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Ethnicity As A Political Cleavage

Abstract

This paper examines the significance of ethnicétyagolitical cleavage across African nations divee.
While scholars have studied the influence of ethyio structuring party politics in Africa, thostudies
have largely been limited to an examination ofnglparty support. This work develops a measure of
‘ethnic voting’ that is reflective of all significd parties and ethnic groups. This measure of fethn
voting’ allows us to compare reliably across co@stwithin the Afrobarometer sample. Adopting
measures that have been employed in class analydegeloped countries over the past twenty yeees,
construct two measures,‘ethnic polarization’ arttiiec diversity’. The former captures the importarod
ethnicity in determining party support levels white latter captures variations in the ethnic diitgrof
the support base of different parties. Togethesehiwo measures show variation in the salience of
ethnicity as a political cleavage across Africanrtdes over time.
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INTRODUCTION

Ethnicity has long been understood as playing aiakuole in structuring party politics in Africa
(Horrowitz 1985; Palmberg 1999; Posner 2005). Hawexrecent research has suggested that the impact
of ethnic identities is extremely complex and vialéa Norris and Mattes (2003) find that ethnicityed
play key role in determining support for ruling fi@s, but that ethnicity is not always the primary
cleavage in African polities. Scarrit and Mazaff@2005) demonstrate that both ethno-political
fragmentation and the geographical concentratiogtlufic groups are important factors in explairtimg
number of political parties. Wombin Cho (2007) hagued that the relationship between ethnic
fractionalization and popular trust in politicaktitutions varies in response to electoral dedgannon,
Miguel, and Posner (2004) demonstrate that therenas simple relationship between ethnic
fractionalization and the likelihood that individsiawill identify themselves first and foremost itheic
terms. Clearly, there is a pressing need for segyatic and comparative evaluation of the signifieaaf
ethnicity for political behaviour both between pickl parties and ethnic groups in any one country,
across the range of African countries, and oveetim

Despite this, there have been relatively few attsnp study the significance of ethnicity as a toi
cleavage using the data collected by the AfrobatemeTo the best of our knowledge the work of Morr
and Mattes is the only attempt to use Afrobaromdtga to undertake a comparative analysis of the
importance of ethnicity for political affiliationcaoss sub-Saharan Africa. While their paper broke
important ground by revealing the large variation®thnic voting’ among the countries surveyedtihy
Afrobarometer, it had a number of significant liatibns. Most obviously, by only focussing on suppo
for the ruling party Norris and Mattes’ analysislyoprovides a partial picture of the significanck o
ethnicity as a political cleavage. We thereforekla measure of ‘ethnic voting’ that is reflectivkall
significant parties and ethnic groups. This isoasiderable limitation because ruling parties, \whic
usually need to have multi-ethnic support in ortdegain power, are likely to be more ethnicallyaise
than opposition parties. Furthermore, Norris aratths concentrate on the impact of membershipeof th
largest linguistic group on party affiliation. @iw the important variations in political behavitetween
ethnic groups, and the fact that many countrighénAfrobarometer sample do not feature a numdyical
dominant ethnic group, this approach has the palentgenerate misleading results. Finally, Noand
Mattes only had access to the results from the Riosind of the Afrobarometer, and so there has been
work done on how the relationship between ethreatitly and party affiliation is developing over 8m

The main contribution of this paper is that we depenew measures of ‘ethnic voting’ that allow os t
compare reliably across countries within the Afrainaeter sample, and over time. To do this we adopt
measures employed over the last twenty years tdysmalass voting in developed democracies.
Borrowing from this literature allows us to construwo measures, ‘ethnic polarization’ and ‘ethnic
diversity’. The former captures the level of ‘athmoting’ - the importance of ethnicity in deteming
party support levels, which can be measured eftbreone individual party or across a country’s part
system. This is calculated using an adaptatichefKappa’ measure first introduced by Hout, Bresk
and Manza (1995), a measure which employs logistizession techniques to provide a measure of
polarisation in party support which is not influeddy shifts in the overall popularity of differgudrties.
The latter captures variations in the ethnic ditersf the support base of different political pest We
calculate this by using a modified form of the ethimguistic fractionalization index at the pargvel.
Taken together, these two measures provide a rahgerspectives on the salience of ethnicity as a
political cleavage across African nations and divee.

Comparing ‘ethnic polarization’ and ‘ethnic divdysiacross types of party, between countries, aref o
time, we find support for three hypothesis of reighificance to the study of political mobilizati@md
the process of democratization in Africa. Firstline with the work done by Scarritt (2006), wadithat
the vast majority of political parties in Africaeanot ‘ethnic parties’. Second, our results dertrates
that on average opposition parties are less ethnidizerse than ruling parties. This finding alhto
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guestion analysis of party systems and ethnic gatirAfrica which focus on ruling parties. Thitdends

in the levels of ‘polarization’ and ‘diversity’ auss the three rounds of the Afrobarometer sugdwedst t
ruling and opposition parties are diverging. Whilding parties are becoming increasingly ethnjcall
diverse and less ethnically polarised, the revisrgenerally true of opposition parties. This segjg that
the evolution of ethnicity as a political cleavdageeomplex. On the one hand, the need for ruliagigs

to build large coalitions in order to retain povegapears to have encouraged the development of-multi
ethnic political alliances which are becoming irasiagly representative of the national populatidiis
trend is like to continue as aspirant leaders meisegthe (electoral) need to present themselves as
national, rather than sectional or regional, leadelf it does continue, it is likely to underminiee
salience of ethnic cleavages. On the other harhynopposition parties have responded to electoral
defeat by mobilizing increasingly ethnically homagas communities. It may be that aspirant leaders
who do not have the support or political resoutcesompete for high office are attempting to esshbl
and maintain their position within the politicalntdscape by securing the support of their ‘home’
communities. What is clear is that the greateamek of opposition parties on a core ethnic suplpase
exaggerates the salience of ethnic cleavages.

It is too early to tell how these two trends wilap out, and what the net effect will be on Africaarty
systems. It is plausible that the success of ratiinic alliances, and the increasing diversitggbport
for ruling parties, will envelop opposition partiasad create the conditions for the emergence dy par
systems in which ideologies, rather than ethniitiake centre stage. But it is equally as plaeghmat
increasingly ‘diverse’ ruling parties are maskirgifical systems in which small pockets of ethnicla
regional opposition are being isolated from powad are growing increasingly resentful of their
exclusion. This may foster underlying tensionsmeein the ‘included’ and the ‘excluded’ which, iftno
dealt with, could prove divisive in the future. thre final section of the paper we combine our mess
of ‘polarization’ and ‘diversity’ to develop a mddehich illustrates how ethnically representatiwiing
parties are across Africa. The level of ethniaeepntation is significant because it is likelyhtave a
strong impact on questions of regime legitimacystirand ultimately political stability. While wiend
that the majority of ruling parties between 2008 2006 have been ethnically ‘unrepresentativehef t
populations they serve, many countries — includit@awi, South Africa, Uganda, Zambia, Nigeria,
Botswana, Mali, and Senegal — have ruling partidschv are at least ‘partially representative’.
Furthermore, because ruling parties are becoming rathnically diverse and less ethnically polarjzed
they are also becoming more representative ovee.tinThis trend promises to further reduce the
significance of ethnicity as a political dividingé, and suggests that multi-party elections maynote,
rather than hinder, the emergence of a ‘non-ettputtics.

THE DATA

Our data comes from the Afrobarometer survey wichects data from a number of African countries,

with a minimum of 1,200 respondents of voting ageach country. The Afrobarometer conducts face to
face interviews on the basis of a random repreteataational sample. The first round (1999-2001)

consisted of 12 cases: South Africa, Namibia, Batsay Lesotho, Ghana, Zimbabwe, Nigeria, Zambia,
Tanzania, Uganda, Malawi, and Mali. In the secawndnd (2002-2003) Cape Verde, Kenya,

Mozambique, and Senegal were added to make 16.cades third round (2005-2006) also included

Benin and Madagascar, bringing the number of cape® 18. In this paper we use data from all three
rounds, giving us a total random sample of oveDQ0,respondents. For the sake of brevity we shall
genegally refer to these rounds by their end dateRound One: 2001, Round Two: 2003, Round Three:
2006.

I The exact timing and conditions of each surveg@rded atvww.afrobarometer.org
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Due to concerns with the data on ethno-linguigtantity, we leave Tanzania and Madagascar out 1of ou
analysis (see below). Because they feature almmgthno-linguistic variation, we also leave oup€a
Verde, Madagascar, and Lesotho. Clearly politigabilization in these countries is not occurringtbe
basis of ethno-linguistic identities — at least tlatse captured by the Afrobaromethome language
guestion. Finally, we exclude Benin because palitaffiliation is recorded with reference to inidival
political leaders rather than political partieshisSTmakes it extremely problematic to use the datparty
affiliation in Benin, because our unit of refereigghe party rather than individual political |easl.

Removing these countries leaves us with a ‘corei@rof 10 countries which was can track over time
from 2001-2006. When presenting the data from rtiost recent two rounds of the Afrobarometer
(2006), we also include Kenya, Mozambique, and §alngiving us a total of 13 cases. It is importan
note that the data provided by the Afrobarometeroisrepresentative of Sub-Saharan Africa as aevhol
While the Afrobarometer does conduct surveys imtoes with low levels of democracy (for example,
Nigeria, Tanzania, and Zimbabwe), it out of nedgsEicuses on Africa’s more democratic and liberal
political systems. However, this is not a sigrfic limitation for this project, which is mainly wcerned
with the relationship between the holding of (retaly) free multi-party electoral competition anfkt
salience of ethno-linguistic identities.

Core Group
South Africa, Namibia, Botswana, Ghana, ZimbabwigeNa, Zambia, Uganda, Malawi, and
Mali

2006 Cases
South Africa, Namibia, Botswana, Ghana, ZimbabwigeNa, Zambia, Uganda, Malawi, and
Mali, Kenya, Mozambique, and Senegal

MEASURING PARTY AFFILIATION

To ascertain voting preferences we use the queSbBanyou usually think of yourself as close to any
particular party’ (If yeg “Which party is that? (see Norris and Mattes 2003). The vast majooity
respondents do specify a party, although a sigmificumber of respondents claim not to feel closanly
particular party, (see Appendix 2). Of course, thision between ‘affiliated’ and ‘non-affiliated’
respondents may provide important clues as to thet melevant political cleavages and sources of
political exclusion. In forthcoming research weeimd to investigate the characteristics of ‘norliatéd’
respondents, and to see if it is possible to ilendmmon ethnic/regional/economic themes linkingse
who do not feel close to any particular party.

Because our measures of ethnic voting are sensdgignall changes in the distribution of the suppor
base of political parties (see below), we focus analysis on parties which receive the affiliatairb%

or more of ‘affiliated’ respondents from that caynt Using a 5% threshold gives a distribution aftp
systems for our cases set out in Table 1 (as theeauof parties in some countries varies over lineet
rounds of the Afrobarometer, each country has arsép entry in the table for each round). The 5%
threshold is also a useful device because it pesvadvery close approximation of the number ofctiffe
electoral parties. In-line with the findings ofd&8dtt and Mozaffar, we find that the average numtife
effective electoral parties in elections in thirdwe democracies is 3 (2005: 403).

It is important to note that there is very litthe@oral turnover between 2001 and 2006 among ases:
This is important, because it means that the trere&entify are occurring within ruling and oppas
parties, and are not simply the result of change$e ruling/opposition parties. We record thdifm
party’ as the party which wins the most seats inléigislature. We use this measure rather thars&iag
on the party of the incumbent president becauseptrgy affiliation question in the Afrobarometer
specifically asks respondents which party they &edest too, not which political leader or presitkd
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candidate. Only in Mali and Malawi was there argjein the largest legislative party in the petioder
review. In Mali the Alliance for Democracy in MalADEMA) was replaced by the Rally For Mali
(RPM/IBK) alliance as the ruling party for roundsot and three. In Malawi, the United Democratic
Front (UDF) was replaced as the ruling party byNaawi Congress Party (MCP) for round thfedn
these two cases, shifts in the ethnic polarizagiod diversity of the ruling party may reflect a nba of
government. In all other cases, trends over tiohel\sreflect changes in incumbent ruling parties.

Tablel: Distribution of Countries by Number of Ptikal Parties

No. of Country (Round)
Parties
1
2 Ghana (01/03/06) Mozambique Zimbabwe
(03/06) (01/03/06)
3 Botswana Namibia (01/03/06) Malawi (01/03/06) Kenya (03/06)
(01/03/06)
Senegal (03/06) Zambia (01/03) Nigeria (01) Madi )(
Uganda (01/03)
4 Nigeria (03/06) South Africa Mali (03) Uganda (06)
(01/03)
Zambia (06)
5 Mali (06)

MEASURING ETHNO-LINGUISTIC IDENTITY

We use the questiorLét’s think for a moment about the languages tloat yse. What language do you
speak most at home®ds a proxy for ethnic identityHowever, how to use the data generated by this
guestion is problematic. Any study of the impdctthnicity in Africa faces the vexed problem ofshto
group ethno-linguistic units (see Scarritt & Mozaffl999; Posner 2004). This problem is particylarl
acute when calculating levels of ethnic polarisatad diversity, because these measures are serisiti
the number and size of ethno-linguistic groups. e Tdpecification of ethnic cleavages/groups is
compounded when using the Afrobarometer data bylithora of answers given to theHat language

to you speak at horhgquestion. In particularly difficult cases, suah Kenya and Nigeria, respondents
identify over thirty languages as their ‘home laage’, some of which are not recognised as beiriggiv
languages or dialects by sources such as the Bdumlencyclopaedia.

There are clear advantages and disadvantages gng&thno-linguistic groupand to leaving the data

as we find it. Merging groups may enable us ta$oon politically relevant units and avoid having o
results skewed by small ethno-linguistic commusitho may not be politically relevant. On the othe
hand, combining language groups into supra-ethnregional blocks may obscure important variations.
Furthermore, using our knowledge of historical fixdil cleavages, alliances, and enmities, to create
supra-identities threatens to introduce a dangeemgogenously given that we want to test for the
salience of ethnicity as a political cleavage.cdmtrast, leaving the groups as they are accomrmasdia¢
fact that the decision of respondents to identifpaaticular language/ethnicity may have significant
implications for their identity and hence their ifiohl affiliation. However, leaving the sample mo

2 The case of Malawi is particularly difficult becaus 2004 the president did not come from the lstrgarty in the
legislature. To be consistent we count the MCEhasruling party’, while recognising that the damant role of the
president in most African polities means that ti2FUmay be considered to be the ‘ruling party’ byléaan
voters.
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fragmented will necessarily make political parti@gpear to be more ethnically diverse, and may
underestimate the significance of ethnicity as l#ipal cleavage.

In forthcoming research we intend to sidestep tingblem by calculating our measures of ethnic
‘polarization’ and ‘diversity’ using both ‘mergedind ‘unmerged’ data. In this version of our analys
we concentrate on the unmerged data-set, althoediawe subsumed dialects into their parent language
(for example ‘Setswana’ includes Tswana). Agaétause our measures are sensitive to small vargatio
in the distribution of the support of all ethnimgps, we only include ethnic groups that repre8éftor
more of the population in any given round. Theuligsy distribution of ethno-linguistic groups fab06

is provided in table 2. We recognise that in alsmanber of cases, particularly Uganda and Nigehe
use of a 3% threshold results in the loss of aidengble amount of data. When we repeat our aisalys
using larger ethno-regional blocks we will be atdeassess the impact of including these groupsiin o
findings. However, we have repeated our analysisguhigher and lower thresholds for ethnic groups
and are confident that our findings are roBust.

The level of ethno-linguistic fractionalization ieach country is calculated on the basis of the
Afrobarometer sample for that year. As the samplées from round to round, the ELF scores and the
distribution of ethno-linguistic groups also vargrh year to year. It is worth noting that theraikrge
jump in the level of ethno-linguistic fractionaltean between the first and second round of the
Afrobarometer, suggesting that the recording ohikrdanguage’ may have become more precise in the
second and third round. For this reason we mdodys on trends from the second to the third rooind
the Afrobarometer survey, although in all casesalge present data for round one. However, we leave
out Tanzania and Madagascar because the greatdtigts in the distribution of ethno-linguistic gps
between rounds render them unreliable cases tio drser time?

% We have replicated our analysis with a higher (8¥#gshold for the language groups, and found estisof both
our measures are affected only slightly by thiswggain the language threshold. Both the trendsimmeasures
overtime and their distribution between differeritiéan countries were unaffected by the changéreshold.

* For example, 44% of Tanzanians are classifie@aahili’ in the first round. This rises to 95%%tire second
round and then falls to just 16% in the third round
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Table 2: Distribution of language groups by sizell Eountries 2006, %

Largest 2™ 3 4™ largest 5" largest 6" 7" largest Other ELF
Grp largest largest largest S

Benin Fon Adja Yoruba  Bariba Ditimari 12.8 0.749
42.6 15.1 12.2 10.4 6.9

Botswana  SetswanaSekala 6.1 0.271
84.9 nga 9.1

Ghana Akan Ewe Dagaare Ga/Dang 12.4 0.664
52.6 135 194 be 5.8

Kenya Kikuyu  Kalenji Luo Luhya Kamba  Kisii Meru/Em 23.1 0.908
17.8 nlz2.2 11.1 10.7 10.5 7.5 bu7.1

Malawi Chewa Yao Nyanja Lomwe  Tumbuka 6.1 0.622
58.8 11.6 7.2 6.7 9.8

Mali Bambara Sonrha Peugl Malink Sonink Dogon 141 0.727
49.5 9.7 9.4 6.4 6.2 4.7

Mozambiq Makua Changa Portuges Chuabo Sena 209 0.836

ue 31.6 nal6.9 el5.4 7.9 7.3

Namibia Oshiwam Nama Afrikaan Ojiherero Rukwang Silozi 6.2 0.689
bo52.1 14.2 s 8.9 7.2 ali 6.8 4.7

Nigeria Housa  Yoruba Igbho 35.2 0.857
25.2 22.1 17.2

Senegal Wolof  Pular  Serer Mandink 12.8 0.727
59.2 20.3 7.6 as.2

South Zulu Xhosa Afrikaan Setswana Spedi English Sesotho 14.5 0.884

Africa 20.0 155 s 135 10.2 10.3 8.7 7.3

Uganda Luganda Luo Runyank Lusoga Atego Rukiga Lugbara 29.1 0.914
194 12.6 ole 109 9.7 6.7 6.4 5.2

Zambia Bemba Tonga Nyanja  Lozi Nsenga 19.7 0.819
35.2 154 14.8 8.8 6.1

Zimbabwe Shona  Ndebel 51 0.356
78.6 e 16.2

MEASURING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF ETHNICITY AS A POLITI CAL CLEAVAGE

Donald Horrowitz (1985, 1993) provides perhaps sti®ngest account of the relationship between
ethnicity and political affiliation. For Horrowitzhe psychological association between certainieth
groups and political parties in ethnically-segmdmeeans that ethnicity has a direct and unidireatio
impact on political behaviour. As a result, Hortwsees elections in countries such as Kenya and
Nigeria as little more than an ethnic census. Adion of an ethnic census has been hugely inflalent
but rarely empirically tested — in part because rmemtators on African politics have not had access t
reliable survey data with which to test this hymsils. Consequently, where scholars have attentpted
measure whether or not African political parties ‘&thnic’ they have been forced to infer conclasiby
comparing census data with the geographical digtdb of electoral support to indicate whether igart
are recruiting support from a broad or narrow ethgise (see Scarritt 2006).

The data generated by the Afrobarometer offerssa ¢hance to study the relationship between eitignic
and political affiliation at the individual levelOur aim is to provide an improved measure of tterd to
which ethnicity constitutes a political cleavageoss Africa. To do this we follow Horrowitz in
understanding the significance of ethnicity as ktipal cleavage to be expressed by the extenthichv
ethnic groups give all their support to one patécparty, and the extent to which parties recallitof
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their support from one particular ethnic group ¢thévo ways of looking at ‘ethnic voting’ are reldtout
offer significantly different perspectives on thalipcal role of ethnicity, as will be explainedlb&/). To
operationalize this framework we create two measafeethnic voting'.

Ethnic polarization: the extent to which support for a given partyiembetween a country’s
ethnic groups.
Ethnic diversity: the range of ethnic groups represented withinae party/party
system.

The ‘ethnic polarization’ measure we employ is nfed by the debates over the significance of class
voting in developed countries, and the developneémhethodological innovations designed to measure
“class voting” in a more rigorous fashion (see Heatt al 1985, 1995; Manza, Hout and Brookes 1995;
Evans 1999, 2000). Early measures of class vosingh as the “Alford IndeX— conflated two very
different sources of variation. As well as measgighanges in thassociationdetween class and party,
such measures are also influenced by changes inizbef different classes and in thmpularity of
different parties. In order to isolate the relasbip between class and voting that interested thhem
these general shifts in the class structure anifigablenvironment, researchers have turned tostami
regression modelling, which employs odds ratiosoiider to isolate the strength of the relationship
between class background and voting behaviour &lifts in the size of different classes and thesgain
popularity of parties.

This approach has obvious advantages for the asalfygthnic voting in Africa, where similar probs

of measurement apply. The level of ethnic diversity the popularity of government and opposition
parties is subject to considerable variation bebwesuntries and over time, while the popularitytiod
same party can also be subject to large shifts slrert periods of times. These large differencas an
changes in ethnic diversity and popularity intraglaclarge potential for bias in the estimates ofca&h
ethnic voting. We therefore employ logistic regressmodels to isolate the relationship between
ethnicity and party support, and in order to gererm summary “ethnic polarisation” measure for
different parties and countries, we utilise theaglef Manza, Hout and Brookes (1995), who propbse t
“kappa score”: “an index of class voting based o [togistic] approach...that can be easily compared
over a long time series or between countries”. @timic polarisation score is a direct adaptatiothef
kappa index for class voting, and is calculatetha same way: by taking the standard deviatiorhef t
ethnic differences in party affiliation at a giveme point, as measured by the logistic regressiethod.
Polarisation indices are the calculated for thenguparty, opposition parties and overall partytegson
the basis of the logistic regression models.

This measure of ethnic polarisation in party &fibn has several advantages. Like the class voting
measures on which it is based, it controls foreddhces in party popularity and ethnic diversityhimi

and between nations, allowing consistent and coamparindices of ethnic voting to be created even in
complex and fragmented nations or party systems.€ethnic polarisation measure also does not require
us to identify in advance the “natural” partiesréthgroups are expected to support. Instead, tgeeddo
which ethnic groups have a “natural” party can beednined from the logistic regression results Wwhic
form the polarisation index. The ethnic polarisatindex can also be calculated for different casira
and at different levels of aggregation, enablingeegchers to disaggregate changes in the ethnic
polarisation of support given to ruling and opposit parties, and enables the measurement of
polarisation in the overall political mobilisatioof different groups (as measured by the decision to
affiliate with any political party, rather than rerat all). The index can also be adapted withelittl

5 Defined as the difference between the percentag@iding class voters voting for a left wing parand the
percentage of middle class voters voting for suenttigs
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difficulty to measure polarisation in turnout anating behaviour, which the Afrobarometer has beggun
measure in its third wave.

While our ethnic association measure captures ¢igeeg to which different ethnic groups associaté wi
particular parties, we are also interested in ttheeroface of ethnic partisanship — the degree tlwh
parties draw their support exclusively from onenetlgroup or cut across groups — which we here tefe
as the degree of ‘ethnic diversity’. This is rethte, but distinct from, ethnic association. Feample, in
some cases several small groups may associatdyolitie the same political party, which then furcts

as a multi-ethnic alliance, such as NaRC in Kenlyathis case a party may feature high levels bhiet
polarization (because it secures the vast majofigupport from those groups which support it) &igb
high levels of ethnic diversity (because it is ativethnic coalition). We may also see one etlgriaup
splitting its vote between two parties, one of whitas multi-ethnic support, and one of which draws
support only from this group, for example ZulusSauth Africa who divide their support between the
African National Congress (ANC) and the Inkathadéi@m Party (IFP). The Zulus may contribute
support to both parties equally, but do not makeauml contribution to each parties’ support: ANC
has a far more diverse support base than the B-R,adso draws strong support from a range ofrothe
ethnic groups. Consequently, to get a roundecurgcof the importance of ethnicity as a political
cleavage we need to look at both ethnic polaripatiod ethnic diversity.

To measure the ethnic diversity of parties we depdo slightly modified version of the ethnic
fractionalisation index at the party level — we swa the probability that two randomly drawn
individuals from a party’s support base are from same grodp Ethno-linguistic fractionalization is
calculated as one minus the Herfindahl index ofmetlnguistic group shares, and represents the
probability that two randomly selected individudielong to different ethnic groups. It therefore
represents a useful measure of the level of ethnimogeneity’ or ‘diversity’ of a party’s supportJsing
this measure we are able to compare levels of etiimersity across parties, across countries, amd 0
time. By comparing the level of ethnic diversitlypmlitical parties with the level of ethnic divéssin
the national population we can also ascertain regpwasentative the ruling party and the party sysiem
whole really is; parties may have a high levelthinec diversity but still be significantly less @itse than
the wider electoraté.

ETHNIC POLARIZATION IN PARTY SUPPORT

Table 3 provides an overview of the levels of ethpvlarisation in different African party systenasid
the trends in these polarisation levels over tiheehvaves of the Afrobarometer survey. The kappeesc
are here rescaled onto a 0-1 scale for ease apretation. Ethnicity is an important factor infaeng
party affiliation in nearly all of the sampled caues. This is clear from the individual countryoses, the
overall sample mean, and from the logistic moddigckvare used to generate the polarisation scares:
these models ethnicity is a significant factorueficing party affiliation in every country excemnggal
and Botswana after 2001. While the overall levigb@arisation is high, confirming the importance o
ethnicity to African politics, there is a great Heé variation in polarisation levels between coiet.

® The modifications are that party fractionalisatisicalculated using Afrobarometer data, whileaval ELF will
usually employ census or other official data, amitmposition of the previously discussed 3% laggueut-off,
which has very little influence on ELF scores.

" In contrast to the measure of ‘ethnic polarizationr measure of ‘ethnic diversity’ does not cohtior shifts in
the overall popularity of different political pag. However, this does not undermine the suitglmli the measure
for tracking trends in the diversity of parties p¥ene because the measure is principally desigrsed way of
examining the diversity of parties, not the stréngftassociation between parties and ethnic grdujsstherefore of
little relevance whether parties become more dé/éssincreasing their popularity or shifting theirpport between
groups.

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 8



Botswana, Senegal, and Zimbabwe and Mali after 2G0% relatively low levels of polarisation, with
scores below 0.250, suggesting ethnicity is notpiieelominant political influence in these countries
the other end of the spectrum, Kenya, Nigeria, 8odth Africa have very high polarisation scores
suggesting ethnicity plays a central role in stutiofy politics in these countries.

Table 3: Party system ethnic polarisation level9)266

2001 2003 2006 Ch 2001-6 Ch 2003-6
Botswana 0.168 0.088 0.136 -0.032 +0.048
Ghana 0.508 0.340 0.352 -0.156 +0.012
Kenya * 0.548 0.660 * +0.112
Malawi 0.808 0.596 0.376 -0.432 -0.220
Mali 0.652 0.216 0.244 -0.436 +0.028
Mozambique * 0.412 0.300 * -0.112
Namibia 0.520 0.468 0.384 -0.136 -0.084
Nigeria 0.600 0.528 0.524 -0.076 -0.004
Senegal * 0.320 0.132 * -0.188
South Africa 0.736 0.636 0.572 -0.164 -0.064
Uganda 0.472 0.644 0.484 +0.012 -0.160
Zambia 0.576 0.448 0.592 +0.016 +0.144
Zimbabwe 0.148 0.192 0.264 +0.116 +0.072
AB mean
(20) 0.519 0.415 0.393 -0.223 -0.022
AB mean
(13) * 0.418 0.386 * -0.032

The importance of ethnicity clearly varies betwelififerent African nations, but we can also discarn
general trend of declining ethnic polarisation lie tmajority of countries surveyed. In a first groofp
countries — Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Namibia, Nige Senegal and South Africa, there is a steep
decline in ethnic polarisation, suggesting thatrsuring of democracy in these countries has mdluc
the importance of ethnicity in determining partil@tion across the whole party system. In a secon
group of countries — Botswana, Ghana and Ugandi@ +rénd is more ambiguous. Botswana is a mature
democracy with very low overall levels of polarisat while Ghana is also a relatively old and free
democracy by African standards, where ethnic psdéion falls and then rebounds slightly. In Uganda,
legal restrictions on political activity were ordyadually being relaxed between 2001 and 2006]tiegu

in an exceptionally young and unstable party systamally a third group of countries — Kenya, Zambi
Zimbabwe - see increases in the overall ethnicrizalgon of the party system. In these countries,
contrary to the continental trend, the saliencetbhicity to political decisions has increased.

Ranking the core ten African nations provides &dént way to visualise comparative polarisatiorels,

and how they are changing. Certain diverse higlohanised nations such as South Africa and Nigeria
feature consistently near the top, while mature ratatively depolarised societies such as Botsveanta
Ghana feature consistently near the bottom (sde #gbThere are some countries, however, where the
salience of ethnicity has shifted rapidly relatieethe continental average. Mali moves from nearttp

of the table to near the bottom, following a veapid decline in the importance of ethnicity for tgar
choice. Zambia, by contrast, moves from the middithe table in 2001 and 2003 to the very top, it sh
which coincides with the mobilisation of a highlyeically concentrated opposition party, the PF.

The evidence here suggests that overall levelshoiepolitical division are falling over time. Onthree

countries show evidence of an upward trend in etlpolarisation. In one, Zambia, this is largely the
result of the emergence of a new and ethnically dgenous party, while in a second, Zimbabwe,
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democratic institutions and processes were raglicalitailed over the period we examine. In conttast
the bleak forecasts of ethnic conflict made by samecembent African leaders on the eve of transition
from authoritarian rulé the salience of ethnicity as a political cleavagpears to be falling as African
democracies mature and experience more electarkdcy

Table 4: Ranking of core countries by party systethnic polarisation 2001-6

2001 2003 2006
Malawi Uganda Zambia
South Africa South Africa South Africa
Mali Malawi Nigeria
Nigeria Nigeria Uganda
Zambia Namibia Namibia

Namibia Zambia Malawi

Ghana Ghana Ghana

Uganda Mali Zimbabwe
Botswana Zimbabwe Mali
Zimbabwe Botswana Botswana

The overall pattern of ethnic polarisation at tla¢gional level may, however, mask important diffexes
between governing and opposition parties. Tablacb@show the polarisation levels and trends fer th
governing and principal opposition parties in tHeoBarometer nations. These two tables reveal o k
findings. The first is that support for governingries is less ethnically polarised than opposiparties

in the majority of countries and surveyand in both the ten country and thirteen couramsle means.
This pattern is found in Kenya, Mozambique, NigeB8anegal, South Africa, Uganda and Zambia. In all
of these countries, support for the governing peatiess polarised between the various nationalieth
groups than it is support for the principal opposit This pattern is not found everywhere, howeirea
second group of countries — Botswana, Ghana, ambabwe — support for both government and
principal opposition shows a similar level of ethmolarisation. It is worth noting that all of tlkees
countries have a majority ethnic group. Finallyaithird group of countries — Malawi, Mali and Némai

— we find higher levels of ethnic polarisation letsupport for the ruling party than for the prpadi
opposition. However, there is evidence that thisasion may not be stable in the mid-to long-tesrira
two of these three countries — Malawi and Mali e ffoverning party lost its legislative majority ohgy
the surveyed period.

The second major finding is that the polarisatibmuting and opposition parties is diverging ovieng.
While ruling parties are becoming less ethnicaltyapsed, the polarisation levels of oppositiontigar
are either stable or increasing. In eight of theten core countries the ethnic polarisation ofpgupfor
ruling parties falls between 2001 and 2006, sugugshat incumbent governments are recruiting suppo
from across the societies they rule. A downwarddris also observable between 2003 and 2006 in nine
of the thirteen countries surveyed, including seskour ten core cases. This finding provides evige
for the contention that the salience of ethnic vdgm®s in Africa is declining. By contrast, therath
polarisation of opposition party support risesiinef the ten countries surveyed between 2001 &b 2
and in eight of the thirteen between 2003 and 20B@rthermore, there is a positive increase in the
average polarization of opposition party suppottveen 2003 and 2006. Notwithstanding our findings
for the overall party system and the ruling pattys suggests that the salience of ethnicity asliéigal
cleavage remains extremely relevant as a predi¢teupport for the opposition party.

8 President Moi of Kenya, for example, claimed tmaiti-party politics would lead to widespread ethobnflict
(Brown 2001).

° This government-opposition split is magnified & add in the smaller opposition parties, whose sugpnds to
be even more ethnically polarised than the prid@paosition party.
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Table 5: Party system ethnic polarisation levelsygrning parties 2001-6

2001 2003 2006 Ch 2001-6 Ch 2003-6
Botswana 0.184 0.092 0.120 -0.064 +0.028
Ghana 0.560 0.368 0.340 -0.220 -0.028
Kenya * 0.384 0.420 * +0.036
Malawi 0.960 0.476 0.364 -0.596 -0.112
Mali 0.448 0.336 0.220 -0.228 -0.116
Mozambique * 0.384 0.268 * -0.116
Namibia 0.508 0.508 0.440 -0.064 -0.064
Nigeria 0.388 0.196 0.204 -0.192 +0.008
Senegal * 0.108 0.068 * -0.040
South Africa 0.700 0.528 0.428 -0.272 -0.100
Uganda 0.244 0.472 0.408 +0.164 -0.064
Zambia 0.360 0.280 0.332 -0.028 +0.052
Zimbabwe 0.160 0.276 0.260 +0.100 -0.016
AB mean
(20) 0.451 0.353 0.319 -0.132 -0.034
AB mean
(13) * 0.339 0.298 * -0.041
Table 6: Ethnic polarisation in support for pringial opposition parties 2001-6

2001 2003 2006 Ch 2001-6 Ch 2003-6
Botswana 0.128 0.036 0.264 +0.136 +0.228
Ghana 0.452 0.312 0.364 -0.088 +0.052
Kenya * 0.684 0.700 * +0.016
Malawi 0.480 0.396 0.508 +0.028 +0.112
Mali 0.684 0.148 0.096 -0.588 -0.052
Mozambique * 0.436 0.328 * -0.108
Namibia 0.580 0.320 0.344 -0.236 +0.024
Nigeria 0.392 0.508 0.576 +0.184 +0.068
Senegal * 0.236 0.164 * -0.072
South Africa 0.884 0.800 0.712 -0.172 -0.088
Uganda 0.568 0.860 0.720 +0.152 -0.14
Zambia 0.564 0.468 0.680 +0.116 +0.252
Zimbabwe 0.136 0.108 0.264 +0.128 +0.156
AB mean
(20) 0.487 0.396 0.453 -0.034 +0.057
AB mean
(13) 0.409 0.440 * +0.031

The overall trends in the polarization of rulingdampposition parties masks important variationscivhi
help to make sense of the role of ethnicity aslaigal dividing line across Africa. Three differetrend
patterns can be identified in the Afrobarometengle, as shown in figure 3. The first and largesug
of countries — Ghana, Mali, Mozambique, Namibiane&®ml, South Africa and Ugarfﬂa have declining

0 yganda is included here despite the notable misthinic polarisation between 2001 and 2003, becthis rise is
seen equally in support for the governing and [paicopposition parties, and is likely the resiilttee gradual
loosening in restrictions on party associationmigithe 2001-6 period. Ethnic polarisation in goveent and
opposition support falls sharply between 2003 ab@b2
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ethnic party systems: ethnicity is becoming a legsortant determinant for all political choices.these
countries, ethnicity is in decline as a factor dexg affiliation with the nation’s most importanolgical

actors. This suggests that the salience of etgnés a political cleavage is genuinely falling &het
more inclusive multi-ethnic party systems are gedigudeveloping.

In a second group of countries — Botswana, Maldligeria and Zambia — ethnicity is declining as an
influence on support for ruling parties, but becaogna more powerful influence on support for thermai
opposition. The party system in these countriedivierging — while the ruling parties are incregbn
building support from across the ethnic spectrummppsrt for the opposition is becoming more
concentrated among particular groups. It is nearciwhether these countries are experiencing a net
increase or decrease in the role of ethnicity ifitipal mobilization, and further case study wokk i
required to investigate this on a case-by-casesbdsithe third pair of countries — Kenya and Zaitve

— ethnic polarisation is increasing across the diddere the ethnic support base for both governraedt
opposition has narrowed, and the importance ofigtiirin determining political choices has incredse
Clearly, for these countries ethnic cleavages ao®tming entrenched, rather than diluted.

Figure 1: Classification of countries by trends igovernment and opposition polarisation
Opposition Polarisation
Increasing Decreasing

Rising ethnic party systems

Increasing
Kenya, Zimbabwe
Government
Polarisation
Divergent ethnic party systems Declining ethnic party
Decreasing systems
Botswana, Malawi, Nigeria and
Zambia Ghana, Mali, Mozambique,

Namibia, Senegal, South
Africa and Uganda

ARE AFRICAN PARTIES ‘ETHNIC’ PARTIES?

A second, more straightforward way to measure efektent to which political parties are ‘ethnic'tis
look at the proportion of a party’s support thapisvided by the largest ethnic base. This isumler
measure of the extent to which ethnicity shapediqal parties, but provides an accessible way to
compare political parties. Following Horrowitz @8291-292) and Scarritt (2006: 237), we define an
ethnically based party as one which ‘derives ifgpsut overwhelmingly from an identifiable ethniogp

(or cluster of groups) and serves the interesthatf group.” Based on this definition we classtinic
parties into five categories (see Table 7). Panhich receive 85% to 100% of their support frone o
ethnic group clearly fit the criteria laid out byotlowitz and Scarritt and are classified as ‘ethnic
parties’™" Following Scarritt, we classify parties that rieeeless than 85% but more than 66.6% of their
support from one ethnic group as ‘potentially ethparties (2006: 237). Such parties are neitleer s
dominated by one group that they will be encouragethilor policies solely to that community, nor

™ Scarritt chooses a tighter threshold of 90%-102006:238). We have opted for 85%-100% on the hikais
with the high level of ethno-linguistic fractionzédition of the Afrobarometer sample in many coustré&e90%
threshold would result in there being very fewaiify, ethnic parties. Even with this lower threshek find a very
small number of ethnic parties in Africa.
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independent enough of the support of the groupttieparty leadership can risk alienating this supp
base.

Parties which receive between 33.3% and 66.6%ef gupport from one ethnic group are classified as
‘multi-ethnic’ parties — these are genuinely bramded alliances in which the party is reliant oppsut
from a number of different ethnic groups. The imaoce of cross-ethnic support to these parties mus
offer policies which are attractive to a range ofntunities. In recognition of the fact that when a
ethnic groups makes up the majority of a party’ppsut it will be able to exert greater independent
influence over the selection of leaders and polieyfurther subdivide the ‘multi-ethnic’ categoryton
‘multi-ethnic parties — majority ethnic group’ (5066.6%) and ‘multi-ethnic party — no majority etbni
group’ (33.3%-50%). Finally, we assume that whteelargest ethnic group constitutes less tharird th
of the parties total support the party is ‘non-éthn

As throughout this paper, parties are only includedr a 5% threshold for the years in which they
compete in elections. Parties are included aspewident units and are not subsumed into coalitions
unless a formal merging of parties occurs. Fomgta, in Kenya the National Rainbow Coalition
(NaRC) and its sometime member the Liberal DemaxRarty are included as separate parties. Inrorde
to not allow the high numbers of small languageortgal for some countries (see above) to mask the
significance of larger ethno-linguistic groups, wely use ethnic groups equal to or above 3% of the
sample population to calculate the ethnic distrdsubf party support:

Even using this threshold we find remarkably fethfgc’ parties among the Afrobarometer sample. As
shown in table 7, in 2006 just 19.5% of parties evéthnic’. Furthermore, the three parties from
Botswana are ‘ethnic’ out of necessity rather tbhoice, given the ethno-linguistic homogeneity fod t
national population. The remainder of the ‘ethrperties are generally smaller opposition partied t
have little chance of making it into governmentor Example, the IFP in South Africa and the Nationa
Congress for Democratic Initiative (CNID) in Malnly just make the 5% threshold for inclusion in our
analysis. This suggests that the need to pie@theg multi-ethnic support to build a winning ctiah
has encouraged the vast majority of electorally pefitive parties to recruit support froat leasttwo
ethnic groups. Indeed, it is noticeable that thiy Gethnic’ ruling party other than the BDP in Batana

is ZANU-PF, a party whose status as ‘ruling parbdy no longer reflect the support of the majority o
the population.

2 Employing this threshold significantly increaske proportion of party support recruited from ésgest ethnic
support base considerably for cases such as Niged&enya, and to a lesser extent increasesgh#isance of
larger ethnic blocks across all our cases, andeshave repeated the analysis presented here ukétgreo-
linguistic groups in Appendix 3 for comparative poses.
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Table 7: Classification of Parties By Largest EttmBupport Base 2006

Size of largest ethnic support % of Parties

base Party (Country)

Non-Ethnic Party PCP (GHA)NARC (KEN)/DTA

0.0 -33.3% (NAM)/CD (NAM)/ANC (SA)/NRM 17.1
(UGA)/FDC (UGA)/

Multi-Ethnic Party: UDF (MALA)/URD (MALI)/FRELIMO

No Majority Ethnic Group (MOZ)/PDP (NIG)/DA+DP (SA)MMD 17.1

33.4-50.0% (ZAM) /JUNIP (ZAM)/

Multi-Ethnic Party: LDP (KEN)/KANU (KEN)/DPP

Majority Ethnic Group (MALA)/ADEMA (MALI)/ RPM+IBK 26.8

50.1 - 66.0% (MALI) /Citoyen (MALI)/RENAMO

(MOZ)/PDS (SENJPS (SEN)/AFP
(SEN)/UPND (ZAM)/

Potentially Ethnic Party NPP (GHA)/MCP (MALA) /SWAPO

66.6 - 84.9% (NAM)/AG (NIG)/UPC (UGA)/DP 195
(UGA)/PF (ZAM)/MDC (ZIM)

Ethnic Party BNF (BOT)BDP (BOT)/BCP

85 - 100% (BOT)/CNID (MALI)/AGPA (NIG)/IFP 19.5

(SA)/IZANU-PF (ZIM) /ANPP (NIG)

The distribution of ruling and opposition partiesulihg parties in bold) within this classification
demonstrates the need for African parties to dgveloss-ethnic alliances in order to secure aralrret
office. In 2006 just 45.5% of ruling parties fe@d a majority ethnic group, compared to 71.9%llof a
opposition parties. While 27.3% of ruling parteee ‘non-ethnic’ this applies to just 15.6% of ogition
parties. The result is all the more significarntegi that parties have not been grouped into thedt@ral
coalitions. Indeed, when multi-party coalitionagment it does not necessarily result in an ineréas
the importance of ethnic blocks to the parties'mrp To continue with the Kenyan example, thees w
a small decrease in support for NaRC and an upsiminige support for the Liberal Democratic Party
(LDP) in the Afrobarometer data for 2006. This @ests that LDP voters were switching their allegéan
away from the ‘alliance’ following the collapse BBRC in 2004-5. If NaRC's diverse appeal had only
resulted from the coalition of smaller parties oradly included in the alliance, the break-up o€ th
coalition should have resulted in the party becgmimore ‘ethnic’. However, despite the loss of a
significant number of Luo voters to the LDP, NaR&nained a ‘non-ethnic’ party in 2006. The low
number of ‘ethnic’ ruling parties is not simply thesult of election motivated alliance buildingween a
number of mono-ethnic parties. Rather, it reflébtsremarkable ethnic diversity within the suppmase

of individual parties?

Comparing the distribution of parties within theefiparty types over time reveals that politicaltigarin
Africa are becoming less dominated by single etlgnaups. As shown in figure 2, between 2001 and
2006 the number of ethnic parties fell while thenbr as non-ethnic parties increased. Leavingeasid

13 Of course, it may be that in a select number sésaespondents are confused by the co-existerymvefning
coalitions and the relevant constituent partiest @xample, it is plausible that many of those wgpond that they
feel closest to NARC do so only because the LDPavaember of the NARC alliance that won the 20@2t@ns.
However, if this were the case we would expect thatmain party of the governing coalition woulde®e
considerably more support as respondents ‘mistgkdatlare their affiliation for the coalition raththan their
representatives within the coalition. While thiayrserve to increase the diversity of support@iting parties, the
distribution of support for parties that are junmembers in the ruling coalition is usually closétteir vote share at
the last election.
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the figures for 2001, the proportion of partieshwito majority ethnic group increased slightly from
51.6% in 2003 to 52.9% in 2006. In some cases) asadValawi, all parties have seen a significalhira
their reliance on their main ethnic support bage.Namibia the share of support for the ruling $out
West Africa People’s Organization (SWAPQ), conttéalby the Oshiwambo fell from 79.1% in 2001 to
70.9% in 2003 and 2006. Similarly, although thepartion of support of the opposition Democratic
Turnhalle Alliance (DTA) coming from the Ojiheremcreased from 29.9% in 2001 to 43.9% in 2003, it
then fell to just 24.6% in 2006. This trend prasdfurther evidence that in many cases multi-party
elections may be diluting, rather than entrenching,significance of ethnicity as a political clage.

Figure 2: Distribution of Political Parties By ‘Typ of Party’, Core Group 2001-6
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O Non-Ethnic Party
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Shifts in the ethnic composition of ruling and opipion parties over time also support the conclusiat
ruling parties are becoming less ethnically potatisver time. The proportion of ‘ethnic’ rulingrpas

fell from 40% in 2001 to 30% in 2003 and to 2092006, as illustrated by figure 3. The trend ssle
clear in the case of opposition parties as the gutagm of parties featuring a majority ethnic group
continues to hover around the 70% m#rkHowever, the proportion of ‘ethnic’ opposition riyes
increased between 2003 and 2006. It therefore sdbat while ruling parties are becoming less
dependent on the support of one ethnic group, dioparties remain just as dependent on theie cor
ethnic support base, if not more sd@he pattern of increasingly diverse ruling parteasl static or
increasingly homogenous opposition parties is leBtrated by the case of Nigeria. The proportin
support for the ruling People’s Democratic PartiPp given by the Housa, the party’s largest ethnic
base, fell from 64.3% in 2001 to 43.5% in 2006. eDthe same time period, some of Nigeria's
opposition parties have become more homogenous.ileVitre Alliance for Democracy (AD) saw a
decline in its reliance on one ethnic group (theuba), the proportion of support for the All Niggeri
People’s Party (ANPP ) given by the Housa incredsmd 72.9% in 2001 to 79.9% in 2003 and 88.2%
in 2006.

1% The proportion of opposition parties featuring ajanity ethnic group increased from 73.7% in 20076.2% but
fell to 69.6% in 2006.
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Figure 3: Proportion of Ruling and Opposition Pass that are ‘Ethnic’, Core Group, 2001-2006
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ETHNIC DIVERSITY

A more subtle picture of the ethnic diversity ofrigdan political parties can be drawn by comparimg t
diversity of political parties to the wider poputat using the ethno-linguistic fragmentation measur
Using ELF reflects both the share of a party’s suppeld by one ethnic group and the number arg siz
of smaller ethnic groups the party draws suppanmnfr By comparing the ELF scores of parties to the
wider population we can see whether political partire more or less ethnically diverse than thimgot
public, and hence gain an insight into how ethhjcadpresentative certain political parties areablés 8
and 9 show the ELF scores and differences for eadhtry and each year. ELF scores for opposition
parties are averaged while ELF scores for rulingigm are shown separately. ELF differences are
calculated by simply subtracting the national Eldére from the party’s ELF score. Where the ELF
difference is positive the party’s support is mdieerse then the national average. The valueetlhF
difference measure is that it allows us to contoolthe ethnic diversity within the wider populati®o
measure the extent to which political parties aaBionally inclusive. For example, the ANC is South
Africa has a high ELF score of 0.878 in 2006 wliiile BDP in Botswana has an ELF score of just 0.302.
However, the ANC has an ELF difference figure o0@®, meaning that the party is actually slighégd
diverse than the national population. In contrdst, BDP has an ELF difference figure of 0.031,clhi
demonstrates that the party is rather more diviivae the voting public. In the case of the BDRs th
means that Botswana’s minority ethnic group (Seigdd actually enjoys a larger share of the party’s
support than it does of the national voting popaiat
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Table 8: ELF Scores 2001-2006, All Countries

Country Type of Party 2001 2003 2006
Botswana Ruling Party 0.044 0.303 0.302
Opposition Parties 0.074 0.365 0.312
Ghana Ruling Party 0.360 0.511 0.554
Opposition Parties 0.756 0.796 0.796
Kenya Ruling Party 0.878 0.868
Opposition Parties 0.683 0.791
Malawi Ruling Party 0.427 0.676 0.661
Opposition Parties 0.537 0.514 0.499
Mali Ruling Party 0.773 0.801 0.762
Opposition Parties 0.787 0.814 0.651
Mozambique Ruling Party 0.777 0.825
Opposition Parties 0.002 -0.103
Namibia Ruling Party 0.553 0.547 0.533
Opposition Parties 0.823 0.747 0.818
Nigeria Ruling Party 0.745 0.906 0.887
Opposition Parties 0.513 0.525 0.505
Senegal Ruling Party 0.713 0.675
Opposition Parties 0.707 0.613
South Africa Ruling Party 0.833 0.869 0.879
Opposition Parties 0.342 0.436 0.309
Uganda Ruling Party 0.900 0.901 0.920
Opposition Parties 0.619 0.597 0.559
Zambia Ruling Party 0.828 0.871 0.827
Opposition Parties 0.923 0.781 0.525
Zimbabwe Ruling Party 0.283 0.270 0.257
Opposition Parties 0.257 0.434 0.481
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Table 9: ELF Differences 2001-2006, All Countries

Country Type of Party 2001 2003 2006
Botswana Ruling Party -0.030 0.001 0.031
Opposition Parties 0.000 0.063 0.041
Ghana Ruling Party -0.266 -0.156 -0.110
Opposition Parties 0.130 0.129 0.132
Kenya Ruling Party -0.011 -0.040
Opposition Parties -0.206 -0.118
Malawi Ruling Party -0.074 -0.004 0.039
Opposition Parties 0.036 -0.167 -0.123
Mali Ruling Party 0.053 0.022 0.035
Opposition Parties 0.067 0.035 -0.076
Mozambique Ruling Party -0.010 -0.010
Opposition Parties 0.002 -0.103
Namibia Ruling Party -0.177 -0.166 -0.156
Opposition Parties 0.093 0.034 0.129
Nigeria Ruling Party -0.057 0.045 0.030
Opposition Parties -0.289 -0.336 -0.352
Senegal Ruling Party -0.014 0.078
Opposition Parties -0.020 0.016
South Africa Ruling Party -0.020 0.003 -0.005
Opposition Parties -0.511 -0.430 -0.576
Uganda Ruling Party 0.003 -0.018 0.006
Opposition Parties -0.279 -0.323 -0.355
Zambia Ruling Party -0.015 0.019 0.045
Opposition Parties 0.080 -0.072 -0.036
Zimbabwe Ruling Party -0.089 -0.103 -0.099
Opposition Parties -0.115 0.062 0.125

The trend in ELF scores and differences over timafioms the hypothesis that ruling parties are
becoming increasingly ethnically diverse, while theerse is true of opposition parties. Overaftjcan
political parties tend to be slightly less divetBan the national population although there areomamt
exceptions to this rule, most notably in Botswakali, and in 2006 Senegal. However, despite this
general picture, ruling parties are becoming mdwerde over time. As shown in figure 4, the ELF
difference figure for ruling parties has fallen emery round of the Afrobarometer, indicating thiae t
overall ethnic diversity level of ruling partieshecoming ever closer to that seen in the populdtiey
represent. In Botswana, Malawi, Nigeria, Senedghnda, and Zambia, the ruling party’'s support has
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become increasingly ethnically diverse to the povhere, in 2006, the party’s support base is more
ethnically fractionalized than the voting publitn many cases the explanation for this is that miiyo
groups are actually over-represented in the sudmse of ruling parties. This suggests that tieie
dominant strategy being employed by ruling partiesise the advantages of incumbency to recruit a
multi-ethnic support base. The only ruling pamyadur sample that becomes less diverse over time is
ZANU-PF. It seems likely that ZANU-PF is able &tain power without following the dominant strategy
of other ruling parties because of its use of doerand electoral manipulation.

Figure 4: ELF Differences 2001-2006
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At the same time, the ELF difference figure for ogpigon parties is becoming increasingly negativero
time, demonstrating that opposition parties arebeeg less diverse. There are some exceptiontsgo t
rule — in Kenya, Senegal, and Zimbabwe oppositiartigs are becoming more diverse over time.
However, the majority of opposition parties arela®rse or less diverse now than they were in 2061.
Nigeria, South Africa, Uganda, Mali, and Mozambigapposition parties became more homogenous in
every round of the Afrobarometer. This suggesas the dominant strategy for many opposition partie
is not to compete with ruling parties by appealinga cross-ethnic support base, but to fall back on
appeals to ethnically homogenous communities. iBhisost clearly the case for parties such as the A
Nigeria People’s Party (ANPP) in Nigeria and th® lif South Africa. That the strategies employed by
dominant and ruling parties differ suggests tha tosts of creating a multi-ethnic alliance are
considerably higher for opposition parties. Rulipgrties have access to the (often limited) state
infrastructure and can use development expenditureward supporters, making it feasible to create
genuinely multi-ethnic coalition. In contrast, @gjtion parties typically have inferior organizatad
capacity and severely reduced access to funds.

Comparing ELF differences for opposition and rulipgrties at different levels of national diversity
reveals two important trends. Firstly, the relatiliversity of ruling and opposition parties is Viga
influenced by the level of ELF among the wider papan (see figure 5). At low levels of nationdlfE
opposition parties are frequently more diverse thadmg parties. This is true of Ghana where the
opposition People’s Convention Party (PCP) is icgniitly more diverse than the ruling New Patriotic
Party (NPP). Zimbabwe and Namibia also fit intws fhattern. However, at high levels of nationaFEL
(greater than 0.68), opposition parties are unifgriess diverse than ruling parties. This is most
pronounced in Kenya, Nigeria, and South Africa.e Thost obvious explanation of this phenomenon is
that in countries with a low level of ELF rulingntias are able to secure a minimum winning coalitiy
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mobilizing a smaller number of ethnic groups, andding parties tend to be less diverse in coaatri
with low levels of ELF.

The success of a ruling party that is dominateé Isynall number of ethnic groups is likely to inspér
more multi-ethnic opposition as communities groagether fearing exclusion from access to government
resources. Atthe same time, a lower nationall lelVELF, combined with the ruling party’s ambivate
towards minority ethnic groups, creates the cooi under which opposition parties can construct
multi-ethnic support bases. On the one hand, wtierenational population is less diverse the costs
mobilizing a cross-ethnic support base are low@n. the other hand, where ruling parties are ndiisge

to recruit a multi-ethnic support, the competition the loyalty of minor communities will be redutelf
ruling parties are able to rely on the support sirall number of ethnic groups they may neglectonitiy
groups, who in turn may become disaffected andvelgtiseek to align themselves with opposition
parties.

In contrast, where the national population is vemerse, ruling parties must appeal to a broadseros
section of different ethnic groups in order to metpower. The inclusive nature of the ruling party
reduces the imperative for smaller communitiesotonf multi-ethnic opposition coalitions. At the sam
time, higher levels of ethno-linguistic fractiormltion render it more problematic to mobilise dbeer
communities while the strategy of the ruling payrecruit a multi-ethnic support base increases th
costs of building a support base across ethnislingnder these circumstances, opposition partes a
more likely to concentrate on mobilizing their ‘hercommunities’.

Figure 5: ELF differences by ELF score for Rulingrad Opposition Parties, All Groups 2006
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The second trend is that the gap between the dierfsruling and opposition parties increases las t
level of national ELF increases. While both rulipgrties and opposition parties tend to be bunched
around ‘0’ ELF difference for ELF scores betweeand 0.8, the gap widens considerably for ELF scores
between 0.8 and 1. This point is well illustratgdtable 10, which ranks countries according togap

in ethnic diversity between the ruling and oppositparties in 2003 and 2006 (countries in which the
opposition party is more diverse than the rulingtypare highlighted in bold). In both years theeth
countries with the greatest ‘diversity gap’ are thofdfrica, Nigeria, and Uganda, countries whiclgray
with Kenya, have the highest national ELF scorahénAfrobarometer sample.
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The explanation of this pattern is two-fold. Histountries with a much higher level of ELF alsve a
much greater potential for variation in the diversif opposition and ruling parties. Secondly, saene
set of strategic considerations introduced abovexfain the diversity of ruling and opposition tes
for various levels of national ELF also bears om diiversity gap. At the highest levels of ELF thare
the greatest incentives for ruling parties to carstmulti-ethnic coalitions and for opposition fias to
resort to mobilising their ‘home communities’. Toembination of diverse ruling parties and reldtive
homogenous opposition parties results in a grettersity gap at higher levels of national ELF.

Table 10: The ‘Diversity Gap’ — Core Group 2003-2)0

2003 2006
1* South Africa South Africa
2 Nigeria Nigeria
3 Uganda Uganda
4 Ghana Namibia
5 Namibia Ghana
6 Zimbabwe Zimbabwe
7 Malawi Malawi
8 Zambia Zambia
9 Botswana Mali
10 Mali Botswana

*1=largest gap

ETHNIC REPRESENTATION

How ethnically representative ruling parties ara iguestion of great importante Where ruling parties
are ethnically representative we can expect thempdpulation to have a greater trust in government
institutions, and to feel more included in the ficdl game. More representative parties are ase |
likely to divert resources towards a small numbkethnic groups, and so are less likely to inspire
divisive zero-sum politics. Other things being &lqthis should help to minimise ethnic competitaver
spoils, prevent minority groups from becoming diseted, and, in the long-run, reduce the salierfce o
ethnicity as a political cleavage.

By combining our measures of ethnic polarizatiod athnic diversity, we can develop a complex pitur
of how ethnically representative African partieg af the wider population. Of course, any such
classificatory schema represents a simplificatiba sizeable amount of variation among our casesit b
also provides a useful illustration of the disttibn of African ruling parties in terms of their
representativeness, and the trends in the levadthuiic representation over time. We classify how
representative ruling parties are according toetdeh party’s Kappa score and ELF difference, as/isho
in figure 6. Parties are considered to be ‘ethlyictiverse’ if their ELF difference figure is pdisie or
zero. This is because such parties are at leadivasse as the national population. There isuhs
theoretically obvious ‘turning-point’ which can hesed to identify parties whose support is ethnjcall
polarised. We have chosen to classify partieseagglrelatively ‘polarised’ if they have a Kappase
above the average Kappa score in 2003 - the miat-pbiour three rounds of data.

!> Note that in all cases we refer to ruling partied not the ‘government’. Where there is a genaasdition
government made up of an alliance of independeniegathe government may be significantly morenetally
diverse than the largest political party. In casssh as these, for example in Kenya, our framewaai
significantly underestimate the how representatieeruling coalition is.
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Figure 6: Classification of Ruling Parties Model
ELF Differences

Diverse (Positive) Homogenous (Negative)
Partially Representative Unrepresentative
Polarised Ruling Party Ruling Party
(above 2003
average)
Kappa
Score
Representative Potentially Unrepresentative
Not Polarised Ruling Party Ruling Party
(below 2003 (Dominant Party/
average) Dominant Ethnic Group)

‘Representative’ ruling parties are both more dieethan the national population they representhand

a relatively low level of ethnic polarization. Suparties are recruiting support from a range bhiet
groups, and are likely to receive support form migoethnic groups. Other things being equal, such
parties should enjoy comparatively high levelsegfiimacy and preside over relatively inclusiveital
systems. ‘Partially Representative’ ruling parées also more diverse than the national populabah
have high levels of ethnic polarization. Althouglich parties may receive support from a rangehofiet
groups, ethnicity remains a significant factor ime tchoice of individuals to vote for the party.
Consequently, these parties are more representatigeme ethnic groups within the population than
others, and this may enhance the salience of ettieaages despite the ethic diversity of the esarti
support.

‘Unrepresentative’ ruling parties are both lessdde than the national population, and have higélde
of ethnic polarization. This suggests that ethyiis a strong factor in determining their suppartd that
such parties are only recruiting support from araarsection of the population. Other things being
equal, ‘unrepresentative’ ruling parties are thesiniikely to inspire disaffection in minority/opgten
ethnic groups. ‘Potentially Unrepresentative’ mgliparties represent a strange case. Their sujspoot
ethnically polarised, and so they do not exclusivetruit support from certain communities. Yegith
support is also less ethnically diverse than thi®nal population, suggesting that there are etjmeips
which are being underrepresented. This combinaipoassible if those groups who are underrepresent
in the support of the ruling party are also nonetally mobilised and affiliated to political pagt. In
turn, this appears to be more likely where thera idominant ruling party or ethnic group, where
opposition to the party/group is futile becausetltd in-balance in the size of ethnic groups/party
members. For example, ruling parties in ZimbabWezambique, and Botswana, all fall into this
category during at least one round of the Afrobaatamn

Significantly, if minority groups prove unwillingotbe underrepresented in the long-term, it is lyighl
unlikely that ruling parties will remain ‘potentiglunrepresentative’ indefinitely. There are tvikely
outcomes if minority groups become mobilised. hié truling party reaches out to assimilate minority
ethnic groups, the party will become more divense tansform over time into a ‘representative’ part
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However, if minority groups remain outside of thing party and are then mobilised by a rival podit
party, ethnicity will become a significant factor the distribution of party support, and so theypauill
transform over time into an ‘unrepresentative’ mgliparty. Either way, the ruling party concernald w
cease to be ‘potentially unrepresentative’, andveoshould see a fall in the number of ‘potentially
unrepresentative’ parties over time.

The distribution of Africa ruling parties withinitghclassificatory schema is shown in figure 7. Dhéy
country to feature a ‘potentially unrepresentatiparty in all three rounds of the Afrobarometer is
Zimbabwe. This reflects the fact that countriesalwtbegin in the ‘potentially unrepresentative’exairy
tend to move towards the ‘representative’ categorgr time. The ruling parties in Botswana and
Senegal start off as ‘potentially unrepresentatpeaties but over time their support base becomme m
ethnically diverse so that they emerge as ‘repteses’ parties in 2006. The category of
‘unrepresentative party’ appears to be more staBleth Ghana and Namibia feature ‘unrepresentative’
ruling parties for all three rounds of the Afrobaeter. Furthermore, ruling parties in South Africa
Malawi, Uganda, Kenya, Zambia, Nigeria and Mozambigvere ‘unrepresentative’ in either 2001 or
2003. In total 16 ruling parties were classifiesl ‘anrepresentative’ over the three rounds of the
Afrobarometer, out of a total of 36 cases.

However, the overall picture of the extent to whidrican ruling parties is ethnically representatig far
from bleak. Although only one ruling party wassddied as ‘partially representative’ in 2001 (Adem
Mali), ruling parties in Malawi, Uganda, and Zamhiaved into the ‘partially representative’ categiry
2006. Similarly, although only one party was diéad as ‘representative’ in 2001 (the NRM in Ugaipd
ruling parties in Nigeria, Botswana, Mali, and Segmved into the ‘representative’ category in 2006.
Indeed, the combined effect of African ruling pestibecoming more ethnically diverse and less
ethnically polarised over time has been to rendemt more representative. In other words, them is
general drift of ruling parties from the top-righitthe scatter plot towards the bottom left. Thend can

be illustrated by taking the case of South Afriod &hana.

In South Africa, although the ANC was a fairly attally diverse party in 2001, polarisation levets f
the ruling ANC were extremely high. This reducée fparty’s overall ethnic reprepresentativeness.
However, a drastic fall occurred in the polarizatif the party’s support between 2001 and 200 wit
kappa scores falling from 0.7 to a little over AmMGhana, the opposite problem is seen in 200thrie
polarisation was low but the ruling party was riekly unrepresentative because it was not ethryicall
diverse. Subsequently, a mirror image trend to ith&outh Africa occurred — the ruling NPP become
dramatically more representative of the nationisediity, with ELF scores falling from -0.266 to Q0.
These two extreme cases illustrate the generaldtrarhich is that ruling parties are becoming
increasingly representative of the national popatatover time. This suggests that in democratic
conditions neither high polarisation nor low dingrsepresents stable equilibria for ruling partidghis

is correct, then future rounds of the Afrobarometieould reveal that an increasing number of ruling
parties are ethnically representative of the wmgpulation.

It is important to note that this classification mdrties solely refers to ethnicity as recordedhagighe
‘home languageguestion of the Afrobarometer. Our framework sagthing about other cleavages that
may be more politically relevant in some casesr &ample, while we find that the ruling party in
Nigeria is ‘representative’ ethnically, it may barepresentative in terms of region and religion.
Similarly, while we find that political parties @hana and Namibia are ‘unrepresentative’, this maty
have a significant effect on the wider politicahdscapef ethno-linguistic groups are not the dominant
cleavages around which politics revolves. Figuggrdvides an indicative illustration of the positiof
ruling parties in terms of ethnicity, but furthease study analysis is required to ascertain the rea
significance of this result for each country.
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Figure 7 Classification of Ruling Parties by ELF Difference and Kappa Score, All Cases, 2001-2006
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CONCLUSION

This paper has established a new measure of teé déethnic polarization in Africa, and extended a
established measure of ethnic diversity so thaait be used to illuminate the variations in thenieth
composition of parties across Africa. We have algerationalizesd a way of classifying politicattpes
by the size of their largest ethnic support baddsing these three techniques, we have comparddvbke
of ethnic voting and the salience of ethnicity gsoéitical cleavage across types of party, cousirand
over time. All three measures suggest that rytiagies are becoming more ethnically diverse ard le
ethnically polarised over time. The trend is leksar for opposition parties, but there is consiter
evidence that on average they are becoming lesgally diverse and more ethnically polarised.

It seems clear that the salience of ethnicity pslitical cleavage is falling in those countriesahich the
polarization of both government and opposition supfs declining, such as Ghana, Mali, Mozambique,
Namibia, Senegal, South Africa, and Uganda. Ofrgmuthis does not mean that ethnicity is not
important, just that is less important now thawits in 2001. However, there is great variatiomhis
trend across Africa. Indeed, there are still coaatwhere ethnic polarization is increasing acibes
board, such as Kenya and Zimbabwe. In these etiseity is becoming more powerful over time. For
a middle-group of countries including Botswana, &l Nigeria and Zambia, the picture remains
decidedly unclear. On the one hand, ruling parties generally becoming more diverse and less
polarised. On the other hand, the reverse is dfugpposition parties. Further research is reqgutce
investigate how these ‘divergent’ party systemsemaving, and the impact this is having on theraile
political salience of ethnic identities.

The measures presented in this paper representrla iv@rogress. We recognise that much more
research needs to be done, both into the relafjfprisftween ethnicity and political behaviour at the
individual level, and into the minutia of each casduded here. We welcome thoughts, criticisnmg] a
suggestions of how these measures can be madeagtmreate and useful, and of how the trends in party
affiliation in Africa can best be explained.
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Appendix 1: Party Names and Acronyms

Party Acronym Country
African National Congress ANC South Africa
All Nigeria People’s Party ANPP Nigeria

All Progressives Grand Alliance APGA Nigeria
Alliance for Democracy AD Nigeria
Alliance for Democracy AD Malawi
Alliance for Democracy in Mali ADEMA Mali

Alliance of Forces for Progress AFP Senegal
Botswana Congress Party BCP Botswana
Botswana Demaocratic Party BDP Botswana
Botswana National Front BNF Botswana
Congress of Democrats CD Namibia
Democratic Alliance DA+DP South Africa
Democratic Party DP Uganda
Democratic Progressive Party DPP Malawi
Democratic Turnhalle Alliance DTA Namibia
Forum for Democratic Change FDC Uganda
Inkatha Freedom Party IFP South Africa
Kenya African National Union KANU Kenya
Liberal Democratic Party LDP Kenya
Liberation Front of Mozambique FRELIMO Mozambique
Malawi Congress Party MCP Malawi
Movement Citoyen Citoyen Mali
Movement for Democratic Change MDC Zambia
Movement for Democratic Change MDC Zimbabwe
Mozambican National Resistance RENAMO Mozambique
National Congress for Democratic Initiative CNID Ma
National Rainbow Coalition NaRC Kenya
National Resistance Movement NRM Uganda
New National Party NPP South Africa
New Patriotic Party NPP Ghana
Party for National Renewal PARENA Mali
Patriotic Front PF Zambia
People’s Convention Party PCP Ghana
People’s Demaocratic Party PDP Nigeria
Rally For Mali RPM/IBK Mali
Senegalese Demaocratic Party PDS Senegal
Socialist Party PS Senegal
South West Africa People's Organisation SWAPO Némib
Uganda People’s Congress UPC Uganda
Union for Republic and Democracy URD Mali

United Democratic Front UDF Malawi
United National Independence Party UNIP Zambia
United Party for National Development UPND Zambia
Zimbabwe African National Union — Patriotic ZANU-PF Zimbabwe

Front
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Appendix 2: Breakdown of Affiliated and Non-Affilired Groups

Level of political mobilization by country and year

2001 2003 2006
Botswana 76.6% 62.7% 78.7%
Ghana 67.0% 67.3% 66.3%
Kenya * 68.5% 64.1%
Malawi 82.2% 68.4% 61.2%
Mali 51.5% 62.4% 61.1%
Mozambique * 69.6% 81.0%
Namibia 71.0% 79.6% 81.5%
Nigeria 36.8% 52.8% 46.3%
Senegal * 55.3% 53.1%
South Africa 45.5% 72.3% 64.3%
Uganda 33.7% 49.6% 61.8%
Zambia 36.6% 39.9% 52.5%
Zimbabwe 44.3% 48.6% 64.4%
Total 54.1% 62.0% 61.1%
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Level Of Political Mobilization By Language Group®6

Largest 2™ 3 4" largest 5" largest & 7" largest
group % largest largest largest
Botswan Sekala
a Setswana nga
78.4% 78.1%
Ghana Akan Ewe Dagaare Ga/Dang
65.1% 68.5% 62.5% be 67.1%
Kenya Kikuyu  Kalenji Luo Luhya Kamba Kisii Meru/Em
68.5% n 68.4% 61.0% 83.2% 79.9% bu72.7%
70.5%
Malawi Chewa Yao Nyanja Lomwe  Tumbuka
58.0% 69.8% 67.4% 62.5% 68.4%
Mali Bambara Sonrha Peugl| Malink Sonink Dogon
60.8% 70.8% 57.3% 62.0% 49.4% 47.5%
Mozambi Makua Changa Portuges Chuabo Sena
que 87.3% na e 84.2% 87.4% 66.7%
78.7%
Namibia Oshiwam Nama Afrikaan Ojiherero Rukwangal Silozi
bo 87.5% 72.9% s69.2% 72.1% i 85.4% 80.4
Nigeria Housa  Yoruba Igbho
58.5% 33.5% 40.4%
Senegal  Wolof  Pular  Serer Mandink
46.8% 61.7% 60.4% a 64.0%
South Zulu Xhosa Afrikaan Setswana Spedi English Sesotho
Africa 54.8% 776% s47.2% 72.8% 84.2% 40.9% 70.9%
Uganda Luganda Luo Runyank Lusoga Atego Rukiga Lugbara
63.9% 66.6% ole 65.0% 51.6% 56.5% 46.8%
55.0%
Zambia Bemba Tonga Nyanja  Lozi Nsenga
41.5% 65.4% 55.6% 63.2% 57.5%

Zimbabw Shona Ndebel
e 62.1% e
72.4%
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