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Democratizing the M easurement of Democratic Quality:
Public Attitude Data and the Evaluation of African Political Regimes

Abstract

Diamond and Morlino (2005) propose a quality of demacy framework that includes eight dimensions, bu
they suggest that only one of these — responsigenas susceptible to measurement using publiciapin
data. However, we argue that citizen experiencesevaluations are essential pieces of data whiajy m
enable us to capture valid “insider” or “ground-up&asures of democratic procedures and substaate th
may be missed by expert judges and macro-levetétalis. In this paper we develop indicators based
public attitude data for all eight dimensions ofmeracy. Substantively, this subjective mass opini
perspective on the Quality of Democracy gives usgit into what Africans themselves want out of
democracy, and how they prioritize its various comgnts. In general, African governments seem to be
more interested in supplying — and African citizeeem to be more interested in getting — protedton
rights and equality, as well as a strengthenedtutishal framework. Governments remain deficiémt
democratizing their interactions with citizens byeating mechanisms of vertical accountability and
responsiveness, and citizens, quite frankly, seemsiderably less interested in these goals as wedlwe
explore the places where citizen and expert eviahmtdiverge, we are drawn to the conclusion thudh b
individual and expert assessments of the qualitgdeshocracy deserve to be carefully interrogatechatwv
parts of Africans’ everyday experience of democrdoy lack thereof) are missed by country expert
assessments? And what parts of democratic queaiieflaws) are missed by citizens with limitedess to
independent sources of information about eventsrmdis that lie beyond their immediate experienvée
cannot at this point conclude that either expertsoinary citizens provide the “true” or “correct”
assessment, but rather that both perspectives ssentéal to fully understanding today’'s democratic
experience, and the shape of the democratic fubtréhe continent.



Introduction

The emerging literature on the “quality of demogtgaromises to advance our knowledge of
democratization in several ways. First of altakes us beyond the narrow assessment of stadmility
endurance of democratic political regimes to asiuathe quality of democracy those regimes supjglie
move from asking “how stable?” to “how well?” Sadpthe concept of quality promises to provide ith w
greater nuance and precision, and thus greatétyabildistinguish amongst widely disparate cowggri-
such as Cape Verde and Ghana on one hand, ande&Camédd@reece on the other -- that are usually ldmpe
together as free, or as liberal democracies byaladively blunt measures provided by Freedom Hause
Polity. Finally, and related to this, it enablesta move beyond “whole system” (Diamond 2002) mezs
and brings into focus differing dimensions of denagg, allowing us to appreciate that some countées
do better on some dimensions but worse on othEmnis also opens up the possibility that we maylie to
measure democratic qualities in countries thatataynalify as electoral or liberal democracies {iisk
2000).

The emerging “quality of democracy” framework aiiseites analysts to go beyond behavioural measures
expert judgments of objective phenomena and indluédived experiences and subjective evaluatiéns o
ordinary citizens. While various conceptual fraroeikg of democratic quality have been proposed (e.g.
Beetham et al, 2001; Merkel 2004; Croissant 200drKell and Croissant 2004), in our view, the framéwo
that combines the greatest degree of conceptuelajmwent with realistic cross-national data coletend
measurement has been proposed by Larry Diamontdemthrdo Morlino (2005). Drawing on definitions
provided by the industrial and marketing literagyi@iamond and Morlino find three different
understandings of quality. The quality of a goodervice can be measured by (1) phecessoy which it is
made or delivered; (2) by itontent— or the structural characteristics of the makdéryavhich it is made;
and (3) by itgesults or the satisfaction of its consumers (regardbé$ow it is produced, or its actual
content). Using this logic, they divide a rang&ke§ dimensions of democracy into these three @lgst
First, the quality of democracy can be assessedghra series of procedur&aile of Law, Participation,
Competition, and Vertical and Horizontal Accountdypi Second, democracies can be measured by the
degree to which they provide the substantive cdardemocracyRights and Freedoms, and Equality
Finally, the quality of democracy can be calculatedording to the extent that a system is abledvige

the essential result, that is, a government thes dchat the people want it to do -R@sponsivenesdt is on
this last dimension that Diamond and Morlino ad¥edhe use of individual level survey data aggregao
the country level to measure public demands inraassess the extent to which public policy &fle
those demands (but see Powell (2005) for a disousdithe range of difficulties raised by this stigy) or
the extent to which citizens are satisfied with dlagputs of democratic government.

However, we wonder whether citizens’ lived expetgsand opinions can be successfully limited to a
measure of only the results dimension of democrptadity. To return to the analogy of the indwadtend
marketing world, it does not make sense for a stfdize quality of an automobile to ask consumésua
the workings of the Volkswagen Annual General Meggtthe efficiency of Toyota's assembly line or the
metal alloy used by General Motors in its asserplants. But the same is not true for citizens in a
democracy. The use of data on citizen opiniongeepces and evaluations may enable us to captoime m
valid “insider” or “ground-up” measures of demodrairocedures and substance that reflect actual
behaviours and conditions which are simply missetbhtsider” expert judges and “top-down” macrodév
indicators. Indeed, public opinion researchersimely ask citizens about their experiences anduetians
of a wide range of aspects of both procedure ahsdtance. Citizen experiences and evaluations are
essential pieces of data which tell us, for exampleether the day-to-day reality of how governments
interact with their citizens matches the standasdout “on paper.” Does the presence, for exanapla
public ombudsman in Ghana, really mean that amargiGhanaian can safely and successfully find anse
to redress inequalities, right wrongs, or get stimgtdone in her community? Does the existenae of
watchdog anti-corruption commission actually redineelikelihood that an average Ugandan will en¢eun
demands for bribes or face discrimination in sedi@gcase through the courts? And does the egistaia
wide range of constitutionally entrenched sociahderatic rights and a state of the art constitugjoarantee
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that South Africans will conclude that their palal system produces an acceptable degree of decy8cra
To paraphrase John Stuart Mill, citizens know wibeedemocratic shoe pinches.

But if it is difficult to limit the use of surveyada to the results dimension, it may be even miffieudt to
officiate between the conclusions drawn from expettyments and objective data on one hand, aneégurv
data on the other, should those data contradicanother. If we justify the use of subjectivetatlinal data
on the ground that it might produce more valid meas of democratic reality, it does not require mata
stretch to extend the logic and argue that suctegpéionsare the reality. To return to Mill, if citizens say
“the shoe pinches,” the shoe pinches — regardfesbat objective data or expert ratings of the shmight
declare. From this perspective, democratic quainly knowable from the “eye of the beholdef.d be
clear, we do not want to be pushed to this extrewle.hold that objective data and expert evaluatiteed
to play a central role in the measurement of deatacquality. Our purpose here is only to warrt thece
we bring attitudinal data into this framework, weshconsider our analytical response if populatuatens
depart from other assessments in important ways.

In this paper we try to deploy and test the limitpublic opinion data in the measurement of demcr
quality. We seek to develop indicators based dalipattitude data for the full array of qualitynggnsions
developed by Diamond and Morlino (2005). Previmsearch has shown that Africans are able to offer
separate and analytically distinct expressionseif tdemand for democracy and their assessmeiits of
overall supply (Bratton, Mattes and Gyimah-Boadd20 But pushing further on the “supply side,” ask
whether Africans are able to go beyond global, “istgystem” assessments of the supply of democraty a
provide meaningful, distinct evaluations of variaisiensions of democratic governance? To putdthear
way, we wonder whether political scientists malaidctions that are “too fine” and not evident tdinary
citizens? To the extent that citizens do offeuanted assessment of democracy, we ask whether the
structure of these attitudes resembles the quatlitemocracy framework? Do responses to questions
designed to measure a given dimension cohere fethnd are they distinct from responses to qolesti
intended to measure other dimensions? Or do pe@pledemocracy through a different lens entirely?
Finally, if we find that Africans’ views of demoamaare indeed organized along some schema that
resembles the quality of democracy framework, vkevdsat picture of democracy emerges from the data?
Where do citizens perceive lesser or greater gualdemocratic governance? And how do Africansho
ratings compare to those of the political sciestistd country experts who produce other well-known
indicators? In fact, previous research has fohat Africans’ estimates of the overall extent ofnderacy
in their country correlate quite strongly with edpatings such as Freedom House (Bratton 2007 wil
we find the same thing with regard to popular emsests of democratic qualities? Finally, we explire
impact of the various dimensions of democratic ifppah citizens overall evaluations of the supply o
democracy. Do people base their global judgmenti®mn procedures, substance or results?

Oper ationalizing the Quality of Democracy Framework With Public Opinion Data

Our analysis of these issues is based on the sesfuttver 27,000 face-to-face interviews of natliyna
representative clustered, stratified area prolgsiimples conducted by Afrobarometer in 20 coestir
2008-2009. Sample sizes ranged from approximately 1200 @®2dspondents per country, although in the
statistics reported here, the data are weighteepi@sent each country equally (n=1200). The marfi
sampling error never exceeds 3 percent at a 9&mpelevel of confidence. We caution the reader tha
because Afrobarometer surveys are concentrateslintiges that have undergone at least some defree o
political and economic liberalization in the lascdde (although there are exceptions), these sagerierally
represent the continent’s most open societies andat be taken as representative of sub-Saharia/fs

a whole? It should also be noted that while assessintudts toward and evaluations of democracy and

! Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Ghéeaya, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Malli,
Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria, Senegal, South Afritanzania, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe.

2 For more information on the Afrobarometer, vibi¢ website atvww.afrobarometer.org




governance is a core purpose of the Afrobaromiitersurvey instrument wamt explicitly designed with
the intent of measuring the quality of democralsianetheless, the scope and variety of questiothsded
suggests the possibility of developing a compreiverset of quality indicators.

We began by identifying all questions items thafawe validity could potentially measure each cdibond
and Morlino’s dimensions. We then tested the irite@f each scale or construct using factor anal{®
examine validity) and reliability analysis to elimaite items whose pattern of responses did not eatign
the rest of the items in the proposed scale. llmstances, the remaining items were then re-destel the
scale scores are reported in the endriotas.it turns out, we successfully developed valid reliable
multi-item constructs or scales for six of the gigimensions, but the indicators for Horizontal
Accountability and Equality presented greater @mages to be discussed below. The specific Afrahater
survey question items that were used to createatatis for each of the eight dimensions of qualfty
democracy are shown in Table 1. Some brief natesagh indicator are provided below.

Rule of Law

Diamond and Morlino propose a “thick notion” of ewf law that includes, among other things, eqodl a
unfettered access to, and protection by, the kegsiem, equal enforcement of the law, a neutral and
independent judiciary and a professional policedpminimal corruption, and a constitution andigst
system that have earned the respect and adherebothdhe security agencies and the public aeldtigus
suggesting that public attitude data is a highlgvant to measuring success in achieving the rulevg.
They then go on to add that rule of law is distisbad by a legal system that “defends the demacrati
procedures, upholds citizens’ civil and politicghts, and reinforces the authority of other agescif
horizontal accountability” (2005: xv).

This broad and multi-faceted description preseh#dlenges to developing a single indicator thatwas all
of the dimensions of rule of law that Diamond andrliho have described. This task is further coogikd
by that fact that there are numerous points oflapewrith other dimensions, including horizontal
accountability, freedom, and especially equalllyamond and Morlino’s framework might benefit,
therefore, from a revised definition of the rulda# that is either considerably more parsimoniaughat is
disaggregated into several clear sub-componerts. dimension might, for example, be better undedsts
a collection of several distinct sub-dimensiong thelude beliefs about the law, the trustworthses
political and state institutions and their incumisetevels of, and actual experiences with corarpénd
crime and access to and the equality of law enfoetd and justice.

The Afrobarometer includes a wide array of indicatibat tap these various dimensions of the rulavef
We were able to create a sintelex of the Rule of Lathat consists of beliefs about trustworthiness and
levels of corruption in key law enforcement agesdtae police and courts), and the degree to whécple
are victimized by those institutions, as well apydar perceptions of the extent to which government
officials are subject to the lafvit is important to note that beliefs about thghtiof the police, the courts,
and tax collection agencies to require compliandendt fit in this index. Neither did personal exgnces
of crime and fear.

3 There are many different combinations of methoidBactor Analyses. We error on the side of caytand use the
most stringent methods: Maximum Likelihood methanfs extraction and Direct Oblimin methods of rotatio
guaranteeing that if a factor solution can be fouith these methods, it will be found with all othmethods. Test
statistics from Factor Analysis and Reliability Ayss are cited in order to establish the validityd reliability of all

multiple item indices. However, we ultimately aallite and use simple average, and in some specdiges—additive,
index scores in bivariate and multivariate analys&nce the actual factor weightings of individiteims may vary
greatly across countries and language groupspitish safer to assume that all items contributsatth index equally.

* Factor analysis extracted two rotated factors Eigenvalues over 1 from these seven items. Wehesfirst and

strongest of the two factors, with an Eigenvalu@.@fL and which explaisns 32 percent of the comwaniance.
Reliability is acceptable (Cronbach’s alpha=0.625).
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Table 1. Component I ndicators for the Dimensions of Quality of Democracy

Dimension

Question Item Indicators

Rule of law

» How much do you trust each of the following:
0 the police?
o the courts of law?
» How many of the following people do you think angdlved in corruption:
0 police?
0 judges and magistrates?
* In the past year, how often (if ever) have you ttapay a bribe, give a gift, or do a favour to
government officials in order to:
0 get a document or permit?
0 avoid a problem with the police?
» How often do officials who commit crimes go unpungd?

Participation

» With regard to the most recent, [200x] nationattms, which statement is true for you?
(responses: voted in the election vs. did not vot@ere not registered)
» Here is a list of actions that people sometimes tcitizens. For each of these, please tell
whether you, personally, have done any of thesmgthiluring the past year:
0 attended a community meeting?
0 got together with others to raise an issue?
0 attended a demonstration or protest march?

 During the past year, how often have you contaatgdof the following persons about some

important problem or to give them your views:
0 a local government councillor?
o a Member of Parliament?
0 an official of a government agency?

Competition

« On the whole, how would you rate the freeness airddss of the last national election?

« How much do you trust the National Electoral Consiais of [your country]?

 During election campaigns in this country, how mdohyou personally fear becoming a victi
of political intimidation or violence?

« How likely do you think it is that powerful peoptan find out how you voted, even though th

is supposed to be a secret ballot in this country?
» How often, in this country, does competition betweelitical parties lead to violent conflict?

Vertical
Accountability

» Think about how elections work in practice in tb@intry. How well do elections:
o ensure that Members of Parliament reflect the viefnsters?
o enable voters to remove from office leaders whaatodo what the people want?

Horizontal » How often does the President ignore the laws afdbiintry?
Accountability
Freedom * In this country, how free are you:

o to say what you think?

0 to join any political organization you want?

o to choose who to vote for without feeling pressa@red

* In this county, how often do people have to befchd what they say about politics?

Equality » How often are people treated unequally under the la

Responsiveness

» How likely is it that you could get together witthers and make your
concerns about a matter of importance to the contgfun
o elected local councillor
o member of parliament

listen to your

» How much of the time do you think the following their best to listen to what people like yo

have to say?
o MPs
o Elected local government councillors

» When there are problems with how local governm&mntin in your community, how much can

an ordinary person do to improve the situation?
» -How easy or difficult is it for an ordinary persamhave his voice heard between elections?

me

ere

[



Participation

Diamond and Morlino’s dimension of participatioririsended to measure the public’'s formal and eiffect
ability to engage in politics in a host of ways, includuaging, joining organizations and associations,
communicating with others, contacting officialsdaim sum, seeking to influence the policy-making
process. Afrobarometer provides numerous indisatbrespondents’ reported levels of participation,
including voting, contacting leaders, and variousrfs of communal engagement. Table 1 identifigsrse
items that scale together to form a sirlgiéex of Participatior?

It should be noted that all these indicators ofip@ation measure people’s actual decisions te &attion,
not the freedom or opportunity that the regime offerehem to act. This index thus raises a fundaeden
guestion about the scope of the quality of demagchamework. In particular, we find Diamond and
Morlino’s framework to be somewhat ambiguous ongtestion of whether quality is somethimgvided
by political regimes, or if it is something that @mes out of the interaction between tip@ortunities
provided by a regime, and whether or not citizehke advantagef those opportunities througitetion, thus
leading to the actual achievement of a democraiit. gAt one point Diamond and Morlino note that “a
quality democracy [is] one thatovides its citizena high degree of freedom, political equality, aogydar
control...” (xi, emphasis added). Similarly, witrspect to vertical accountability they refer to the
government’s obligation to provide “the freedom leese groups to function and a rule of law thatguts
them from intimidation and retribution” (xx). Betsewhere, they appear to conceive of quality qsirag
theactual achievemertf vertical accountability through citizexction

For now, we note that the use of self-reported Wiela as an indicator of quality rests on the agstion
that levels of citizen action reflect the opportyrstructure provided by political institutions.eiwe know
that that participation is based on a wide rangaatbrs beyond the actual opportunity for influertBalton
2008). Thus, it is quite possible to imagine gitwres where apathetic citizens fail to take advgataf the
opportunities provide to them by the system, owveosely, where critical citizens participate evdmew it is
otherwise not rational do so. Hence, we propoaettie quality of democracy framework should ultietha
separate the provision of opportunities for citizaetion from the question of whether or not citzaatually
take advantage of those opportunities.

Competition

Regular, free and fair elections that involve cotitipe between different political parties are wiglseen as
a minimal indicator of democracy. But as defingddiamond and Morlino, the concept of competitian a
an indicator of quality must go further, incorpamgtthe ease of entry into political competitiom feew
political actors, the equality of access to the imad to campaign funding, and, ultimately, theeeaith
which incumbents can actually be defeated. Theggest that in a high-quality democracy, there rbesa
real likelihood of alternation. But while the attpt to gangue the likelihood of party alternatiairmost
always leads analysts to make use of electiontse@ib. the margin of victory, the distance betwtne first
and second party, or the number of effective pgti®e argue that this conflates the rules anditiond
that allow for the possibility of competitiveness (vhat Dahl inPolyarchycalled contestation) with how
competitive the process actually is. To use amathalogy, one soccer game can end in a 10-0 whiew
despite being played on an immaculate pitch aridiaféd by a scrupulously fair referee, while aeottan
end in a 1-1 draw even though one team was smhd#dr|ess training, and had to overcome the bitiseof
refere€® In other words, the fairness or level of contéstein an election, and the competitiveness, or
closeness of the outcome, are two different — thaften interrelated — things. We note, for examie
enduring historical legacy that continues to peg# the African National Congress (ANC) over otbeties
in South Africa even in a context of high levelgetfitical and civil freedoms and elections widebgarded

® Factor analysis extracted two rotated factors Eigenvalues over 1 from these six items. Wethisdirst and
strongest of the two factors, with an Eigenvalu@.d¢® and which explains 40 percent of the comnarance.
Reliability is acceptable (Cronbach’s alpha=0.680).

® We are indebted to Elliot Mitchell who developsstpoint inPolitical Competition and Elections Results in & A
Conceptual Critique With DatéMasters Thesis: University of Cape Town, 2010).
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as free and fair. The country enjoys high levélsomtestation, but at least at the national lestelctoral
contests are far from competitive. Thus, the iattics that we have included in dodex of Competitioras
shown in Table 1, privilege public evaluationsué fairness or contestation of the process over the
closeness of electoral outcomes. We find thatWasded indicators of the freeness and fairnesseftions,
trust in the electoral commission and citizens egpees with political contestation produce a sng|
indicator of competitior.

Vertical Accountability

The obligation of elected leaders to answer ta@its and non-governmental actors for their decisaoml
actions is referred to as vertical accountabiliertical accountability is enforced most directlgt
elections, but it can and should also occur betvedections through a system of media monitoring) ci
society engagement, and individual action, knowaaa$etal accountability (see Smulovitz and Petiizot
2000). Questions have been raised about the extevritich African publics expect or demand a relaship
of inter-electoral vertical accountability with thgovernments (Bratton and Logan 2009). But far o
purposes here, we build dmdex of Vertical Accountabilityot on demand for this quality — which may be
weak in many countries — but on its supply: in shmerceptions of how well elections serve to repne
public opinion and remove bad lead®rk.is notable that responses to questions atitzes’ ability to
make elected leaders listen do not load onto desfagtor with the other items and are thus notusethis
scale.

Horizontal Accountability

Horizontal accountability refers to the extent toiet office holders in government have to report
information, answer to, or justify their decisidansother officials within government. It refersmgeally to
the system of checks and balances that exist betjudéial, legislative and executive branches of
government, but also to the ability of monitorirgeacies or institutions such as anti-corruption
commissions, ombudsman'’s offices, opposition padied others to compel cooperation from the
government officials they are meant to monitor wersee. As such, horizontal accountability appetfisst
blush to be best suited to measurement via extenadro-level assessments, rather than publicidéts.
But the Afrobarometer does include a questionitiedisures one aspect of the supply of horizontal
accountability by exploring the extent to which pkecthink there are effective checks on presidéptiaver
(which, we note, overlaps with the rule of law dima®n). We readily concede that a one-item indicast
generally sub-optimal. However, given that oneratelming concern in Africa is presidentialism (j.e
systems dominated by excessively stronge-factoor de jure-- presidents with insufficient limits on their
powers), the Afrobarometer question that asks mredgrats how often the president respects the lawimay
fact do quite a good job of capturing overall p@pumpressions of Horizontal Accountability.

Freedom

Freedom is perhaps the most straightforward, glearti concisely defined of all of the dimensions of
democratic quality. It refers to the extent to ethihe system protects and respects politicalsighengage
in electoral activities (campaigning, standingdéfice, organizing, voting), civil rights to speech
association, and movement, and socioeconomic righs create a singledex of Freedorfrom four
Afrobarometer items that ask respondents abougsttent of their ability to speak their minds (tvtems),
join organizations and vote without féar.

" Factor analysis extracted a single unrotatedfawith an Eigenvalue of 1.79, explaining 36 petagrthe common
variance. Reliability, however, (Cronbach’s Alpte43), is barely acceptable. .

8 The two items are sufficiently correlated (Peaiso = .57) and reliable (Cronbach’s Alpha = .#8jvarrant the
creation of a two item average Index of Verticacégntability.

° Factor analysis extracted a single unrotatedfawith an Eigenvalue of 2.20, explaining 79 petagfrthe common
variance. Reliability is acceptable (Cronbachishak=0.652).



Equality

In the African context (as elsewhere) equality mudti-faceted concept. As Diamond and Morlinogenet
it, the core features of this dimension of demacmbality include equal rights (overlapping wittet
freedom dimension), equal treatment under the tagr{apping with the rule of law dimension), equal
influence in voting and policy-making (which ovgrfawith the responsiveness dimension) and freedom
from discrimination. With regard to economic edfyalDiamond and Morlino also note that while
democracy does not require a specific set of dior outcomes, it can nonetheless be undermined by
extreme social or economic inequalities that undiegrpolitical engagement and influence. As sucé, t
concept is diverse enough that it can be diffitmkipproach a single indicator of equality.

The Afrobarometer includes a number of questiomgiabarious aspects of the experience of or priotect
of equality and equal treatment. These items cbetr economic and political equality, and in sarases

approach the question from the specific vantagetmiethnic equality. However, none of the resasnto
these questions scale together at a level thavslls to combine multiple variables into a singldi¢cator of
equality. This outcome suggests that both the itapoe of equality and the very nature of equalitsy too
much from country to country to develop a singtenmon, multi-faceted indicator that can serve acedls
of the countries included in our study.

In particular, the conventional wisdom about thdesipread salience of ethnic concerns on the caontine
suggests that inequality, if it exists, it is likeb coalesce around ethnic divides. But whilenspatterns
may be evident in some countries, they are comglatesent in others. For example, in Cape Verdthriic
identity” is quite low. Fully 53 percent do notidtify with any ethnic group, far higher than iryasther
country in our sample (the next highest are Mozamiand South Africa, at 15 and 14 percent,
respectively). And of the remainder, only 7 petdesalieve that their ethnic group is “often” or vialys”
treated unfairly by government. Yet a full 50 parcof Cape Verdians believe that the governmeiterit
or “always” treats people unequally. Similarly liesotho, where a single language dominates amiceth
divisions are rarely seen as a relevant issuelynaamany people (62 percent) think that peopte ar
regularly treated unequally by government as iny@e70 percent), a country renowned for its higlkelef
ethnic tension. Meanwhile, the concerns about ualegeatment in Lesotho far surpass those in Batsw-
which is also relatively linguistically homogenoushere just 19 percent perceive problems of unequal
treatment, the lowest of any country. Thus, it @ppehat despite the conventional wisdom about the
widespread salience of ethnic issues on the carttiaa ethnic lens is too limiting to fully addreke
question of equality or inequality. We therefoetyrinstead on a more general indicator of (in)diguor
the purposes of this analysis: the perceived fregueith which people are treated unequally undedaw
by government.

Responsiveness

Diamond and Morlino define responsiveness as thenexo which a government responds to the
preferences, interests and needs of their citiz&hss dimension is perhaps the least clearly dhteid of
those in the framework. Responsiveness can beumeghis many different ways: by the extent to which
governments address the problem areas prioritigagitizens; by the extent to which government pplic
reflects the policy preferences of the public (Whéould either mean a majority, a plurality, or thedian
voter); or by the extent to which voters feel ttatir elected officials listen to them. For thepases of this
analysis, we opt for the last option, drawing onisdicators of how well citizens feel representasiisten
to the voices of their constituents to construictta singlelndex of Responsivene$s

19 Factor analysis extracted two rotated factork Eigenvalues over 1 from these seven items. Wehesfirst and
strongest of the two factors, with an Eigenvalu@.@8 and which explains 31 percent of the comnariance.
Reliability is acceptable (Cronbach’s alpha=0.618).
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An Overall Index of Democratic Quality

Finally, we find that it is possible to create agse underlying “second ordeltidex of Democratic Quality
based on the average responses to the eight iodi¢atx indices and two single item indicatorsjref
dimensions of democratic quality. This suggests that ordinary African citizens oly recognize and
distinguish among the various individual dimensiohdemocratic quality, as proposed by Diamond and
Morlino, but that these dimensions also managapbure analytically distinct elements of a broader
underlying dimension of quality.

The Quality of Democracy in 20 African Countries, 2008-2009

Comparing Dimensions

We present in Table 2 a summary of the averagermedues for each of these eight indicators ac26ss
countries in 2008-2009. Responses to all iteme wmdardized to a scale of 0 (equivalent to egpéion
that there is no supply of a particular qualityatmaximum of 4 (indicating complete supply of that
dimension). While the metrics of each are not Bxaguivalent and we should not make too mucthef t
comparison across indicators, the rank orderirifpile 2 does give some indication of the compagativ
supply of each dimension. According to populacpptions, the most widely enjoyed dimension of
democratic quality is Freedom (2.9 on the 0 toalegonvhich scores well above the putative midpd on
the 0 to 4 scale). This result is consistent &ithide range of findings based on Afrobarometea fl@im
the past 10 years indicating that Africans assedlad term democracy first and foremost with thaemtion
of rights and freedoms (civil liberties). Moreoy#htey also perceive vast improvements in the ptiate of
these rights since the advent of multiparty ruleafi®n, Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi 2005). Respondasts
provide average scores to Horizontal Accountab{t$), Rule of Law (2.6) and Competitiveness (2t
place these above the midpoint.

Table 2: Aggregate | ndicators of Democratic Quality

20-country Average

Dimension (2008-2009)
Freedom 2.9
Horizontal Accountability 2.6
Rule of Law 2.6
Competitiveness 2.5
Vertical Accountability 2.1
Equality 1.9
Responsiveness 1.6
Participation 1.3
Index of Democratic Quality 2.2

In contrast, Vertical Accountability (2.1), Equ#litl.9), Responsiveness (1.6) and Participatid) fall at,
or well below the scale midpoittt. Vertical Accountability and Responsiveness aréiqdarly important
since they reflect not only how well African goverants treat their people, but also how well thtgract

1 Factor analysis extracted two rotated factork Eigenvalues over 1 from these eight measuresus&ehe first
and strongest of these, which has an Eigenvalugs6fand which explains 32 percent of common waga
Reliability is acceptable (Cronbach’s alpha=0.669).

12 We note that although participation clearly fé#ls below the other indicators, this may derivienarily from the
fact that this indicator reflects only reported aeiburs, whereas the others either mix behaviondseaaluations, or
use only evaluations.

1C



with them. This suggests that one of the mainsairesvhich Africa’s young democracies and multipart
systems are most deficient is in extending the tiekween citizens and government beyond regulatiefes
and formal constitutional protections to the dayg&y realm of policy-making and implementation. other
words, African governments of the*2dentury may treat their citizens far better thathie past (Freedoms),
and are making some progress toward establishengritad institutional structures of democracy
(Competition, Horizontal Accountability, and Rulelaw), but they remain weak when it comedistening
andrespondingo public priorities, preferences and complaisex(also Bratton 2008).

Comparing Countries

We display in Table 3 the average scores for eadiity of Democracy indicator across the 20 coestri
surveyed by Afrobarometer in 2008-2009. Here weataserve an important contribution of the Quadity
Democracy framework. That is, groups of counttiied cluster together with similar or identicalimgs of
overall Quality can have vastly different scoresas the constituent dimensions. For instanceoretents
in Mali and Madagascar provide both those countxiéls similar aggregate self-assessments of Dentiocra
Quality (roughly 2.2) but starkly different scomsross the various dimensions. Whereas Maliarstrége
second highest levels of Participation across theaintries; they offer one of the lowest ratings for
Equality. Malagasy do exactly the opposite, ratmgir political system highly on Equality, but oepng
quite low levels of Participation. Liberians, maduile (with a similar aggregate score of 2.17) alste
their government much higher than Malians on Egdbut much lower when it comes to the degree of
Vertical Accountability enjoyed in the country. n8lar distinctions among countries with comparable
aggregate scores are evident at the lowest anédtighd of the scale as well. At the same tim&svizgna
give their country the highest average rating (2r8) also rate their system at or very near th@togeven
of the eight dimensions (the except being Parttiwpa the only country that comes close to dohrig.t In
sharp contrast, Nigerians are harsh and consistitios, placing themselves in last position ovieraih
rankings between 1%and 18' position across the eight dimensions.

14

13 We note, however, that according to InternatioB&A, at just 36% Mali has one of the lowest ratésoter turnout
(calculated as a share of registered voters) sbifuAfrica, but in the world. Turnout as a shafestimated voting
age population is, however, considerably highend-rmaore comparable with a number of other countries48% See
http://www.idea.int/vt/. Note that according teetinternational IDEA website, there may be sevexalanations for
the apparent anomaly of an estimated voting agelptipn that is smaller than the pool of registeveters, including
inaccuracies in or a failure to maintain and updater roles, as well as the fact that populatigares are always
estimates. The fact that the two figures come fdiffierent sources exacerbates the potential f&erdpancies. The
figures for voting age population are drawn frora BN Demographic Yearbook. Sk#p://www.idea.int/vt/faq.cfm
I(Zr a detailed explanation.
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Table 3: Quality of Democracy | ndicators, by Country (2008-2009)

Rule of S . Vertical Horizontal . . Overall_

Country Law Participation Competition Accountability Accountability Freedom Equality Responsiveness Deg:;;clzirtz;\/tlc
Botswana 3.2 1.3 3.4 2.6 3.6 3.6 3.1 2.0 2.83
Ghana 2.6 1.3 2.9 2.7 3.2 3.3 25 1.9 2.57
Malawi 2.9 1.3 2.8 2.8 2.9 3.4 2.3 15 2.48
Tanzania 2.7 15 2.8 2.1 3.3 3.2 2.1 1.8 2.48
Namibia 3.0 1.1 2.6 2.0 3.0 3.1 25 15 2.34
Benin 25 1.4 2.9 1.9 3.0 3.1 2.1 15 2.30
Mozambique 2.8 1.2 2.8 2.3 2.6 2.6 2.0 2.0 2.29
Cape Verde 2.7 11 2.7 2.3 2.6 2.9 1.9 1.7 221
Madagascar 2.6 1.2 2.7 2.0 2.5 2.6 2.3 1.7 2.21
Burkina Faso 2.8 14 2.7 1.9 25 2.6 1.7 2.0 221
Liberia 2.4 14 2.3 1.8 2.9 2.9 2.2 15 2.17
Mali 2.4 15 2.6 2.1 2.7 2.9 1.4 1.7 2.16
South Africa 2.6 11 2.4 2.1 2.4 2.9 1.9 1.6 2.14
Lesotho 2.8 14 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.9 15 1.7 2.09
Zambia 2.6 1.2 2.3 1.8 2.2 2.9 1.9 1.4 2.03
Senegal 2.8 14 25 15 1.7 3.1 14 1.2 1.95
Uganda 2.3 1.3 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.8 1.6 1.7 1.94
Kenya 2.2 1.4 1.6 2.0 2.3 3.0 1.4 15 1.90
Zimbabwe 2.4 1.3 1.6 1.8 15 1.9 1.4 1.7 1.69
Nigeria 2.1 1.0 1.6 14 1.9 2.3 15 1.3 1.66
Average 2.6 1.3 2.4 2.0 25 2.9 1.9 1.6 2.2

*All indicators are calculated on 0 to 4 scale, lvid representing the lowest or minimum level, he.participation or no supply of a dimension oélijty, and 4

representing the highest or maximum level, i.enm@ete supply or total participation (“always”)
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Quiality Versus Supply

As mentioned, the Afrobarometer survey instrumerst fiot been explicitly designed to comprehensively
measure all dimensions of the Quality of Democifaasnework, although some elements of the framework
have been incorporated into the questionnairedrséries of surveys conducted in 2005-2006, anith aga
2008-2009. However, the Afrobarometer has devel@ppotentially similar, but much broader global
indicator of the perceive8Bupply of Democrachat dates back to the first surveys conducted®89. The
Supply of Democracy index is derived from respornedws/o separate indicators. First, Afrobarometsks
respondents “In your opinion, how much of a demogia [your country] today?” Response categories
range on a four-point scale from “a full democra¢iypugh “a democracy with minor problems” and “a
democracy with major problems,” to “not a democradye then ask “How satisfied are you with the way
democracy works in [your country]?” Those respargl@vhobothrate their country as either a full
democracy or one with only minor probleragdwho are either fairly or very satisfied with thayv
democracy works, are considered to be suppliedadthocracy. These two responses can then be
combined into a single reliabledex of the Supply of Democracyhe aggregated average scores have
tended to correlate relatively strongly with Freeddouse scores (Bratton, Mattes and Gyimah-Boa@b20
Mattes and Bratton 2007; Bratton and Mattes 2009).

But to what extent do Africans’ experiences witll &valuations of the discrete areas of represgatati
government covered by the Quality of Democracy disiens help them decide how democratic they judge
their political system to be? Are the two setsnefasures essentially duplicative? Is measurin@tradity

of Democracy merely a fancier and more arduous meameasuring the same thing that the Supply of
Democracy indicator has always captured? Or derdimaggregated measures of quality tell us somgpthi
more, or something altogether different?

In fact, we find a strong convergence betweenwltesummary indicators. Across 20 countries, the
aggregate country-mean scores forltiaex of Democratic Qualitgorrelate very highly with the country-
mean value of thindex of Supply of Democra¢iearson’s r=.897**). The correlation is alsotgutrong at
the individual level (Pearson’s r=.479**). But taiality of Democracy framework adds even moree&alu
when we assess the micro-level relationships arttegdividual components of democratic quality and
overall perception of democratic supply. We fihdttthere are meaningful connections between saven
the eight dimensions of democratic quality and gl@ssessments of the Supply of Democracy (only
Participation registers a substantively weak batarcorrelation).

Regressing perceptions of the overall Supply of Benacy on the evaluations of the eight distinctdad of
demaocratic quality, we find that citizen’s perceps of electoral contestation (Competition, Bdia, t
standardized regression coefficient=.253) andlésser extent the ability to hold presidents toaot
(Horizontal Accountability, Beta=.135) and Freed(Beta=.123) are the most important determinants of
their global assessment of the Supply of Democré&tscall (Table 2) that all three of these (alontp\Rule
of Law) are among the dimensions on which respasdbink they are getting the greatest supply. In
contrast, two of the factors that were seen t@bg supplied — Responsiveness and Vertical Accbllitya-
also play considerably smaller roles in shapingaVassessments of the Supply of Democracy. This
suggests not only that governments place a lovierifyron supplying responsiveness and accountglidi
citizens, but also that citizens place a lowernigiaon securing these dimensions from their dermicr
systems. At the same time, while evaluations efvdrious dimensions of democratic quality makeang
contribution to overall judgements of the supplydefnocracy (adjusted?R .262), the relationship is far
from perfect. While developing a full model of thigpply of democracy is beyond the scope of thiepa
previous research tells us that Africans also koathe individual job performance and trustwortismef
their president as well as to recent economic se¢acdjudge the overall supply of democracy (Bratt
Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi 2005; Mattes and Brattdd720 At the same time, it is clear that Africamsrobt
ignore these democratic qualities, and in factgreat weight on them.
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Table 4: Micro-Linkages Between Quality of Democracy and | ndex of Supply

Bivariate Corréation Standar dized Standar dized
Regression Coefficient Regression Coefficient
(Beta) (Beta)
(Overall Index)
Democratic Quality AT79** i de ki
(Constituent Dimensions)
Competition 438** 253+
Horizontal Accountability .334** 135+
Rule of Law .302** 0771%**
Freedom .297** 123%*
Vertical Accountability 241** .080***
Equality 237 .036***
Responsiveness .210** .093***
Participation 077** -
Adjusted R .229 .262

Dependant Variable: Index of Democratic Supply
Ordinary Least Squares

Comparing Democracy Indicators

How do these “insider” measures of democracy froenground up compare with “outsider” or expert
assessments made from the top down? Are insiddrewsiders all seeing the same thing? To adisisss
we compare Africans’ evaluations of their countr@sality of Democracy and those generated by three
different expert-based projects: Freedom HouseituStof Freedom (for 2008 and 2089Rolity’s
Democracy Scores (for 2008)and lastly, the Democracy Status Scores produgédebBertelsmann
Transformation Index (for 2008 and 2010)According to citizen perceptions, Botswana (21833 the
highest quality democracy, by a considerable mdaiiowed by Ghana (2.57) and perhaps surprisingly
Malawi (2.48) and Tanzania (2.48). The lowestesdrelong to a set of countries clustered aroutd 1.
(Senegal 1.95, Uganda 1.94, Kenya 1.9) with Zimeain69) and Nigeria (1.66) bringing up the reae(s
Table 5).

15 www.freedomhouse.orgFreedom House scores, which range from a “hight’ to a “low” of 7 on each of two
indicators (one for political rights and the otlf@r civil liberties), have been combined and reedrand reset to a more
intuitively understandable scale of O to 6.

18 http://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm

I http://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/cps/rde/xchBiEDAEOCD5-44B67D1B/bst_engl/hs.xsl/307.htm.




Table 5: Quality I ndicatorsin Comparison, by Country

Dmocrgt?c A_B ' Freed_om House Bertelsmann Bertelsmann
Country Quality Index, Dam;((:)roastlgoitépply, Polity Score, 2008 Combined Score, Status I ndex Status I ndex
20082009 - (-10to +10) 2008-2009 Democracy, 2008 Democracy, 2010
(Oto 4) (Oto6)* (Oto 10) (0to 10)
(0to4)
Botswana 2.83 3.21 8 5.0 8.45 8.40
Ghana 2.57 3.18 8 55 8.10 8.15
M alawi 2.48 2.34 6 3.0 6.60 6.40
Tanzania 2.48 2.85 -1 3.5 6.85 6.15
Namibia 2.34 2.69 6 5.0 8.10 7.80
Benin 2.30 2.78 7 5.0 7.90 7.70
M ozambique 2.29 2.37 6 4.0 6.55 6.35
CapeVerde 2.21 2.48 -- 6.0 -- --
M adagascar 221 1.91 7 3.5 7.45 6.0p
Burkina Faso 221 2.32 0 3.0 6.30 5.7
Liberia 2.17 2.33 6 35 5.30 6.18
Mali 2.16 2.29 7 4.5 7.25 7.15
South Africa 2.14 2.20 9 5.0 8.60 7.6D
Lesotho 2.09 1.66 8 4.5 - 5.70
Zambia 2.03 1.98 7 35 6.80 6.65
Senegal 1.95 1.83 8 4.0 7.10 6.3D
Uganda 1.94 2.14 -1 25 6.80 6.85
Kenya 1.90 1.89 7 35 7.00 5.85
Zimbabwe 1.69 1.41 -4 1.0 3.97 3.95
Nigeria 1.66 1.58 4 25 6.05 4.8p

Sources: Freedom HouskEreedom in the World 200@or 2008 scores for all countries except Zamhid Zimbabwe) anéfreedom in the World 201@or 2009
scores for Zambia and Zimbabwe), availablevatw.freedom.org

Polity IV: The Polity Score subtracts the Autogr&core from the Democracy Score, availablenatv.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm

Bertelsmann: Bertelsmann Transformation Indexilabie atwww.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/cps/rde/xchg/SID-EDAB®A4B67D1B/bst_engl/hs.xsl/307.htm
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Popular evaluations of Quality of Democracy are tmaesakly related to the scores produced by Polity
(r=.322; p=.172§® This poor overall match may reflect the fact tiat Polity coding scheme focuses on
more formal institutional features, such as the@nee or absence of institutionalized procedunes fo
participation and influence, legal restraints om ¢ixecutive, and guarantees of civil liberties @hatl, Gurr
and Jaggers 2009: 13-14). As such, Polity ratiikgsy miss many of the behavioural violations eripaced
by ordinary citizens (see Table 6). As a resulraje of countries that are all scored by Pobktiaagely
demaocratic receive vastly different scores fronirtbiéizens. For instance Botswana, Ghana, Lesatith
Senegal are all scored by Polity at “+8” in 2008 éoscale from —10 to +10), yet received vastlfedint
Quiality of Democracy scores from their citizensigiag from 2.83 (Botswana) to 1.95 (Senegal) (Ona 4
scale) (see Figure 1). Thus, while the assessméB&atswana are relatively consistent with thosBality
experts, the perspective of the average Senegalasticeably at odds with expert opinion.

Table 6: Comparing Democracy | ndicators

AB AB
Democratic Quality Democratic Supply

Polity Score, 2008 (Democracy — Autocracy) 322 211
(N=19) (N=19)
Freedom House, 2008-2009 .589* .633**
(Combined Civil Liberties & Political Rights) (N=20) (N=20)
Bertelsmann Status Index -Democracy, 2008 .588** .621**
(N=18) (N=18)

Bertelsmann Status Index - Democracy, 2010 T29%** .813
(N=-19) (N=19)

Cells display bivariate Pearson’s r correlation éfeents

Figure 1. Afrobarometer Quality of Democracy Compared With Polity IV
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18 This correlation is calculated across 19 statesesPolity does not produce scores for Cape Verde.
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Popular evaluations of the Quality of Democracy&late more strongly with the Freedom House scores,
which combine measures of political rights andldilierties as measured in the year of the sur2@p8 or
2009) (r=.589, p=.006). A visual inspection of teeulting scatter plot indicates that Malawiand an
Tanzanians over-rate their country’s quality of deracy compared to Freedom House, while Cape
Verdians and to a lesser extent Nigerians undethaies (see Figure 2). Citizen ratings of Demticra
Quiality also correlate at about the same level thie¢h2008 Bertelsmann scores (r=.588; p=dahich
aggregate 18 indicators clustered into five diffitigets of variables covering the integrity of shate,
freedom of political participation, the rule of lathe stability of democratic institutions and patts of
political and social integration (Bertelsmann $tify 2009: 16-17). We again see that Malawians and
Tanzanians seem to overrate their quality of deatyccompared to the expert judges at Bertelsmahiie w
South Africans and Nigerians are, again, morecatlitias are Kenyans and Senegalese (see Figuheis).
interesting to note that the Index of Democrati@l@y correlates much more strongly with the Bestehinn
scores for 2010 (r=.729, p=.000). This affinitygimi suggest that democratic changes and developrtieit
are reflected almost immediately in public opinioay take longer to show-up in expert indices duddo
sheer inertia of these large data collection amlihgpenterprises. In other words, the effectsithiee
demaocratic gains or losses on expert indices madgdumed (Bertelsmann produce their estimates ewary
years). Thus, when the comparison shifts to Bartahn’s 2010 scores, some of the most glaring gips
Afrobarometer scores (generated in 2008-9) weneced sharply because in 2010 Bertelsmann redused it
ratings in places like Nigeria, Kenya, Senegal Sadth Africa, and increased them for Liberia, birigg
these countries’ scores more closely in line witbljg evaluations from the previous year. At taeng

time, the uncritical citizens of Tanzania, MalawtddJganda still seem far more forgiving of the
shortcomings in their political systems than thpezkjudges (see Figure 4.

Figure2: Afrobarometer Quality of Democracy Compared With Freedom House

9 This correlation is calculated across 18 staie@®08 since Bertelsmann did not produce scorresitioer Cape
Verde or Lesotho, and for 19 states in 2010 whameBenann did not produce a score for Cape Verde..

20 Wwhile it might seem that Batswana sharply ovée-the quality of their democracy in relation te€dom House and
Bertelsmann judges, the regression line would golybeome far closer to their position if Tanzaniams Malawians
offered less optimistic ratings, and Nigerians mmpémistic ratings.
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Figure 4. Afrobarometer Quality of Democracy Compared With Bertelsmann Foundation, 2010
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So, while we detect broad convergence between astinof democratic quality provided by citizenspoe
hand, and political scientists on the other, ttaeeealso clear discrepancies. We thus returnetacdlieat we
set out at the beginning of this paper. How dew@ain these differences between internal, sulct
evaluations of quality and external expert assestsfels one of the assessments more correctid?val
And is it possible to locate an independent, Aradean point from which to stand and judge citizeth a
expert evaluations? While a systematic explanaifdhe gaps between mass and expert ratings ey
the scope of the present paper, we offer sevesslilple propositions which should be put to theiteftiture
work.

First of all, we recall the fact that Malawians drehzanians have been shown to be consistentipdae
favorable to their own political systems than tkpegts. This suggests that citizens with low le

formal education and who live in countries with Wwéaformation infrastructures (e.g. the numbercteaf,
and access to independent radio and televisioiossalvhich carry political news, and the distriloatiand
range of independent newspapers), and who arelgpendent on state news media for information night
expected to be more forgiving and less criticad@focratic performance. A second, quite different
possibility is that citizens of countries with difent histories and experiences have diverse uadeiags of
democracy, and thus may have varying expectatiodstandards against which they measure the quidlity
their own political systems (Bratton 2010). Citizevho have fought liberation struggles in Southcaf

and Zimbabwe, or experienced electoral alternatiomenin and Ghana, may now have much higher
expectations of their political leadership thaizeits of Malawi and Tanzania, who are less expeggn
both with political struggle, and with the potehfa democratic change. Third, it is also possitilat
experts and citizens are exposed to sharply differealities. How a political system looks frone tjround
up can be significantly different from how it lookem the top down. When Freedom House or
Bertelsmann ask experts to rate various featurédsest political systems, they are, for the mosdt peited
to a high level of aggregation and abstractiomwirg on factors such as existing laws or institusiand



macro country-level data about how effectively thomsstitutions are functioning. In contrast, @tz
evaluate their system from a much different vanfagjat. They may know less about — and perhagedse
concerned with — what is happening among poliédiaés at the central level, and instead responiek fimo
terms of how democratic — or not — their own dadyperience is. Finally, it is worthwhile to askether
external assessments are influenced by a couméapigation and history. Does South Africa, a darlf
the international community since the end of thartheid era, receive overly high marks from indolge
experts? Or is Tanzaniale factoone-party state not given enough credit for ititipal successes in
creating a widespread sense of security, well-baiyequality despite hardship among its popul@tion

However, we should not let discrepancies betweessraad expert-based ratings of the quality of deacyc
obscure the fact that we have found considerabiigergence between the two types of data. Thukedhe
message from this analysis is that until we gaiteb&nowledge about the discrepancies, we should—
whenever possible — use both mass and expert tgtgms to obtain the fullest picture of the quaif
democracy.

Conclusion

Ordinary Africans are not only able to offer meafir global assessments of the Supply of Democracy,
they are also able to make distinct evaluationssscdiscrete dimensions of Democratic Quality. édeer,
the component dimensions of African public opiniargely match up quite well with the intellectual
framework develop by Diamond and Morlino (2005)hi& there is certainly room both for improving
survey indicators, as well as for refining certagpects of the Quality of Democracy framework ftsel
make it more amenable to producing effective mesasant, our analysis has clearly demonstrated the va
of both the framework, and of using public attitulita to operationalize that framework.

Substantively, the subjective mass opinion persgeon the Quality of Democracy gives us insighibin
what Africans themselves want out of democracy, laowdl they prioritize its various components. In
general, African governments seem to be more isitetlen supplying — and African citizens seem to be
more interested in getting — protection for rightsl equality, as well as a strengthened institation
framework (horizontal accountability, election ré&gion). Governments remain deficient in demoeragj
theirinteractionswith citizens by creating mechanisms of vertiGga@ntability and responsiveness, and
citizens, quite frankly, seem considerably lessriggted in these goals as well. There is, however,
significant cross-country variation in preferenaes priorities, as well as evaluations.

We also find that quality of democracy data canaddhness to our understanding of particular trqun
contexts. It allows for finer distinctions betwetkie democratic experiences of countries that mases
similarly at higher levels of abstraction and agaitéon. Finally, the effects of approaching areasment of
democracy from the perspective of the multi-facefedlity of democracy framework, combined with
utilizing public opinion data to generate indicatdeads to the conclusion that both individual exglert
assessments deserve to be carefully interrogdtédhat parts of Africans’ everyday experience of deraoy
(or lack thereof) are missed by country expertsssents? And what parts of democratic qualities (o
flaws) are missed by citizens with limited accesstlependent sources of information about evemds a
trends that lie beyond their immediate experiengé® cannot at this point conclude that either etspar
ordinary citizens provide the “true” or “correct8sessment, but rather that both perspectives seatéd to
fully understanding today’'s democratic experierase] the shape of the democratic future, on theiroamt
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