they make their asseasmin
the popular analysis, competitiveness and powerrgltions are far from the sole determining fatttat
Huntington would seem to suggest. Satisfactioh @émocracy, or with the perceived quality (as ceplo
to the outcome) of elections, for example, alsagidieavily in popular judgments. Thus, we can bate
that African publics do indeed view a lack of powaéiernation as a political weakness, but perhapsmn
insurmountable one.

® The correlation between Freedom House’s 2005 lnflexerage score of political rights and civildities and public
assessments of the extent of democracy measuribe #frobarometer in (2005-2006) for the 16 cowgdiincluded in
this study is .709. If all 18 countries surveygdAfrobarometer in 2005-2006 are included (i.edinad Tanzania and

Zimbabwe), the correlation rises to .803.
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Appendix: Question Wording and Response Codes

Dependent Variable

Perception of the durability of democracy system:

In your opinion, how likely is it that [your cougirwill remain a democratic system?
1 = Not at all likely, 2 = Not very likely, 3 = Lly, 4 = Very likely

Independent and Control Variables

Winner:

Which party do you feel close to?

1 = The party or parties in government, 0 = Opjmsiparties, none/no affiliation or don't know

Non-Partisan:
Which party do you feel close to?
1 = None/no affiliation or don’t know, 0 = Rulinggiy or parties and opposition parties

Support for multiparty elections:

Which of the following statements is closest toryeiew? Choose statement A or statement B.

A: Since elections sometimes produce bad resuéssheuld adopt other methods for choosing this trgisn
leaders; B: We should choose our leaders in thisteg through regular, open, and honest elections.

0 = Agree very strongly with A, 0 = Agree with A=1Agree with B, 1 = Agree very strongly with B.

Quiality of elections:

On the whole, how would you rate the freeness aimddss of the last national election? Was it:

1 = Not free and fair, 2 = Free and fair, with nmgeoblems, 3 = Free and fair, with minor probless;,
Completely free and fair

Support for democracy:

Which of these statements is closest to your ovimiam?

1 = Statement A: Democracy is preferable to angmoitind of government.

0 = Statement B: In some circumstances, a hon-datiogovernment can be preferable.
0 = Statement C: For someone like me, it doesnttena/hat kind of government we have.

Satisfaction with democracy:
Overall, how satisfied are you with the way demograorks in your country? Are you:
1 = Not at all satisfied, 2 = Not very satisfieds Fairly satisfied, 4 = Very satisfied

Current national economy
In general, how would you describe the present @mincondition of this country?
1 = Very bad, 2 = Fairly bad, 3 = Neither good bad, 4 = Fairly good, 5 = Very good

Current household economy
In general, how would you describe your own prefieimg condition?
1 = Very bad, 2 = Fairly bad, 3 = Neither good bad, 4 = Fairly good, 5 = Very good

Age
Actual age

Education

0 = No formal schooling, 1 = Informal schooling yn2 = Some primary schooling, 3 = Primary schaplin
completed, 4 = Some secondary school/high scheolS&condary school/high school completed, 6 =-Post
secondary qualifications, 7 = Some university, Brversity completed, 9 = Post-graduate
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Gender
0 = Male, 1 = Female

Urban
0 = Rural, 1 = Urban

Table A.1: Descriptive statistics

Variable Obs. Mean Es)g/ Min Max
Perception of democratic durability 18195 2.87 0.91 1 4
Winner 22720 0.39 0.49 0 1
Non-partisan 22720 0.42 0.49 0 1
Support for multiparty elections 22720 0.82 0.38 1
Quality of elections 20658 3.03 1.06 1 4
Support for democracy 22720 0.64 0.48 0 1
Satisfaction with democracy 19501 2.60 1.01 4
National economy 22220 2.62 1.26 1 5
Household economy 22641 2.65 1.19 5
Age 22470 36.6 14.94 18 130
Education 22631 3.10 2.03 0 9
Gender (Female) 22720 0.50 0.50 0 1
Urban 22720 0.39 0.49 0 1
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