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Political Rights versus Public Goods:
Uncovering the Determinants of Satisfaction wittnibcracy in Africa

Abstract

In democracies there is a trade-off between efiigran the provision of public goods and the extent
of political representation. Our paper shows how ttade-off plays out in translating intrinsic ses
instrumental understandings of democracy into tkfielevels of satisfaction with democratic
outcomes. We use public opinion data in eighteaicéf countries to demonstrate that citizens who
value democracy instrumentally report lower lewdlsatisfaction when fractionalization is high.
However, citizens who value democracy intrinsicaiport higher levels of satisfaction under the
same circumstance. In addition, we find that mokgcated citizens tend to value democracy
intrinsically, as opposed to instrumentally. Otpetential indicators, such as wealth, age and gende
have no predictive power. Finally, we discuss thietigbution our findings make to debates about
such issues as ethnic fractionalization, elecwyslems, political institutions and economic
development.
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INTRODUCTION

Somewhere between Aristotle and Churchill, glohddliz opinion seemed to tend towards the idea that
democracy is, in fact, the best form of governmiletwv evidence provided by the Afrobarometer surveys
show that most Africans agree. Afrobarometer suresylts show widespread support for democracy as
the superior form of government: 66% of respondeaysthat democracy is the preferable form of
government, while only 12% of respondents wouldfoptn non-democratic system. These same survey
results, however, show a wide range of levels ti§fsation with democracy. Though all 18 countiies

the Afrobarometer are ostensibly democratic, 086 ®f respondents reported that their countrytiseei
not a democracy at all or is a democracy with mpjoblems. At minimum, this evidence indicates that
expectations about democracy have not been met.

Public opinion polls like these should be takenosesly because expectations are vastly important in
determining country-level outcomes. The expectatioithe public about the management of government
in their own country influence leader behavior.tBra et al (2005) offer a striking comparison that
highlights the significance of public expectatiomsNamibia, where only 57% of the population clatn
they would reject a system in which only the presidetained political power, President Nujoma was
able to push through constitutional reforms thivegd him to retain office for a third term. In Zara,
however, where 91% of the population said they daoeject such as system, President Chiluba was
unable to make a similar constitutional change.

This paper seeks to explain the divergence betwesference for democracy and satisfaction with its
outcome. We focus the way political fragmentati@uljstinguishing characteristic of democratic rezgm
interacts with different understandings of the niieguof democracy.

We consider two competing interpretations of demogrintrinsic versus instrumental. In its tradiiid
liberal sense, democracy is a system charactebyg@dany normatively appealing characteristics like
individual freedom, civil liberties and electorampetition. On the other hand, democracy is alsaght

by many citizens and academics alike to have imgnial value. In this context democracy is a
mechanism leading to increased better provisiguubfic goods and enhanced public services based on
the incentive structure linking citizen approvatiwienure in officé.Political fractionalization can be

both a blessing and a burden depending on oneis gioview: a blessing for the liberalist, in thaat

highly fractionalized government means lively cotitign and intra-party negotiation, but a burden fo
the instrumentalist, in that fractionalization ¢dead to policy gridlock. As a result, in the presewf
political fragmentation, divergent understandinffdemocracy lead to varying levels of satisfaction.

The representation of many parties in governmens¢hat many different political views have voices
In the case where the parties have relatively eqqeaiht, each party has not only a presence bat als

potentially the power to veto and to force negaiia. Thus, for those who see democracy as a way to
promote widespread participation and influenceaneggnment, fractionalization can seem quite pasitiv

These competition-enhancing attributes, however atso have negative effects on the speed of policy
formation. In a situation with multiple veto plagethere is a higher probability that one party taike
negotiations hostage in an effort to provide moretheir constituency. Coalitions of evenly-matched
parties can also find themselves in a prisonelesraina, in which everyone wants a compromise pdbcy
pass, but would do better by abandoning the agneeiméavor of providing more for their party
members. The outcome of this incentive structure can bécgaridlock and distortion, excessive pork
barrel politics and increased levels of corruptieor. those citizens that see democracy an instrufaen

! For a discussion of intrinsic versus instrumeptaposes of democracy, see Sen 1999.
% See Roubini and Sachs 1989.
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economic development, political fractionalizatiarutd be a cause for dissatisfaction with democracy.

Further, we investigate the determinants of a prspeto view democracy instrumentally versus
instrumentally. Though it seems plausible thatdexcsuch as age, gender or wealth might contritoute
one point of view over the other, we find that oafjucation emerges as a significant covariate.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE LITERATURE

Determinants of satisfaction with democracy havenkenalyzed before, though most efforts have
centered on Europe, where data is abundant. Anderssd Guillory (1997) examine the link between
democratic satisfaction and political systems. Témyclude that as expected, those who voted for the
winner are happier after he wins. Moreover, in eefjumajoritarian system, the gap in satisfaction
between the winners and losers is wider than iseasual systems. Our paper seeks to take the @nalys
step further - we will also analyze the extent tach satisfaction with democracy is influenced by
institutional factors, but those factors will bens@ered in light of the expectations the individuas

about the nature of democracy.

The paper contributes to several current debatbstimcomparative politics and development econsmic
There exists lively debate about public good prioviss an engine for economic development and
poverty alleviation. Devarajan and Reinikka (2088Yyise that in order to improve human development
in impoverished and highly unequal countries, goayple need to have greater control over public
services. In their argument, if the poor have edufdence in determining the nature of the prauisof
public services, delivery can actually be made naffieient. Our findings suggest that public goods
provision could also contribute to satisfactionhademocracy, which could promote democratic
consolidation and increased political participation

We also speak to the literature on ethnic diversity economic performance. Easterly and Levine{)L99
find that in sub-Saharan Africa, ethnic fragmewtais correlated with lower public good provisicdie

to higher levels of patronage, corruption, insigbilinderdevelopment and a host of other unfaverab
economic outcomes. By focusing exclusively on eaaogerformance, this literature might have
neglected ethnic diversity's impact on politicalgmentation, and thus interparty competition.

The literature on electoral institutions has seddhe efficiency of majoritarian electoral systems
Proportional representation, on the other handnptes political inclusiveness, potentially at tkpense
of efficiency. The evidence of this trade-off haakh limited to results found using macro cross-trgqun
data, which obscures the micro-level foundationsusing individual-level data we are able to uncove
individual opinions of this trade-off.

The literature on electoral institutions has sedabe efficiency of majoritarian electoral systemich
are able to implement platforms directly. Proparéibrepresentation, on the other hand, promotes
political inclusiveness, potentially at the expeasefficiency. It is the system of decision-makinghin
the government that leads to the difference incgadixpediency. Majoritarian systems are charactdriz
by concentration of power that eliminates the nMfeed¢omplex debate and bargaining. They are dezisiv
and lay the foundation for majority control ovelipp decisions. Proportional systems, however, ineo
bargaining and consideration of minority opinionsl ahus are considerably less decisive than their
majoritarian counterparts. While including moretjgarin the government may increase representation,
also increases the number of decision-makers ieddlv

Thus far, evidence for this trade-off has beendlgrgnecdotal. There is, however, reason to belieat

3 For further discussion on the tradeo® betweensilemiess and representation, see Powell 2000, Qi¢sde
Norris 1997.
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popular opinion about policy efficiency affectsistction with a democratic system, not just therent
government. The 1993 electoral reform in Italy wasen in part by a popular association between
policy gridlock and the PR form of government. ytgalsenate, which had operated under proportional
representation, moved to a system in which 75%®feats were elected using a majoritarian system.
The reform was in part driven by the desire to otidate smaller parties, which would end the massiv
fragmentation that had frequently paralyzed thigatiagovernment.

By using individual-level data we are able to ureowmdividual opinions on the trade-off between
efficiency and inclusiveness, based on how indiaisuespond to fractionalization in their governimen

Glaeser, LaPorta, Lopez-de-Silanes and Shleifdd4Rfind that human capital, rather than institnsipis
the foundation for economic growth. In their vieafficient growth-promoting policies, such as emghas
on education, lift countries out of poverty, aftdrich those countries establish institutions that
emphasize equality and widespread representatierfindf that increased education levels are cogdlat
with a propensity to view democracy intrinsically@posed to instrumentally. This result suppors t
hypothesis that education promotes a tolerancévefsk views, interest in political participationda
desire for freedom of expression.

Our paper will be organized as follows. We firstgent the context in which the Afrobarometer data
were collected. We then discuss our variables amestimation strategy, followed by a presentatind
interpretation of our results. The final sectiomdaodes.

CONTEXT

The Afrobarometer surveyare based on interviews conducted in local langsiag a random sample of
at a minimum 1200 people per country. The minimame of 1200 people gives a margin of error of
3% and a degree of confidence of 95%. Afrobaronmm=ieers 18 countries as of 2005. While these
countries are in many ways a representative saaig\rican nations, there are a few key dimensions
which they systematically differ from excluded ctrigs. First, and most obvious, is the exclusion of
non-democracies. It is possible that there exigisemt country characteristic that both propeteantry
toward democracy and affects average citizen aatish once it is in place. If that is true, we mahuse
the results from this paper to draw conclusionsuitiee reactions that citizens under autocratioweg
would have to democracy were it instituted in tlogiuntries. The most severe selection problem,
however, is that Afrobarometer does not survey ti@siexperiencing active conflict. There is good
reason to think that conflict would affect both egfations of what democracy should provide and
satisfaction levels were it in place.

In terms of basic country characteristics, our datadoes a fairly good job of approximating Afracaa
whole. Table 1 gives a snapshot of the in-samplec@s. Our average GDP per capita is $2,988,ewhil
the average for all of sub-Saharan Africa is $255@8ly slightly lower, especially given the $2897
standard deviation. The countries in Afrobaromsgenple represent a variety of levels of freedom.
Some, like Benin and Ghana, are by most objecti#asures total democracies. Others, like Uganda, are

* For further details consult Donovan 1995.

°Afrobarometer is an independent and non-partisaeareh project conducted by CDD, IDASA and MSU.
Implemented by national partners, Afrobarometer suess economic conditions and the political atmesplin
African countries. The questionnaire is standadite facilitate comparison between the covered t@ms The
countries covered in the 2005 survey are: BenirtsBana, Cape Verte, Kenya, Lesotho, Madagascarawial
Mali, Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria, Senegal, Tanaabdganda and Zambia.

6Average excludes Equitorial Guinea, which, withBFSper capita of $50,200, is a significant outlier.
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arguably much less fréeDur sample manages to represent all of the majoni@l powers save Belgium

(as nearly every former Belgian colony has expegdrecent severe armed conflict.) Our sample has a

average population size that is, in both mean aadian, slightly higher than that of Africa as a o

due to our inclusion of Nigeria, Africa’s largestuntry®

Table 1: Basic Country Information

Country Population Infant Literacy’ Year of | Former GDP
Mortality* Independence| Colonial per

Power Capitd
Botswana 1,639,833 53.70 79.8% 1966 UK $10,000
Lesotho 2,022,331 87.24 84.8% 1966 UK $3,000
Madagascar| 18,595,469  75.21 68.9% 1960 France $900
Mali 11,716,829 | 107.58 46.4% 1960 France $1,000
Senegal 11,987,121 52.94 40.2% 1960 France $1,700
Benin 7,862,944 79.56 33.6% 1960 France $1,100
Mozambique| 19,686,505 | 129.24 47.8% 1975 Portugal $1,300
Ghana 22,409,572 55.02 74.8% 1957 UK $2,400
South Africa| 44,187,637 | 60.66 86.4% 1910 UK $12,100
Malawi 13,013,926 | 94.37 62.7% 1964 UK $600
Namibia 2,044,147 43.39 84% 1990 South | $8,200

Africa
Kenya 34,707,817 | 59.26 85.1% 1963 UK $1,200
Tanzania 37,445,392| 96.48 78.2% 1961 >UK $700
Uganda 28,195,754| 66.15 69.9% 1962 UK $1,700
Nigeria 131,859,731 97.14 68% 1960 UK $1,000
Zambia 11,502,010 | 86.84 80.6% 1964 UK $900
deaths/1,000 births
%% 15 and over that can read and write.
% 2005 estimate
*from South African mandate.
*from UK-administered UN trusteeship.
Information taken from the CIA World Factbook,

http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/indetml.

EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS
Definitions of Independent Variables
Definitions of Democracy

The Afrobarometer survey asks subjects to giverbalelescription of what democracy means to them.
These verbal responses were subsequently codethengighteen possible categories. These catasgorie
are listed below, grouped into three categorigsnisic, instrumental or neither.

" According to Freedom House, Benin, Ghana and $grag ranked high on the list of political rigketsd civil
liberties, while Madagascar, Kenya and Nigeriacmeasidered only “partly free”. Uganda is the lowestthe list of
political freedom.

® Our sample has a mean population of 24,929,814anddian of 15,804,698, while all of sub-Saharéica has
a mean of 15,944,163 and a median of 9,690,222.
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Table 2: Intrinsic versus instrumental value of demacy

Intrinsic Instrumental Neither

Freedom & Civil Liberties Peace & unity No meaning

Government for or by the people | Development Poverty

Voting, elections and parties Togetherness & cooperation | Oppression

Majority rule Good governance Other

Justice, equality & fairness Autonomy or independence | Responsiveness
Respect & human rights Civilian rule

Legidative Fractionalization

The number of parties holding seats in the legistathowever, might not give a full and accuratdéyse
of power fractionalization. Imagine a scenario inieh a legislature is composed of members from four
parties, where parties A, B and C hold 10\% eadh®teats, while party D enjoys the remaining 60\%
Even if parties A, B and C formed a coalition agaiparty D, they still could not present a legitiema
challenge to party D. In fact, given this distribat of seats, there is no system of alliance foionathat
would allow for policy gridlock: in all cases, onembination of parties (or party D alone) would win
with a simple majority. Now consider the same fparties, but with a different distribution of seatsch
that each party holds exactly 25\%. While it isgible for a coalition of three parties to steeidkion,

or even a coalition of two parties if the remainimg remain unallied, it is also possible for destzate

to occur. In order to account for the meaningftfiedlences between the possible distributions dfssea
among the total number of parties, a fractionalimaindex computed using a Herfindahl concentration
formula:

FRAC=1-3"-, p?

wherei is each political party, amalis the percent of legislative seats they occupy.

Recall the two scenarios presented above. In thiesicenario, in which parties A, B, and C had 10\%
each and D had the remaining 40\%. The fractioattin index, calculated as follows, produces aescor
of .61:

1-(.01+.01+.01+.36) = .61

On the other hand, if each party has 25\% of thésséhe calculation (below) produces a higher
fractionalization score, indicating a greater pttgrior legislative gridlock.

1-(.0625 + .0625 + .0625 + .0625) = .75

Malawi and Zambia are have the highest legis|dtiaetionalization scores. This is intuitive, givére
high level of ethnic fractionalization and regiot@hsion in these countries. These are the cosnthien,
in which we would expect to see policy slowdown tlugridlock, and subsequent discontent among the
citizens. Botswana and Mali, on the other handehbe lowest fractionalization scores, indicatirigva
potential for gridlock.

Electoral System

In the analysis we will control for the electorgsem. The preponderance of the countries have
majoritarian systems, though several also use ptiopal representation. It is possible that projoox!
representation systems could be correlated witatgrdractionalization, given the greater rangetafice
among candidates. The electoral systems used lmpotheries in the data set are listed below:

Majoritarian: Kenya, Botswana, Nigeria, Zambia, Tanzania, Mal&hana, Uganda, Madagascar.
Proportional Representation: South Africa, Benin, Cape Verde, Mozambique, NamiParallel Party
Block Vote: Senegal

Mixed Member Proportional: Lesotho

Two-round Run-off: Mali
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Ethnic Fractionalization

Finally, the analysis will control for ethnic framhalization, which could quite plausibly be coated

with legislative fractionalization. The ELF (Ethiinguistic Fractionalization) index has been bdsn t
workhorse as far as quantification of ethnic diigrs political science goes, but this analysidl wse
Daniel Posner's index of Politically Relevant Eth@roups (PREG). PREG scores for the sample
countries are listed in Table 3. Botswana, Lesaitb Madagascar both receive a fractionalizationesco
of 0, according to Posner's PREG score system. igafigeria and Uganda, on the other hand, are the
most ethnically fractionalized countries in thiabsis.

Though Posner uses the ELF index as the basikddPREG scores, PREG has several advantages over
the ELF index. It updates the list of groups refgvta African politics, including groups that hgweven
important but were not mentioned in the Atlas NaroMlira. It also addresses what Posner terms the
““grouping" problem: politically distinct groupseaoften lumped together in one large category by th
Atlas. The PREG index was specifically developeddourately represent the groups that try to imftee
macroeconomic policy, and though Posner recommitrad®ther spheres of analysis would best be
addressed using an index specific to the mechatievelopment of macroeconomic policy is a
subset of the topics under examination here, a®detic leaders are responsible for policymaking.

Education

In order to determine the probable cause of adomf@n instrumental or intrinsic vision of demagyra
we examine the relationship between the resporgldefinition of democracy and level of education.
Afrobarometer asks respondents their education. |Bekication is measured by time spent in school,
using ten ordinal categories beginning with no fakeducation and ending with post-graduate.

* No formal education

* Informal education

* Some primary school

* Primary school

* Some secondary school
* Secondary school

* Post-secondary school
* Some university

* University

* Post-graduate

These categories have been collapsed into fouratidnccategories for the purposes of the regression
analysis: no or only informal education, some boaprimary school, some or all of secondary s¢hoo
and beyond secondary school.

Poverty

In order to explain an instrumental versus intdéreginception of democracy, we als include variables
measuring the respondent's economic condition.b&fr@meter offers multiple definitions of material
well-being. One measure is relational, asking redpats to compare their standard of living versus
others. Respondents choose between much worseg,vgarse, better and much better. The list of
summary statistics records the percentage of relgmis by country that reported feeling as thougly th
were much worse or worse off than their peers.

Our other measure of poverty is more objectivgpoaesgents were asked how often they have gone
without food, with five answer options ranging fraraver to always. The list of summary statistics

6
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shows the percentage of respondents per countryegharted going without food several times, many
times or always - that is, those respondents tlea¢ wbjectively quite poor.

DEFINITIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ouir first suite of regressions analyze respondgr@ieption of the level of democracy in their doies
and their overall satisfaction with democracy. ®@econd suite of regressions explore the reasons
respondents develop intrinsic versus instrumergfhidions of democracy. The dependent variablaliin
second-suite regressions is simply one’s definitibdemocracy, as described in the “Independent
Variables” section above.

Level of Democracy
Afrobarometer asked its respondents about the eafetemocracy in their country, allowing one oéth
following responses:

How democratic is your country?

* Not a democracy

* A democracy, with major problems

* A democracy, but with minor problems
e A full democracy

The percentage of responses per country that vitber €A full democracy” or “A democracy with
minor problems” are given in the summary statidiatse below. Tanzania finishes first, with nedrglf
of the respondents reporting that they consider toeintry to very democratic. It's not obvioustttias
would be the case: ethnic fractionalization, pcditiscience's preferred scapegoat for all sociiqal

ills, is relatively high in Tanzania (.59). Our trg, however, does seem to explain the Tanzanise: ca
the percentage of people that value democracyumsintally is above average, at 27%, while the
legislative fractionalization score is quite low28%. The same pattern holds in Namibia, where 4%
citizens surveyed reportedly consider Namibia asti@early a full democracy. The legislative
fractionalization score is 33%, considerably lowem the 50% average across all included countries
but the percent defining democracy instrumentallguite high, at 31%.

Satisfaction with Democracy
A related question in the Afrobarometer survey adkasut citizens’ actual satisfaction with democracy
The question “How satisfied are you with democra@fows the following responses:

» Country is not a democracy
* Not at all satisfied

* Not very satisfied

» Fairly satisfied

* Very satisfied

Though the questions seem similar prima facie, greyactually tapping into two distinct opiniontsisl
easy to imaging a citizen acknowledging that theimntry is democratically run, but feeling as thioug
democracy is less effective or efficient than ofleems of government. On the other hand, one csm al
imagine a person feeling that their country is asdyewhat democratically run, but expressing haggsin
with the improvements that have been made sinéedéption.

One such case is Madagascar. A full 35% of respdadam®mnsider their country a democracy — well above
the average of 27% - yet comparatively few respotadgeem to feel satisfied with democracy: only 38%
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well within the first quartile of countries. We @irthe opposite puzzle in Kenya, where remarkably fe
respondents are willing to call their country a demacy with less than minor problems (only 13%}, ye
strangely a full 61% report being happy with whatesort of democracy Kenya has.

Table 3: Summary Statistics

Instrumental Parliamentary | PREG Satisfaction Level of Percent
fractionalization | score with democracy | urban
democracy
Botswana 29 0.36 0 0.64 0.32 0.43
Ghana 17 0.52 0.44 0.82 0.40 0.47
Lesotho 16 0.55 0.44 0.46 0.18 0.34
Malawi 16 0.76 0.55 0.28 0.13 0.14
Mali 32 0.63 0.13 0.60 0.34 0.27
Namibia 31 0.33 0.55 0.74 0.44 0.40
Nigeria 21 0.53 0.66 0.25 0.06 0.49
South Africa | 28 0.48 0.49 0.67 0.29 0.61
Tanzania 27 0.23 0.59 0.88 0.49 0.23
Uganda 33 0.51 0.63 0.67 0.19 0.30
Zambia 17 0.67 0.71 0.32 0.12 0.37
Cape Verde 13 0.52 n/a 0.53 0.18 0.47
Kenya 22 0.55 0.57 0.61 0.13 0.29
Mozambique | 35 0.46 0.36 0.70 0.44 0.43
Senegal 27 0.43 0.14 0.62 0.35 0.41
Benin 35 0.47 0.3 0.57 0.25 0.42
Madagascar 25 0.55 0 0.38 0.35 0.24
No/Informal | Primary school Secondary Post-secondary Frequency | Compar
school school school gone ative
without wealth
food
Botswana 0.17 0.28 0.45 0.09 0.32 0.49
Ghana 0.27 0.31 0.34 0.08 0.21 0.51
Lesotho 0.12 0.60 0.24 0.04 0.37 0.43
Malawi 0.20 0.59 0.20 0.02 0.60 0.70
Mali 0.65 0.25 0.07 0.03 0.34 0.29
Namibia 0.08 0.24 0.55 0.12 0.31 0.25
Nigeria 0.17 0.15 0.44 0.23 0.33 0.36
South Africa | 0.06 0.20 0.57 0.16 0.22 0.26
Tanzania 0.11 0.73 0.14 0.02 0.37 0.43
Uganda 0.09 0.42 0.37 0.12 0.41 0.50
Zambia 0.04 0.28 0.48 0.20 0.37 0.43
Cape Verde 0.18 0.44 0.31 0.06 0.16 0.26
Kenya 0.10 0.40 0.35 0.15 0.35 0.37
Mozambique | 0.26 0.48 0.21 0.03 0.47 0.40
Senegal 0.49 0.20 0.21 0.08 0.39 0.20
Benin 0.53 0.25 0.17 0.03 0.36 0.46
Madagascar 0.13 0.47 0.34 0.06 0.54 0.21]

Regression Results
Each dependent variable will be presented in twdetso There will be only one difference between the
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models throughout: the first will use robust staddarrors alone, while the second will incorponatieust
clustered standard errors. The data set on whislattalysis is based requires that we considengiate
autocorrelation across certain observations. Whé#ee are observations for over 20,000 individuals,
many of those surveyed were, of course, from theeszountry. One concern is that responses from
citizens living in the same country will have cdéated outcomes. Clustered standard errors are an
appropriate adjustment with which to address tbrgcern. This adjustment to the standard erroraassu
members of different groups have residuals thatiareorrelated with one another, but allows for
members of the same group to have correlated dsida order to account for this possibility, résare
presented with standard errors that have beereckgsbn the country of residerfcall coefficients are
reported with robust standard errors.

Democracy Regressions

The following table reports the results of a logisegression with the variable “level of democraay
the dependent variable. Our independent variabietefest is the interaction between legislative
fractionalization and an instrumental definitiondagmocracy. Our objective is to show that as
fractionalization increases, those with an instmitakview of democracy will be less satisfied. Ressu
follow:

Results fall into line with our theory. The coeféint on the interaction test is, in fact, significgas
proven by a Wald test - is that right?) in both eledand in the correct direction: if respondengore
having an instrumental view of democracy, as foaralization goes up, the extent to which they are
willing to define their government as a democraegrdases.

Table 4: How democratic is your country?

Model 1 Model 2
Variable Coefficient SE Coefficient SE
DV: Level of Democracy
Parliamentary fractionalization -3.72%** (0.14) B> (0.69)
Instrumental 0.54*** (0.16) 0.54*** (0.23)
Fractionalization*Instrumental -0.86*** (0.30) -B8 (0.40)
FPTP System -0.32%** (0.03) -0.32 (0.24)
Ethnic fractionalization -0.81*** (0.07) -0.81 (4p
N 15819 15819
Log-likelihood -19150 -19150

Both Model 1 and Model 2 cutpoints significant & 1

Zorn (2003) describes the mechanics behind robustered standard errors. The variance estimatapisrted as
isVC=V 3N [(Z"=1t;) (Z"=1u)]V , where each of thHC clusterg = 1; 2; . . .N consists ofj observations =
1,2, ... nj Additional discussion of robust clustered staddarors can be found in Wooldridge 2002, pg.496
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Table 5: How satisfied are you with democracy?\

Model 1 Model 2
Variable Coefficient SE Coefficient SE
DV: Satisfaction with
Democracy
Parliamentary fractionalization -3.56*** (0.15) B> (0.70)
Instrumental 0.53*** (0.17) 0.53* (0.29)
Fractionalization*Instrumental -0.83** (0.32) -0.83 (0.59)
FPTP System -0.39*** (0.03) -0.39 (0.27)
Ethnic fractionalization -0.05 (0.06) -0.05 (0.56)
N 15957 15957
Log-likelihood -21687 -21687

Model 1 cutpoint significant at 1%; Model 2 at 5%.

DETERMINING INSTRUMENTAL VERSUSINTRINSIC VALUE OF DEMOCRACY
Regardless of how liberal a definition one usesafotinstrumental” definition of democracy, it igar
that the preponderance of respondents value deoyoierainsically. Thus far, analyses of definitioofs
democracy have stopped with this discovery. Howedespite the small number of people defining
democracy instrumentally, it is still possible todf individual characteristics that can predict a
respondent's perception towards democracy.

One characteristic is wealth. A reliable incomd ttean provide more than the bare necessities gives
individuals the luxury of considering issues thatrabt pertain only to their survival, such as thie and
nature of democracy. Those that are constantlggling to provide themselves and their familieshwit
food, water and shelter, however, could be morkned to see democracy as a vehicle to a better lif
rather than a philosophical construct.

Another characteristic is education. A significaaimponent of education is socialization, in pafécu
emphasizing social values and civic duty. It is¢hool that children typically learn about the tigka
merits of different forms of government (albeit abways the same lessons across different courtnies
cultures), but the effect of education on the patioa of democracy can run even deeper than that. |
primary school children are ideally introduced emcepts of justice and fairness, working with osher
and considering the thoughts and feelings of thedrs. These lessons translate into a greatercgiioa
for the intrinsic value of democracy.

While it is true that education and wealth levels aften correlated, the mechanisms we are engaging
explain individual definitions of democracy are qiementary rather than redundant. We intend to show
that wealth and education both play their own ueitples in driving an individual's perception of
democracy.

Model 1 evaluates the hypotheses about educatidmvaalth; using the objective proxy for poverty:
whether a respondent has gone without food. Conénaghbles are those that might be correlated with
wealth (age) or education (gender). Model 2 emplbgssame measure of education and controls, but
also uses the relational measure of wealth, agkisigondents to rate their living conditions versiiners.
We present each covariate with robust standaradsefirst and country-clustered standard errors
underneath. Results follow:

In both models, education comes very close to b&ggficant - p-scores are between .11 and .1gusi
robust standard errors. The coefficient is in tkgeeted direction: as education increases, profyeiosi
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use and instrumental definition of democracy desgsaThere is strong evidence that poverty plagsea
in defining democracy. While our measure of comgragavealth is completely insignificant (and in the
wrong direction), the more often one has gone witHood, the more likely a person is to consider
democracy a means to an end rather than an elfdTise strongest conclusion we can make from this
regression, however, is that urban residents amadae likely to see democracy intrinsically.

Table 6: Instrumental vs. Intrinsic Value of Denaomy

Model 1 Model 2
Variable Coefficient | SE Coefficient SE
DV: Instrumental definition of democracy
Education Level -0.03 (0.02) -0.03 (0.02)
-0.03 (0.03) -0.03 (0.03)
Age 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Gender 0.11%** (0.04) 0.10%** (0.04)
0.11%+* (0.03) 0.10** (0.04)
Comparative Wealth 0.01 (0.02)
0.01 (0.04)
How often gone without food 0.08*** (0.02)
0.08** (0.02)
Urban -0.28*** (0.04) -0.28*** (0.04)
-0.28*** (0.06) -0.28*** (0.07)
Intercept -1.14%** (0.08) -1.05%** (0.09)
-1.14%** (0.19) -1.05%** (0.24)
N 16931 16399
Log-likelihood -9168.41 -9193.86

Thus far in this paper we have defined instruméxtatoadly, including any answer that might coaat
an end for which democracy is the means. Some melgms, however, specifically equated democracy
with development, which is the definition that Sggelest to our theory. Because both a broad and a
narrow interpretation of instrumentality can beidzalve present results for the regressions abowe s
much narrower, development-based definition ofrimaentality.
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Table 7: Development vs. Intrinsic Value of Demagra

Model 1 Model 2
Variable Coefficient | SE Coefficient SE
DV: Development-oriented definition of democracy
Education Level -0.12%** (0.02) -0.13*** (0.02)
-0.12** (0.05) -0.13*** (0.05)
Age 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Gender 0.25*** (0.07) 0.22%** (0.07)
0.25*** (0.08) 0.22** (0.08)
Comparative Wealth 0.12%** (0.04)
0.12* (0.06)
How often gone without food 0.06** (0.03)
0.06 (0.05)
Urban -0.28*** (0.08) -0.29%** (0.08)
-0.28*** (0.11) -0.29%** (0.10)
Intercept -2.76%** (0.14) -2.93*** (0.17)
-2.76*** (0.24) -2.93*** (0.32)
N 15730 15236
Log-likelihood -3265.14 -3153.49

There is a significant difference between the dgwelent and instrumental regressions. When
considering whether someone will give definitiordeimocracy that is oriented exclusively towards
development, education emerges as a strong predicte less educated a person is, the more likely t
are to look at democracy as a means for growth.

The wealth results are unexpected and contradicténg objective measure of wealth supports ourrtheo
- those that have often gone without food are rlikedy to want democracy to provide for them
materially. Those that feel richer than their pekmvever, seem to expect the same thing. Recogcili
those results will require further investigation.

CONCLUSION

The Afrobarometer project has provided the academnemunity with a rich dataset. Unfortunately, that
data has too often been used to make tables of atyrstatistics that, due to inadequate analysisleau
rather than illuminate. For example, the Afrobartenglobal press release announces the following:
“Contrary to conventional wisdom, Africans definengocracy not in terms of economic/material goods.
They largely define democracy in terms of politigabds.” While this statement is superficially trtles
paper will show that indeed, the majority of Afmisado report valuing democracy for its intrinsic
properties. More important, however, is the faat th

though instrumental definitions are reported infrextly, they are not unpredictable outliers. On the
contrary, they are highly correlated with educationl play a substantial role in explaining demacrat
satisfaction under an assortment of political cbods.

In this paper, the central role is played by th#isergent perceptions of democracy, which are shage
education in looking at attitudes about democr&ciucation to perceptions to evaluations.

Just as theorists will give different definitionsdemocracy, individuals will as well. There shoulot be
one criterion to judge whether people understamdodeacy or not - democracy can have a number of
equally valid definitions, which are simply reflamts of the diversity of perceptions on the part of
ordinary citizens. These perceptions are shapeteiysocial conditions. Because the spectrum of
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possible definitions could not possibly be exhadigtea short list after a survey question, it is
advantageous to have the question of democracysinmgopen-ended. This paper successfully used
these open answers to produce statistically meaniognclusions. We believe that this paper’s resul
vindicate the use of open-ended questions in suesgarch to draw out the wide variety of
interpretations and opinions that exist in a pofiuta

We have left many avenues open for future workhisitbpic. We chose legislative fractionalization t
illustrate trade-off between efficiency and reprgation that interacts with expectations to affect
individuals’ satisfaction with democracy. There,drewever, other aspects of democracy that redjoére
very same trade off; for example, executive temits or multi-stage voting systems. Future research
could use these features of democratic systemsradexoff proxy to see if they also have preditiv
power when combined with knowledge about intringcsus instrumental expectations.

Future work should also look more closely at hopresentative Afrobarometer data are. Many countries
are still excluded, and since many of the excluttathtries share common characteristics, such asdghav
been engulfed in conflict, there need to be a agsrcheck to see how representative our data is.

In this paper we hope to have generated interastiing individual-level data to answer attitudinal
guestions in political science. Scholars in Amaeripalitics have been using the National Electiorv8y
(NES) for decades to analyze the perceptions, opsgdnd behaviors of the American voter, and it is
time that the field of Comparative politics follaumit. Individual-level attitudinal analysis is naly of
academic interest, but is also the only way to erigpevaluate the many policy and development
initiatives that seek to foster attitudinal changemmunity-Driven Development programs, for example
try to spread norms of democracy, inclusion andas@ohesion by linking community participation to
fund disbursement. Individual-level data allow asigorously evaluate efforts to change individual
attitudes.
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