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Ethnic Fractionalization, Electoral Institutions, and Africans’ Political Attitudes

Abstract

How do electoral institutions interact with themthfractionalization in shaping citizens’ attitiede
towards their political systems? Using Afrobarometavey data collected from 15 sub-Saharan
African countries, along with contextual variablgss study demonstrates that electoral systeme hav
differential effects on citizens’ attitudes abogegime performance in various social contexts.
Majoritarian electoral systems are likely to exaede the negative effect of ethnic fractionalizatio

on popular trust in political institutions, satisfian with democracy, and perception of government
responsiveness. By contrast, proportional reprasigat(PR) electoral systems tend to mitigate these
negative effects. While majoritarian electoral eps$ emphasize the directness and clarity of the
connection between voters and policy-makers, PRsssfacilitate the representation of all factions
in society. At lower levels of ethnic fractionaliima, therefore, majoritarian electoral systems are
better for boosting popular support for the paditisystem, whereas at higher levels of ethnic
fractionalization, PR systems enjoy an advantage.
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Introduction

Similar institutions in different social contextsoduce different outcomes. An extensive literature
documents the role of ethnic cleavages and eldd#wva in determining economic growth, political
stability, and political party systems. Howevettldiis known about how ethnic fractionalization
affects citizens’ attitudes towards their politisgstems and, moreover, how electoral institutions
interact with ethnic fractionalization in shapirigse attitudes.

Popular regime support is critical to democratgitienacy and stability in emerging democracies
(Easton 1965). Citizens’ evaluations of new pdditiegimes are usually based on performance
considerations. Citizens build their own evaluadiofregime performance based on whether or not a
new regime provides what people want and whettadfets a reasonably fair chance for every
individual and group in society to influence goveent decision-making processes. A group of
people feeling politically and economically aliemdis likely to express lower levels of support for
the political system. Lower levels of support umdigee democratic legitimacy, and may result in the
collapse of fledgling democratic regimes.

Is there any effect of ethnic fractionalization@tizens’ attitudes toward regime performance? What
is the role of electoral systems in this processttifude formation? Do electoral systems have
differential impacts on people’s attitudes towdreit political systems in various social contexts?
How do electoral systems interact with the influen€ ethnic heterogeneity on citizens’ levels of
institutional trust, satisfaction with democracggdagerceptions of government efficacy? | address
these questions using Afrobarometer Round 2 suteég collected from 15 sub-Saharan Africa
countries along with national-level data on etliractionalization and electoral systems.

Ethno-linguistic cleavage is one of the most sigaiit factors influencing African politics (Horowit
1985; Joseph 1999; Posner 2005). While a few ciasrlike Botswana and Lesotho are linguistically
homogeneous, a majority of the countries in subaGahAfrica have multiple linguistic groups. A
number of studies argue that ethnic cleavagesgmdisantly associated with voting behavior and
the structure of party systems in Africa (Horowi®91, 1993; Mozaffar et al. 2003; Norris and
Mattes 2003; Posner 2005). The conventional wistaimat ethnic voting and ethnic parties
exacerbate adversarial and confrontational divssiather than accommodating and mitigating
conflicts between ethnic groups. However, thisasailways true. There is evidence of trans-ethnic
party support, for example, in elections in Ghan&992 (Oquaye 1995) and Mali in 1992 (Vengroff
1993, 1994). Senegal has also experienced tranggthrty competition in a series of elections
(Vengroff and Creevey 1997; Villalon 1994).

Between 1990 and 2003, forty-four of the forty-e¢ighb-Saharan African countries introduced
multiparty electoral competition (Bratton and van\Walle 1997; Lindberg 2006). Majoritarian
electoral systems are more common in the regiom phaportional representative (PR) systéms.
While most Africans and outside observers agreeftea and fair multiparty elections are the only
way to create legitimate governments and a negessgp for installing and consolidating democracy
in Africa, there has been no consensus on whatdfiedectoral system is better for political
accommodation and stability in ethnically dividetigties.

Different electoral systems give political elitéstihctive incentives for mobilizing their own
supporters and offer voters different strategiesfmosing their representatives. Moreover, diverse

! The Afrobarometer is a collaborative effort ofeasch partners in various African countries, nurimget 2 in
Round 1 and 16 in Round 2. The sample size in eaghtry is from 1200 to 2400 with respondentsctek
randomly to represent the country’s adult popuratidll interviews were conducted by trained fielohkers in
face-to-face settings in the language of the redpot’'s choice. The project is coordinated by thsitate for
Democracy in South Africa, the Centre for Democr@tevelopment (Ghana), and the Department of Baliti
Science at Michigan State University. For accestata and information on sampling, see
www.afrobarometer.org

% No more than one quarter of the countries of éggon — including Angola, Benin, Cape Verde, Eqriato
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mozambique, NamiBiarra Leone, and South Africa — have adopteibuar
forms of PR system.
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social contexts force party leaders and suppotteasiopt different strategies to win an electiodem
similar electoral institutions. Under a majoritarielectoral system, the interest of a geograplyicall
dispersed minority is likely to be under-represdriteoughout government decision-making
processes. A party based on ethnic cleavage is likehg to win seats in the national legislaturarth
a party based on cross-cutting cleavages, thatreh policy or ideology to attract followers. A
majoritarian electoral system in an ethnically fi@ealized society tends to encourage political
movements to organize around ethnic identitiesigilely to marginalize minority parties from
parliamentary representation. This outcome mayatidte a young democracy.

By contrast, proportional representative (PR) el&tisystems emphasize the representation of all
points of view in the legislature. It is much eas@ minority ethnic parties to receive seatsha t
legislature under PR and this system also motivzdeties to create cross-ethnic or cross-regional
lists in election campaigns. In order to maximizeit share of national votes, parties would like to
demonstrate their appeal across a wide spectrisoodéty. Under PR, political elites have fewer
incentives to make ethnically exclusive appealpfuitical support. While PR systems tend to allow
the representation of extremist groups, it is naoitecal for an emerging democracy in a divided
society that the new political system permits miygrarties to gain parliamentary representatiosh an
gives them an incentive to express their intefasiugh the ballot. Including minority parties ireth
governance of new democratic systems can hel@bilige ethnically diverse states.

This paper explores the effects of ethnic fracti@ation on regime evaluations, and the interactibn
these effects with the type of electoral systemplawe. | find that ethnic fractionalization is négaly
associated with ordinary Africans’ attitudes towtrdir political systems. People living in ethnlgal
heterogeneous societies express lower levels sffitrypolitical institutions and satisfaction with
democracy, and claim that their governments ageriesponsive to their needs than those living in
more homogeneous societies in this region. | atlgbthat electoral systems are likely to interaithw
the negative effects of ethnic diversity on citizsaluations of regime performance. Majoritarian
electoral systems tend to exacerbate the negatipadts of ethnic fractionalization on citizen
evaluations of regime performance, while propoalaiectoral systems tend to mitigate these
negative effects. In contrast, at lower levelstohe& fractionalization, majoritarian electoral srms
are better for boosting public support for a regime

Ethnic Fractionalization and Political Attitudes

The effects of ethnic fractionalizatibhave been broadly studied. Most studies find st tegative
socioeconomic impacts (Alesina and La Ferrara 20@8ier 1998; Easterly and Levine 1997;
Posner 2004). Easterly and Levine (1997) arguestimaic fractionalization significantly undermines
Africa’s rate of economic growth. Highly fractioiedd societies face higher levels of competitive
rent-seeking among competing groups, resultingghdr transactions costs to reach an agreement on
public goods like health service, education, affichgtructure (Alesina and Tabellini 1989; Collier
1998). Additionally, societies with high levelseathnic fractionalization need deeper government
intervention with more regulations (La Porta et1&199), possibly favoring the ethnic group(s) in
power. Governments wind up delivering patronagiavtored groups rather than to the general public.
This leads to more corruption and a reduced quafifyublic goods delivery, producing higher infant
mortality, the persistence of illiteracy, and lovevels of educational attainment.

Another body of literature argues that ethnic dsitgrtends to produce ethnic conflicts and polltica
instability. Some analyses stress that long-standittural differences between ethnic groups make
democratic stability difficult (Rabushka and Shepkd72; Horowitz 1985; Huntington 1996). Others
focus on the recent mobilization and politicizatadrethnic differences by enterprising politicians
(Anderson 1983; Gellner 1983). However, Fearonlaitin (2003) argue that in the period since
1945 there is no evidence demonstrating that etfinersity increases the likelihood of the onset of
civil violence. They find that geographic and ecoimvariables are better predictors of the onset of

% Ethnic fractionalization is defined as the protigbthat two individuals randomly drawn from a sety are
from the same ethnic group.
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civil war than cultural ones. When the state olietyanarginalizes ethnic minority groups that enjoy
access to a base of resources, these groups aedikety to mobilize members to try to exit the
system.

Most of these studies about the effects of ethmictionalization on economic growth and political
instability focus on macro (or national) level arss$. By contrast, this study turns attention & th
individual level, asking in particular how ethnraétionalization shapes ordinary Africans’ politica
attitudes towards new multiparty political regimes.

Ethnically heterogeneous societies are composeadiofersity of tightly bound groups that have
different preferences about what kinds of publiodpshould be provided. Each ethnic group prefers
targeted goods from which they get primary bengdityer than public goods whose gains are shared
with other groups. Voters count on politicians frimir own group to deliver these targeted goods.
And politicians seek votes from the narrow groupegaters who stand to gain the most if they win. In
ethnically fractionalized societies, voters andtdhns find it efficient to make political contiscand
build electoral support among those who sharedaheesethnicity. As a result, a number of studies
show that ethnic cleavages play a prominent rolietermining vote choice in Africa (Mattes and
Gouws 1999; Mattes and Piombo 2001; Norris and @8a2003). Ethnic diversity is more likely to
lead to a political system that “benefits a fevizeibs at the expense of many” (Keefer and Khemani
2005: 1). As a result, compared with the residehtocially homogenous societies, people who live
in ethnically fractionalized settings are lesslijk express confidence in political institutiomisto

be satisfied with democracy, and less likely tadye that governments are responsive to their
demands.

The Mediating Effects of Electoral Institutions

The effects of ethnic fractionalization on citizattitudes towards political systems can be expecated
vary across countries with different electoral egst. Electoral institutions can either mitigate or
reinforce the negative effects of ethnic diversitypublic attitudes towards democratic systems.
Many African elites and some scholars argue thdtipauty elections exacerbate ethnic conflicts and
polarize societies in the region (Sisk and Reynafi38; LeBas, 2006). Yet electoral systems are the
means for connecting ordinary voters with politiebies. In emerging democracies, voting might be
the only peaceful way for citizens to express thesference and to have an influence on decision-
making at the national level. Therefore, it isicét for voters to understand how the electoratesys
counts their votes and whether their votes aré/fegpresented by the rules of their country’s
electoral system.

A number of scholars have studied the interactimig/een ethnic cleavage and electoral institutions.
Horowitz (1991) emphasizes that alternative eletteystems mediate the influence of ethnic
heterogeneity on democratic stability, an insigépful in designing constitutions for new
democracies. Others explore the interaction betwegamc fractionalization and electoral instituton
on the structure of party systems (Ordeshook aive8bva 1994; Neto and Cox 1997; Mozaffar,
Scarritt, and Galaich 2003). Party structure cayy ph important role in stabilizing new democracies
It is a product of the strategic choices of bottev® and candidates, which in turn are shapedéy th
interplay between ethnic cleavages and electosétitions. Popular support for the new regime (or
democratic system) is also a necessary conditiostédility in fledging democracies (Easton 1965;
Norris 1999). In the present study, | propose tieatly adopted electoral institutions interact with
ethnic fractionalization in shaping citizen attiasctowards their political systems, which in tuas h
powerful implications for the consolidation of decnacy.

Several studies empirically demonstrate that malitinstitutions systematically affect citizens’
political support in both established and emergiamocracies (Anderson and Guillory 1997; Norris
1999; Cho and Bratton 2006). However, they reaffbréint conclusions. While Anderson and
Guillory (1997) show that more “consensual” demtcrastitutions increase citizens’ satisfaction
with democracy, Norris (1999) demonstrates thapfgewho live under majoritarian political
institutions express higher levels of institutionahfidence. Cho and Bratton argue that these
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differences arise from the two different measurfgsotitical support used in the analyses: satigfact
with democracy and institutional confidence. Thelas, however, did not consider the possibility
that similar institutions in different social sttuges will have different effects on citizens’ pimial
attitudes.

At a fundamental level, most analysts distinguisb types of electoral system: plurality (or majgyit
vs. proportional representation (PRJPTP (first past the post) is the quintessenkiah®le of a
plurality system. It employs the rule of winner¢a&ll in which the candidate receiving the most
votes wins the election. FPTP emphasizes thetdess and clarity of the connection between voters
and policy-makers, but is less concerned about ntyn@presentation and can even be exclusionary.
On the contrary, a PR system emphasizes the repa¢isa of all the factions in society and hence is
more inclusive, though sometimes at the expensestifong government that is clearly accountable to
voters. The former stresses citizens’ “tight colitom policymakers, while the latter stresses eitig’
“dispersed influence” on policymakers (Powell 2000)

While political scientists interested in electagaljineering agree that the function of electoral
systems varies with social context, they have ctimm® consensus about which kind of electoral
system works better for democratization in ethiycdivided societies. Some argue that proportional
electoral systems are better for reducing coniftictivided societies because they provide poliljcal
marginalized groups with a voice in decision-makibigphart 1999 and 2004; Reynolds 1998 and
1999; Powell 2000). Reynolds (1998) argues thatdtitical for Africa’s emerging, ethnically divee
democracies that newly adopted electoral systelms amall minority parties to be represented in
parliament. However, the list-PR system in Southicafreveals the absence of a strong link between
constituents and representatives, which threatenkegitimacy of the regime.

On the other hand, Horowitz (1991 and 2003) as#esitsPR systems can increase ethnic tension and
lead to polarized politics by allowing parties wéktreme positions to gain representation. He argue
that majoritarian electoral system can instead vatgicandidates or parties with moderate position i
ethnically divided societies by decreasing the ibigy that extreme candidates can win seats.
Moreover, Barkan (1998) argues that majoritariasieays are better for ethnically diverse African
societies, because they directly link voters whitiit representatives, and they tend to promote
integrative bonds across ethnic group lines byroffeincentives for moderation. In addition, Barkan
demonstrates that PR often does not produce miorer fimclusive electoral results than majoritarian
rules in agrarian societies.

Two Cases

The cases of Malawi and Namibia illustrate well haifferent electoral systems interact with ethnic
fractionalization. Malawi, which possesses an FBIEetoral system, is a country of great ethnic
fractionalization. There are at least eleven mejbnic groups, of which the Chewa, Nyanja, and
Tumbuka language blocs are the largest, but n@one is seen to dominate the others. Ethnically-
based regional polarization is a dominant feat@ifdaawian politics (Englund 2002, Posner 1995,
Reynolds 1999), with three major parties each datimg its own region: the Alliance for Democracy
(AFORD) in Northern region, the Malawian Congresst{?(MCP) in the Central region, and the
United Democratic Front (UDF) in the Southern regioAll parties regularly fail to attract votes
outside their home base. In the 1994 parliamergagtions, for example, MCP won 5 seats (7
percent) out of 76 with 16.5 percent of votes fitim Southern region. Bakili Muluzi of UDF won the
1999 presidential election with 51.4 percent ofubtes cast (defeating AFORD and MCP coalition
candidate Gwanda Chakuamba). 75 percent of thees were from his native Southern region.

Under the FPTP system, both Northern and Centgabms face a reality of permanent exclusion from
the power. The ruling UDF has little incentive t@yide resource to these regions, where it neither
expects nor needs much support. The resulting maigation of the North and Centre could

* There are additional important distinctions, isemiproportional and mixed member proportionajpfhart
1999).
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destabilize the Malawian state as a whole. Indéned¢ountry’s score of the Freedom House index,
which measures political rights and civil libertibsis been worsened from 2.5 in 1994 to 4 in 2004.

While the use of a PR system in Malawi would natdpia significant change into the seat allocation
across major parties, it would allow all three j@arto have more even distribution of seats with th
votes that currently appear to be “wasted” undemRTP system. All three parties would have
incentives to try to gain votes in all regionscgirevery vote counts toward determining the overall
number of seats won at the national level undeR &y&tem. Such incentives motivate parties to
approach voters outside of their traditional ethoricegional boundaries. The dominance of different
parties in each of the three regions would be @aigid. With the degree of ethnic fractionalizatiod a
geographical concentration, a PR system would ingrepresentation and lead to political
stabilization in this emerging democracy.

In contrast to the experience in Malawi, the natldist-PR system has allowed the Namibian
National Assembly to be fairly reflective of Namahi society as a whole. Ethnicity is a salient facto
in Namibian politics. Ovambo speakers, who mak&Lpercent of the population, largely support
the ruling South West Africa People’s OrganizafiS8iVAPO). Because SWAPO continues to attract
the votes of a significant number of non-Ovambaakpes, its vote share in parliamentary elections
has increased from 57.3 percent of the vote cak®®d to 75.1 percent in 2004. In the 2004 National
Assembly election, the Congress of Democrats (C@lld 7.2 percent of the vote (for 5 seats), the
Democratic Turnhalle Alliance of Namibia (DTA) gaih5.0 percent (for 4 seats), and the National
Unity Democratic Organization (NUDO) received 4ergent (for 3 seats). The United Democratic
Front (UDF) won 3 seats with 3.5 percent, while Republican Party (RP) and the Monitor Action
Group (MAG) each won one seat in the Assembly. UadePTP system, most of those small parties
would have little chance of winning seats in theidial Assembly. Using the 1989 Namibian
parliamentary election results, Reynolds (1999 22&dicts changes in seat distribution under a
FPTP system and finds that all of the small paxtiesld have lost their seats except the DTA. Under
a majoritarian electoral system, the votes for gijum parties would have no influence on seat
distribution and supporters of these parties waelanarginalized from the democratic systems.
While it has a one-party dominant system (van Qraanegh, 2006), Namibia has consistently secured
relatively high scores in the Freedom House Indepotitical rights (2) and civil liberties (3) siec
1990.

Data and Measurement

The literature thus proposes that higher levekstiofiic fractionalization should decrease popular
attachments to government and political institigidhalso suggests, however, that proportional
electoral systems can help to mitigate these negatipacts of ethnic fractionalization. To teststhe
hypotheses, this study uses survey data from Rawidhe Afrobarometer, conducted in 15 countries
between June 2002 and November 2003.

| utilize several survey measurements to tap tkegedimensions of attitudes about the performance
of an elected regime: (1) trust in political ingtibns, (2) satisfaction with democracy, and (3)
perceptions of government responsiveness. Exastiqnevording and response categories for all
items are given in Appendix 1. | assume that tiesasurements reflect citizen evaluations of
demaocratic regime performance. The first measimast in Palitical Ingtitutions, is an index that

sums popular trust in eight political institutiomise president, parliament, the national electoral
commission, the ruling party, opposition partié, army, courts of law, and the police. The second,
Satisfaction with Democracy, is a single survey item that measures how sedigfitizens are “with the
way democracy works in (this country).” FinalResponsiveness, is an index constructed from
guestions that asked respondents how much ofrtieettiey think elected leaders try their best: “To
look after the interests of people like you?” afid listen to what people like you have to say?”

® For more information about the Afrobarometer Rodndee (Afrobarometer Network 2004). Zimbabwe is
excluded since key questions for this study weteasked in the 2004 survey there.
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As for independent variables, | represent ethrctionalization with théolitically Relevant Ethnic
Groups (PREG) measure developed by Daniel N. Posner (2004 pé&bethnic fractionalization to
have a negative effect on trust in political indtins, satisfaction with democracy, and perceived
government responsiveness.

| also add a dummy variable for majoritarian elesitgystems (1 for FPTP or Two-Round system and
0 for the others). Table 1 gives information ométhractionalization and electoral systems acfdss
sub-Saharan African countries in this study. Ninead 15 countries have majoritarian electoral
systems.

Table 1. Ethnic fractionalization and electoral sytems in 15 sub-Saharan Africa countries

Country PREG Electoral systém
Botswana 0 FPTP
Cape Verde 0 List-PR
Ghana 0.44 FPTP
Kenya 0.57 FPTP
Lesotho 0 MMP
Malawi 0.55 FPTP
Mali 0.13 TRS
Mozambique 0.36 List-PR
Namibia 0.55 List-PR
Nigeria 0.66 FPTP
Senegal 0.14 Parallel-PB
South Africa 0.49 List-PR
Tanzania 0.59 FPTP
Uganda 0.63 FPTP
Zambia 0.71 FPTP
Mean 0.41

a. Source: International IDEAww.idea.int
Key: FPTP=First Past the Post, MMP=Mixed Memberm®Brtonal, TRS=Two-Round System, PB=Party Block,
List PR=List Proportional Representation.

I am specifically interested in whether electosatems alleviate or exacerbate the impacts of ethni
fractionalization on citizens’ attitudes towardithgolitical systems. To test this hypothesis, dl @h
interaction term PREG x Majoritarian system— into the models. | expect that the interactiomte
will have negative coefficients for all three de@ent variables. In other words, the majoritarian
electoral systems are expected to reinforce thativegeffects of ethnic diversity on citizens’
attitudes toward regime performance.

A number of individual level variables are useadntrol for demographic and attitudinal factors.
Because numerous studies find that perceptiortsecé¢onomy influence attitudes about regime
performance (Weatherford 1987; Clark, Dutt, andriberg 1993; Listhaung and Wiberg 1995;
Anderson and Guillory 1997), two measures of ecaog@arformance evaluation are included, one
based on personal (egocentric) economic conditams.a second based on perceived national
(sociotropic) economic conditions. In addition,d&s of political support demonstrate that an
individual's cognitive orientation ahterest in politics has a positive effect on attitudes toward the
political systems (Almond and Verba 1965; Weatherft091). Further, to control for organizational
and other affiliations, this study includes indived's memberships in voluntary associations, their
identification with political parties, and theirmacts with public officials (Bratton et al. 200550-
68). | also control for age, education, gender, @béhn or rural habitation. Appendix 2 gives
descriptive statistics for all of these variables.
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Findings

This study finds that electoral systems have dfi&al impacts on people’s attitudes toward their
political systems in various social contexts. Tablaesents the coefficients for the models foheac
of the three dependent variabl&sust in political institutions; Satisfaction with democracy; and
Responsiveness. Each model was run twice, once with the inteaacterm between ethnic
fractionalization and electoral system (Model 2}t first without (Model 1). The dependent variables
are all coded so that higher scores are associdtieanore positive attitudes towards the political
system.

Table 2. Impact of ethnic fractionalization and eletoral systems on attitudes about trust in
political institutions, satisfaction with democracy and government responsiveness

Trust in Political Satisfaction with

L Responsiveness
Institutions Democracy P

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

National level

PREG -3.299** -1.376** -0.239** 0.080 -0.759*  -0.025**
(0.165) (0.263) (0.031) (0.049) (0.028) (0.044)

Majoritarian system 0.471* 1.163* 0.128** 0.319** 0.176** 0.610**
(0.083) (0.147) (0.016) (0.028) (0.014) (0.025)

PREG x Majoritarian -3.121** -0.515** -1.179*

system (0.332) (0.062) (0.056)

Individual level

National economic -0.021 -0.008 0.054** 0.056** 0.032** 0.037**
condition (0.036) (0.036) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)
Personal economic 0.702** 0.658** 0.146** 0.138** 0.047* 0.030**
condition (0.034) (0.034) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)  (0.006)
Interest in politics 0.067* 0.077** 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.007
(0.029) (0.029) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005)  (0.005)
Contact 0.204** 0.219** 0.012** 0.014** 0.029* 0.035**
(0.017) (0.017) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)  (0.003)
Memberships 0.141** 0.142** 0.012** 0.012** 0.019* 0.019**
(0.018) (0.018) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)  (0.003)
Winner 2.218** 2.183* 0.323** 0.317** 0.077* 0.065**
(0.072) (0.072) (0.013) (0.013) (0.012) (0.012)
Age 0.002 0.002 0.002** 0.002** 0.001 -0.001
(0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Education -0.389** -0.394** -0.034** -0.035**  -0.025**  -0.028**
(0.019) (0.019) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
Female -0.470** -0.459** -0.01** -0.008** -0.019 -0.015
(0.070) (0.069) (0.013) (0.013) (0.012) (0.012)
Urban -0.626** -0.689** -0.077* -0.086** 0.051* 0.028**

(0.075)  (0.075) (0.014) (0.014)  (0.013)  (0.013)

Constant 9.800%*  9.397*  2.002*  1.935%  0.915%*  0.759*
(0.180) (0.185) (0.034) (0.035)  (0.031)  (0.031)

Adj. R-squared 0.140 0.143 0.104 0.107 0.059 0.079
N 21986 21986 19951 19951 20907 20907

Note: OLS estimates. Standard errors are in pageath * Significant gt < 0.05 (two-tail); ** Significant ap
< 0.01 (two-tail). Model 2 has an interaction terrRREG x Majoritarian system.
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| find strong evidence that ethnic fractionalizatitas a negative effect on citizens’ attitudes tdwa
their political system. Citizens living in a contet ethnic diversity are likely to express lowevels

of institutional trust and satisfaction with demacy, and are less likely to claim that government i
responsive to their needs. Moreover, the resuttsodstrate that electoral systems interact with the
effects of ethnic fractionalization on citizendfitides towards regime performance. The coeffisient
for the interaction term between PREG and majadsiteglectoral system are negative and statistically
significant across all three models. Electoral exyst therefore have different effects in different
social contexts. Majoritarian electoral systemafmce the negative impacts of ethnic
fractionalization on citizens’ attitudes towardirag performance. Conversely, proportional electoral
systems mitigate the negative effects of ethnierdiiy.

This important point can be reinforced with courgramples. Malawi and Namibia have similar
levels of ethnic fractionalization (PREG = 0.55)t have different electoral system: the former has
FPTP and the latter a List-PR system. The poliat@iudes of their citizens also diverge and in
expected directions. 49 percent of Malawian redpats say that they are either “fairly satisfied” o
“very satisfied” with the way democracy works, ddveaverage means score. But 69 percent of
Namibians are satisfied, thus placing themselvesngnthe most satisfied publics in Afrobarometer
Round 2 (2003j.0ver the course of three surveys, satisfactioh démocracy has declined in
Malawi, from 57 percent in 1999 to 26 percent i20while it has marginally increased in Namibia,
from 64 percent in 1999 to 69 percent in 2006 (Bfrmmeter Network 2006).

We also observed big differences in public confadeim the president between the two countries
from 1999 to 2006: 50 percent of respondents thespresident in Malawi and 73 percent in Namibia
in 1999; 48 percent in Malawi and 76 percent in Meéanin 2002; 60 percent in Malawi and 80
percent in Namibia in 2005 (Afrobarometer Netwo@08&). While the Afrobarometer mean value of
trust in the president is at least 55 percentigmgbriod, the levels of Malawian trust are alwbhgw
the mean value and those of Namibian trust areya\Wwagh above the mean. Importantly, the high
levels of Namibian confidence in the president sk@ns-ethnic party support. Since 1994 elections,
the number of votes for the SWAPO (more than 78grgrof votes cast) has been far beyond the size
of the largest ethnic group, Ovambo speakers. Aftmineter survey data shows that the size of non-
Ovamno speaker supporting for the SWAPO has inetkbg 8 percentage points from 31 percent of
the SWAPO supporters in 1999 to 39 percent in Z8&ple’s perception of government
responsiveness is consistent with this pattern.méan value for this variable is statistically dint
between the two countries: 0.53 for Malawi and G@M™Namibia’ Namibians are more likely to

claim that government is responsive to people’'siests than are Malawians in Round 2.

To be sure, electoral arrangements are not thefomhyative factor. Among individual-level
predictors, citizens’ perceptions of personal ecgiscconditions have significant, positive effects
across all three models. Consistent with findirgenfa previous analysis, organizational affiliagon
also have significant effects (Bratton et al. 200%ople who make more frequent contact with public
officials and who are more involved in voluntangasiations are more likely to show positive
attitudes towards democratic political systems.e®factors being equal, people who feel close ¢o th
governing party (winners) are more likely than ogipon supporters (losers) to show higher levels of
institutional trust and satisfaction with democrgayd to claim that government is more respongive t
their requests, findings that are also consistéihit previous research (Anderson and Guillory 1997;
Norris 1999). Interest in politics has a signifitgrositive effect on institutional trust, but ra
satisfaction with democracy or evaluations of respeeness.

Higher levels of education are consistently assediavith negative attitudes towards political
systems across all three models. People who livelban areas are likely to express lower levels of
institutional trust and satisfaction with democrgayt show better perceptions of government
responsiveness than those in rural areas. Thafeds significant difference in institutional trasd
satisfaction with democracy between men and woM&men are likely to express lower levels of

® Mean difference test: t = -10.84.
"t=-11.25.
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trust in political institutions and less satisfactiwith democracy than men after controlling fdvest
factors, which may be explained by the fact thah need to be more attentive to politics than

8
women:

Substantive interpretation

Interaction effects are often difficult to expldig looking at regression results. While the sign of
coefficients can lead to a quick understandinggrothe substantive message is more complicated.
Certainly that is the case with the above resatsndicated by Figures 1, 2, andBigure 1
demonstrates the results of the interaction effactise second regression model for trust in puaiti
institutions, fixing all other variables at theieam and assuming that the respondent in questam is
urban female who feels close to the ruling party.cAn be seen, at low levels of ethnic
fractionalization, citizens living in majoritarigectoral systems are likely to show higher lewaéls
institutional trust than those living in PR systetdswever, as ethnic fractionalization increaskes, t
difference diminishes, until at a PREG of 0.5 thereo difference between the two. Above this level
of ethnic fractionalization, those living in PR &mis are likely to express higher levels of
institutional trust than those living in majoritani systems. It is evident that majoritarian eledtor
systems are highly sensitive to ethnic fractiorsian. While there is no significant change in gdapu
trust in political institutions among people livingPR systems, the level of institutional trustogug
people living in majoritarian systems decreasesifiigntly as ethnic fractionalization increases.

Figure 1. Expected value of trust in political insitutions in majoritarian and PR systems at
different levels of ethnic fractionalizatiorf
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8 Bratton et al. (2005) find that men are more kil report attending community meetings and cdirtgc
government officials than women.

° Expected values are the mean of the 1000 simuéateelcted values generated by Clarify 2.1 (Tomz,
Wittenberg, and King 2003).

? Dotted lines present 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 2, which refers to Satisfaction with demagrandicates a similar pattern, again fixing other
variables at their mean and assuming a femalegrplémty supporter living in an urban area. At low
levels of ethnic fractionalization, people in mdtgnan electoral systems have higher levels of
satisfaction with democracy than in PR systemsPRE&G increases, however, the gap in satisfaction
with democracy between the two systems diminisinetd, it reaches zero at the PREG of 0.6. Above
this point, PR systems are likely to produce hidbeels of popular satisfaction with democracy than
majoritarian ones. PR systems actually invert ggative effects of ethnic fractionalization even
though the slope of the PR systems is only margipaisitive. Because every vote is counted to
distribute seats in parliament, PR systems dotarjeb of improving representation for ethnic
minorities. With less than 5 percent of votes, $ipaifties such as NUDO, UDF, RP, and MAG, have
at least one seat in the Namibian National Asseni®i®y/systems also motivate political parties to go
beyond their traditional ethnic or regional bounesto get support. In Namibia, for example, the
ruling SWAPO has recruited many political leaderd ardinary members from its opponents such as
the DTA.

Figure 2. Expected value of satisfaction with demoacy in majoritarian and PR systems at
different levels of ethnic fractionalization
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PREG
Figure 3 reveals a similar pattern with respe@wualuations of responsiveness. Below a PREG of 0.5,

majoritarian systems produce more positive evaduatiwhile above this level PR systems produce
more positive results.
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Figure 3. Expected Value of Responsiveness in maitarian and PR systems at different
levels of ethnic fractionalization
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These figures clearly demonstrate the interacteiwéen ethnic fractionalization and electoral
systems in the formation of citizens’ attitudes &oevtheir political systems. Majoritarian electoral
systems tend to exacerbate the negative effeashoic fractionalization on people’s attitudes abou
regime performance. Among people living in majgiéa electoral system, as ethnic fractionalization
increases, their levels of trust in political ingtions, satisfaction with democracy, and perceptib
government responsiveness consistently decreassorsast, PR systems are likely to minimize the
negative effects of high levels of. These resuktscansistent with Lijphart’s (1999) argument about
how electoral systems work in societies with ettdiversity.

These findings suggest that when people in relgtivemogeneous society evaluate regime
performance they are more likely to place emphasiaccountability. It is important for them
whether voters have a chance to directly rewanglioish their representatives. At high levels of
ethnic fractionalization, on the contrary, peopie more likely to focus on achieving representation
as a basis for their evaluation of regime perforceairor them it is critical that a political system
allows every ethnic group to have a fair opportutatelect their own representatives.

Three Rounds of Afrobarometer surveys (Afrobaromittwork 2006: 19) clearly present the large
differences in trends in popular satisfaction vdémocracy between Malawi and Namibia. While
both countries have similar levels of ethnic fractilization, the different electoral systems thayeh
adopted have created the opposite directional $randitizens’ attitudes toward the political syste
The FPTP electoral system in Malawi has margindlménority groups and excluded them from the
power, increasing their dissatisfaction with thenderatic system. The PR system in Namibia
minimizes “wasted votes” and maximizes represemtati all factions of society, on the other hand,
increasing levels of popular satisfaction with derasy works in Namibia over the last 8 years.

Conclusion

This study has considered the combinatory effeicethmic cleavages and electoral systems on
attitudes towards political systems in 15 sub-Samafrican countries. | find evidence to indicate
ethnic fractionalization is likely to decrease plgpurust in political institutions, satisfactiorittv
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democracy, and perceptions that citizens can infegovernments. The evidence also demonstrates
that majoritarian electoral systems exacerbatedgative effects of high levels of ethnic
fractionalization on citizens’ attitudes towardgiree performance. Majoritarian electoral systems
offer less opportunity for ethnically marginalizgbups to elect representatives from their owniethn
group and to provoke alienation from the politisgdtem. As levels of ethnic fractionalization
increase, people living in the majoritarian eleat@ystems — as in Malawi — are likely to become
increasingly dissatisfied. Conversely, PR systeras in Namibia — seem to help to mitigate the
negative effects of high levels of ethnic fractiliretion, sometimes actually inverting these negati
effects to positive ones.

These findings have implications for public poligyfter democratic transition, many new
democracies have sought to develop new constigitippropriate for their own social structure.
Electoral institutions represent intermediary mexd$mas linking voters’ preferences with the
performance of the government. In this regard,tetat systems are not neutral. They may
consistently include some groups in decision-makiragesses, while excluding others. Moreover,
similar electoral institutions in countries witHfdrent levels of ethnic fractionalization tend to
produce different levels of public support for thaditical system. If we can design political
institutions to generate higher levels of suppaortfiie regime in a given social context, this méigro
significant benefit to the process of democratarati
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Appendix 1

Satisfaction with democracy: “Overall, how satidfire you with the way democracy works in your
country? Are you” (1= “not at all satisfied”; 2 ndt very satisfied”; 3 = “fairly satisfied”; 4 = ary
satisfied.”

Trust in institutions: “How much do you trust eagftthe following institutions: the President, the
National Assembly, the National Electoral Commissithe ruling party, opposition political parties,
the army, the police, and courts of law?” (0 = “aball”; 1= “a little bit”; 2 = "a lot”; 3 = “a vey
great deal.”)

Responsiveness: “How much of the time do you tleieicted leaders, like parliamentarians or local
councilors, try their best: A. To look after theerests of people like you?; B. To listen to what
people like you have to say?” (0 = “never”; 1 =i of the time”; 2 = “most of the time”; 3 =
“always.”)

Economic performances: “In general, how would yeadatibe: A. The present economic condition of
this country?; B. Your own present living condit®i (1 = “very bad”; 2 = “fairly bad”; 3 = “neither
good nor bad; 4 = “fairly good”; 5 = “very good.”)

Interest in politics: “How interested are you irbpa affairs?” (0 = “not interested”; 1 = “somewhat
interested”; 2 = “very interested.”)

Voluntary association memberships: “Now | am gdimgead out a list of groups that people join or
attend. For each one, could you tell me whetherarewan official leader, an active member, an
inactive member, or not a member: A. a religiousugr B. a trade union or farmers association, C. a
professional or business association, D. a commueitelopment or self-help association?” (0 = “not
a member”; 1 = “inactive member”; 2 = “active menib8 = “official leader.”)

Contacting officials: “During the past year, hovtesf have you contacted any of the following
persons for help to solve a problem or to give tlyenr views: A. a local government councilor, B. a
National Assembly representative, C. an officiah@fovernment ministry, D. a political party
official?” (0 = “never”; 1 = “only once”; 2 = “a f@ times”; 3 = “often.”)

Winner: “Do you feel close to any particular partf/80, which party is that?” (1 = if respondent
chooses the party that won the most recent ele@ienotherwise.)

Education: “What is the highest level of educatfon have completed?’ (0= “no formal schooling”;
1 =“informal schooling only”; 2 = “some primarytsaol completed”; 3 = “primary school
completed”; 4 = “some secondary school/high schdoF “secondary school/high school
completed”; 6 = “post-secondary qualifications,estthan university”; 7 = “some university”; 8 =
“university completed”; 9 = “post-graduate.”)

Age: “How old were you at your last birthday?” (genfrom 18 to 100 years old)

Gender: (0 = male; 1 = female)

Urban: (0 = rural; 1 = urban)
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Appendix 2. Descriptive statistics of variables

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Trust in Political Institutions 24301 10.48 5.50 0 24
Satisfaction with Democracy 21650 2.61 0.96 1 4
Responsiveness 23007 0.97 0.86 0 3
National economic condition 23736 2.68 1.23 1 5
Personal economic condition 24197 2.68 1.17 1 5
Interest in politics 23840 1.22 0.74 0 2
Contact 24301 1.31 2.24 0 12
Memberships 23197 2.42 2.09 0 12
Winner 24301 0.04 0.49 0 1
Age 23665 36.30 14.77 18 105
Education 24229 3.15 2.00 0 9
Female 24301 0.50 0.50 0 1
Urban 24301 0.38 0.48 0 1
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