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Do Free Elections Foster Capable Gover nments?
The Democr acy-Gover nance Connection in Africa’

Abstract

Does democratization lead to improved governantki® exploratory paper addresses this question with
reference to a cross-section of sub-Saharan Afrocamtries using macro, micro and trend data. The
results show an elective affinity between free s and improved governance. But any democracy
advantage is more apparent in relation to some riinas governance than others. For example, while
elections apparently boost the rule of law and rmbmf corruption, they also seem to undercut the
transparency of government procedures and the mes@mess of elected officials. To address thageb
on causality, the paper compares governance pafaenbefore and after electoral alternations, both
across countries and in one particular country (Malt concludes that, as a rule of thumb for pyli
sequencing, democracy promotion need not awajpbtioe establishment of a rule of law.

! paper presented at a World Bank/Yale Universityk&kop on “Managing the Politics of Governance Rafin
Africa and the Middle East,” Washington D.C., OaoR4-26, 2008
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I ntroduction

Over the last two decades, Africa’s political eoniment has opened up. To varying degrees in difter
countries, military ande jureone-party regimes have made way for multipartymetition. To be sure, the
guality of new African democracies is often strainén many countries, fragile multiparty regimegxist
with persistent social conflict, imperfect elecpmeak political institutions, and presidents wgkek to
govern outside the rule of law.

But there is no gainsaying the fact that, overtenty-year period from 1988 to 2007, sub-Saharfic#
(SSA) became a more democratic region. Accordirfgyéedom House, the number of countries designated
“not free” dropped by half (from 32 to 14), alondgsia doubling of those that moved from “not frez” t

“partly free” (from 12 to 23). Most importantlyhe number of countries that became “free” incredisad

2 to 11 (Freedom House 2008; Puddington 2008jven a low starting point, the rate of political
liberalization in the post-Cold War period was afijugreater in sub-Saharan Africa than in any otherld
region apart from the former Soviet bloc (Finkeakt2006; Markoff 2009).

But does democratization lead to improved govereanbo freely elected regimes automatically perform
better at public management than regimes instaleauthoritarian means? Even if multiparty ruleecs
certain advantages, do these apply equally tarakisions of governance? And what is the causattibn
of any democracy-governance connection? Afteifalemocratization occurs more commonly in cow@sri
that are already relatively well governed, themauld be a mistake to attribute any improvements in
governance to political liberalization and freectilens.

This exploratory paper seeks preliminary answethdee questions with reference to a cross-sectienb-
Saharan African countries in 2005. | examine thmakcracy-governance connection both at macro level,
using aggregate data, and at micro level, drawing comparative survey of the attitudes of African
citizens. The paper also employs inter-temporalyais in a bid to advance the debate on causdlity.
compare perceived governance performance beforaféerkelectoral alternations, both across counied
in one particular country (Mali).

A Democr acy-Gover nance Connection?

A valid inquiry into linkages between democracy godernance requires strict independence of key
concepts. It is necessary to reject at the othsetonflated, hybrid notion of “democratic goveroa,”
which seeks to merge concepts by definition. Aerfanitful approach begins by breaking apart the tw
components and describing each separately. Fquttposes of this paper | defidemocracyn minimal,
procedural terms as a political regime installeglisee and fair multiparty election in which alintenders
accept the results (Collier and Levitsky, 1997}lefinegovernanceéroadly as the act or process of
imparting authoritative direction and coordinattororganizations in an environment (Hyden and Bratt
1992; Pierre 2000). But I apply the concept nalydw central governments, excluding global, cogtey
civic and local forms of governance (Hirst 2000).

Thus, when the democracy-governance connectiooilsdodown to operational essentials, we are léft w
the following research question: Do free electifasdéer capable governments?

It seems sensible to suppose that the adventretyyfelected political regime would have beneficia
consequences for governmental performance. Orgbbp@season is that elections confer political
legitimacy: having voted for a government, citigeme more willingly to comply with it, thus redngithe
costs of enforcing public policies, especially upplar ones. Secondly, democratic regimes areliedthy
means of a mechanism of political equality: onespe, one vote. Especially where poverty is widesg,
political democratization implies social and ecoimmmadistribution, including by making public sergs
more accessible, efficient and equitable. A femadl more explicit route from democracy to good
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governance concerns political responsiveness. Begaolitical leaders — from local government cdore
all the way up to the national president — areestttip reelection after a fixed term of office,yHace
incentives to attend to the expressed needs ofit@gs in the intervals between elections.

Of course, democratization may undermine good gwrare, for example by encouraging populist policy
responses that exceed the limits of prudent gomeméHuntington 1968; Kitschelt and Wilkinson 200A)
transition to democracy may also allow an incréeag®rruption; since the prospect of open electiaises
political insecurity for incumbent elites, they melyoose to discount the future by acceleratingdhe at
which they grab rents (Bates 2008). Or by diffiggpower and multiplying the number of potentiaiove
points, the introduction of democratic procedurey make decision-making less transparent and less
understandable to ordinary citizens (Tsebelis 2002)

In theorizing mechanisms through which democrdéct®ns might plausibly affect governance, it bees
apparent that governance has multiple aspectslygtadave long recognized the multidimensionaiityhe
concept. The World Bank Institute, for examplapgases six dimensions ranging from “voice and
accountability” to “control of corruption” (Kauffrman et al. 2008). | find this classification useduld
employ it in an initial analysis below. But foretbretical and methodological reasons | prefer tthéx
decompose governance along different lines, boitietotify additional governance dimensions andnabde
operational research using indicators availablfinbarometer surveys.

My alternate scheme proposes three main typeswafrgance: administrative, economic, and political.
Each can be broken down in three ways, makingah ¢détnine dimensions in all.

Theadministrative dimensions of good governance concern:
(a) legality (whether the government observes a rule of law);
(b) transparencywhether government procedures are open for ak&); and,
(c) honestywhether government officials are free of corrup}io
Theeconomic dimensions of good governance cover:
(a) effectivenesévhether government is able to attain its statdaty goals);
(b) efficiency(whether public goods are delivered on a cost-&ffedasis); and,
(c) equity(whether citizens enjoy equality of access tolab# public goods).
And thepolitical dimensions of governance consist of:
(a) responsivenegsvhether elected officials act according to poppldorities);
(b) accountability(whether unresponsive public officials can beigigeed); and,
(c) legitimacy(whether citizens willingly obey the government).
A fine-grained framework of this sort allows usutapack the encompassing notion of governance as a

prelude to exploring the possibility that demoaation has differential effects. For example, pbthesize
that free elections will boost the political legiticy of an incumbent government, especially if tedes

Copyright Afrobarometer

(9] 2



precipitate an alternation of ruling parties. @a bther hand, | expect that elections and altema&bffer no
guarantees that political representatives will igadspond to popular preferences in the pericgtsiben
elections. Having presented evidence in suppdheade hypotheses, this paper concludes by argjugng
new African democracies manifest a worrisome “repngation gap” between the electorate and
representative institutions.

M acr o Connections

If the recent wave of free elections in sub-Sah@faica has fostered gains in the quality of public
management, then a general democracy-governanceaan should be evident across countries. The
availability of aggregate indicators of democraag.g- from Freedom House — and governance — em. fr
the World Bank Institute — facilitate such an asay

But words of caution are due about the limitatiohsommon data sources (Bollen 1993; Arndt and Oman
2006; Kurtz and Schrank 2007). Take the measureaietemocracy. The “Freedom in the World” survey
published annually over the past thirty years leBom House (FH) evaluates the political rights ciwidl
liberties available to citizens, now across 198stalt measures the range of voter choices and th
enjoyment (or not) of supportive constitutional gurdees. As such, the survey tends to capture the
openness of political regimes as experienced withuaiety — that is, popular freedoms — rather than
democratic qualities of political institutioper se Hence, freedom indicators are best supplemearidd
validated by institutional indicators. The Polity Project, for example, distinguishes democratid an
autocratic forms of authority (on a scale of +16-1@) with reference to institutional charactecistike the
mode of executive recruitment, the extent of caiists on executive authority, and the degree dfigal
competition (Polity 2008).

Due to complex dimensionality of the concept of gmance, its measurement is not straightforwatte T
World Governance Indicators (WGI) currently set tiethodological standard by providing systematic
estimates of relative public sector performance2fiit countries and territories from 1996 onwards.
Reflecting inherent imprecision, the World Banktitude (WBI) provides explicit margins of error feach
country estimate. For the purposes of this stufigd utility in just five of the six WGI dimensits of
governance: political stability, government effeehess, regulatory quality, rule of law, and cohtf
corruption. The sixth dimension — voice and actabitity — is based partly on FH scores for ciilidrties
and political rights (among ten other representasiources). Thus, to reduce possible endogemeity i
estimates of the effects of democratization on ggmeernance, | drop the “voice and accountability”
dimension of governance.

Table 1 is a summary of the macro-level connectimte/een metrics of democracy — as measured by
Freedom House and Polity IV — and the World Govecedndicators. All aggregate data are drawn from
the universe of sovereign states in sub-Sahardna®fiN= 48). Cell entries are bivariate correlatio
coefficients?

The first result worth noting is that, regardlesthe method of measurement, democracy has sulysignt
strong and statistically significant links to gowvance. Democracy is positively associated withnyeve
governance dimension (as these are conceived ByBigand with a mean WGI score calculated as an
average of five dimensions (excluding “voice andoamtability”). Without at this stage imputing
directionality to the relationship, a simple maaralysis suggests an apparent elective affinitkinvit
African countries between democracy and governatiee more democratic the regime, the better dence
at governance.

Second, the strength of this democracy-governaoegertion depends on the method of measurement.
When democracy is measured using FH scores, cioredeare systematically stronger than when
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democracy is measured using Polity IV indicatdraleed the FH-WGI coefficients are so large (r Z*7*
for a mean index, rising to r = .830*** when themdinsion of “voice and accountability” is includedthe
index) as to call into question the independendaditators. Could it be thall WBI indicators overlap

with FH scores? Stated differently, are the WBlidators a methodological analog of the hybrid emof
“democratic governance”? One possibility is thet tompilers of the WBI source materials inadveiyen
incorporate knowledge about a country’s statuse#dom into their judgments about the quality ®f it
governance. The Polity indicators were developedfseparate purpose and are not employed as a WGI
source. Perhaps for this reason, the Polity-W@ffaments — although positive, strong and sigmifit

(mean r = .545***) — are more plausible becausg f®vide a greater degree of assurance that demycr
and governance were conceived and measured sdparate

Table 1: Democracy and Governance: Macro Connections, 2005

World Governance Indicator s of Democr acy
Indicators

Freedom House Pality 1V
Political Stability 706+ 55+
Government Effectiveness 730%** 525%**
Regulatory Quality .684*** 488+
Rule of Law VA i 526+
Control of Corruption .693*** A88*r*
Mean WGI Score, 2005 74+ 545+ **

Sources: Freedom House 2008 (N = 48), Polity 200& 41), World Bank Institute (2008)
Cell entries are bivariate correlation coefficients
*** gignifies p=<.001.

Third, and notwithstanding the method of measurdntkare is rough equivalence in the relative intgce
of democracy to different dimensions of governan€er both FH and Polity, democracy is more closely
associated with theule of lawandgovernment effectivenetsgmn withregulatory qualityandcontrol of
corruption | take this aprima facieevidence that, if democratization has formatifea$ on the
subsequent quality of governance (a propositiorigybe confirmed), then it does so more throughesom
governance channels than via others. | would @xpacexample, that democracy — a form of consttal
rule requiring regular elections and term limitsaffice holders — helps to reinforce a rule of laBut
precisely because free elections may compel pialiticto seek an expanded pool of patronage resyurce
democratization is less strongly associated willtigs to deregulate economic markets or to control
corruption. A key purpose of the rest of this papeo further explore such differential effects.

Micro Connections

So far, macro-level analysis suggests a crude @s®ocbetween democracy and governance, with the
strength of the connection dependent on the dimarndigovernance. This section of the paper seeks
refute, corroborate or refine these results abitoeo level using survey data on the popular peioap of
ordinary Africans. Do Africans themselves thinkytare obtaining good governance? By way of answer
compare public opinions across democratic and monedratic regimes.

Data are drawn from 25,397 face-to-face interviearsducted in 2005 during Round 3 of the
Afrobarometer. The data are pooled from 18 cousitiyeys, all of which used a standard survey
instrument. Each country is represented by a national prdibabample in which every adult citizen had an
equal and known chance of inclusion. Sample seege from 1161 to 2400 respondents per country,
although, in the descriptive statistics reportecehthe data are weighted to represent each coeqtally (n
=1200). The margin of sampling error is neverertan 3 percent at a 95 percent level of confied2nc
Afrobarometer surveys are concentrated in countii@shave undergone at least some degree ofgadbliti
and economic liberalization in the last decade.séch, the results represent the continent’s muesh o
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societies and cannot be taken as representatiS8afas a whol&.

To measure the extent of democracy, the Afrobarenasks: “in your opinion, how much of a democracy
is (this country) today?” The response optionsoara four-point scale: 1 = “not a democracy,” ‘&=
democracy with major problems,” 3 = “a democracthwiinor problems,” and 4 = “a full democracy.” rFo
the purposes of this analysis, those whose ansarersoded 3 or 4 are held to live in a “democratydse
whose answers are coded 1 or 2 are said to resalénion-democracy.” The distinction between
democracies and non-democracies, which appeatl@nmcdieadings in Table 2, is employed as a device t
distinguish among popular attitudes toward govecean

To confirm the face validity of Afrobarometer’s deanacy indicator, | can report that, in 2005, fullly
percent of Ghanaians thought that their country avdemocracy compared to just 14 percent of
Zimbabweans. Moreover, in an external validity testhe same year, AB assessments of the extent o
democracy (aggregated to country level) correlateemely highly with the FH index (r = .802), which
suggests that citizens and experts come to remigrigeilar judgments about each country’s democrati
attainments. And, to address the conceptual waladia minimal, electoral definition of democradlyis
reassuring to discover that public opinion aboatdbality of the last election (how free and fa&swt?) is
the best single predictor of whether Africans thiin&t they live in a democracy (Bratton 2007).

The nine dimensions of governance, as definedeganlithis paper, appear as row headings in Tablea?
example, to assess if the government operateswatfiamework, ofegality the survey asks whether
citizens think “the president usually observesdften ignores) the constitution.” A strong andndigant
difference in public opinion is detectable betweagime types: in democracies, almost two thirds of
citizens (65 percent) perceive a rule of law inghesident’s office as compared to less than otférhaon-
democracies (46 percent). Take another exampbeeva@luate whether the civil servicehisnestthe survey
asks how many public officers are perceived asupbrrWhereas in democracies just over one quafter
citizens (28 percent) perceive corruption amongsthwo all” government officials, more than one Halt
percent) do so in non-democracies. In this initat, therefore, we find no evidence that demaatibn is
associated with higher levels of perceived corauptiindeed, on this dimension of governance, tsitipe
democracy connection is especially strong.

It is also worth noting that, in democracies, misisicans interviewed (69 percent) consider thatrthe
government igffectiveat solving the most important problems in sociétyhen quizzed in open-ended
fashion about the nature of these problems, regpaadnost often mention unemployment, food segurity
and the paucity of health care. One is struckdffatnative views of administrative capability axeodds
with academic portrayals of African governancerasi@na of state failure (Rotberg 2004; Bates 2008)
be sure, the survey data reveal variations acegggies — only 45 percent of citizens in non-demuesasee
the state as effective — but even this result jadiounts to the journalistic trope of African etabllapse.
For serious analysis, we require a nuanced poltodysate failure as a variable quality, whose
manifestations are hardly universal across theiremnt

Admittedly, democracy’s association is weaker dreotimensions of governance. According to the5200
Afrobarometer data, the public sees more fragilkdges to governmeatficiency proceduratransparency
and regimdegitimacy To be sure, all these relationships are pos#ne statistically significant, suggesting
an underlying democracy advantage; but they at@ddeéhan democracy’s association with a rule of énd
official probity. For example, in both democrac#sl non-democracies, majorities within the natiewalt
population think that public services are easilgessible (64 and 51 percent) and that the goverhsheuld
always be obeyed, despite whether an individuad/éar it (90 and 84 percent). As such — and, like
effectiveness, perhaps surprisingly — perceptidrgoeernment efficiency and regime legitimacy are
widespread across a range of regime types in Afimcduding electoral autocracies.
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Table 2: Democracy and Good Governance: Micro Connections, 2005
Popular Perceptions in 18 African Countries

Dimension Indicator Democracy* Non- R R
of Democracy? | (Democracy) (Free
Governance 3 Elections)®

L egality .268*** 216
The president usually observes constitution 65 46
The president often ignores constitution 16 36

Effectiveness .265*** .253***
Government can solve most important problems 69 45
Government cannot solve important problems 31 55

Efficiency .160*** .152%**
Public services are easily accessible 64 51
Public services are difficult to obtain 36 49

Equity 207 1730
Government usually treats people equally 56 37
Government often treats people unequally 44 63

Transparency .102*** .069***
Government procedures are easy to understand 21 17
Government procedures are too complicated 64 71

Responsiveness 1727 .139%**
Elected representatives usually try to listen 30 8 1
Elected representatives often fail to listen 70 82

Accountability .262%** 240
Elections allow the removal of poor leaders 51 31
Elections do not ensure the will of the people 28 8 4

Honesty .280*** .286™**
No or few government officials are corrupt 72 49
Most or all government officials are corrupt 28 51

L egitimacy .088*** .108***
The government must always be obeyed 90 84
If you did not vote for a govt., you need not 9 13
obey

Cell entries are percentages of adults surveyedlc@ated using binary or 3-point scales. Totalsynmot add to 100
where “don’t knows” are not reported. *** signifep=<.001

! Respondents regard the political regime as adathocracy or a democracy with minor problems

2 Respondents regard the political regime as haviagpnproblems or not a democracy at all

® Pearson’s product moment correlation coefficigahge 0-1), calculated using full variable ranges. 4 and 5
point scales)

Citizens in democratic regimes also see a slightuaihge with regard to thieansparencyof governmental
operations, thus undermining the hypothesis alimtomplicating effects of veto points. Perhagsgr
freedoms help to offset shortages of informatiBuit it is worth noting that majorities everywhere,
regardless of the type of political regime in whidhicans live, regard government procedures as too
complex to fully understand (64 and 71 percen@pdrtedly, the process of political decision-makig
relatively more transparent in Africa’s emergeninderatic regimes but, even there, this dimension of
governance remains opaque to almost two thirdgieéns.

| end this stage of microanalysis with observatiainsut the centrality of free elections to the asgimns
with governance that | have just described. Thedalumn of Table 2 depicts coefficients whenrihne
governance dimensions are correlated with populacan perceptions of the freeness and fairneskeof
last national election in their country. Withouteption, the perceived quality of elections getesra
predictions about governance with the same sigrstatistical significance as a broader democracy
standard. Since democracy is more than mere @hsctihe observed relationships may not alwaysuiie q
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as strong, as visible on seven of the nine dimassid governance. But, importantly, citizens s¢ersee a
directline of connection between free and fair electiand two leading elements of governance: control of
corruption and the legitimacy of government. Statéferently, high quality elections seem to gorgzens
confidence that abuse of public office will be reg in and that official policy directives oughtlte

obeyed.

The Arrow of Causality

So far, this paper has established a democracyHgavee connection in sub-Saharan Africa at bothranac
and micro levels. But correlation is not causatidio establish the direction of any arrow of &tttion, it is
necessary to ask: Is democracy in Africa builtlenfoundation of strong states that have already
established a semblance of capable governance?inQhe key question for this paper — does the
installation of multiparty electoral democraciesAinica create conditions for improvements in pabli
governance?

The preponderance of relevant theory in politicédisce suggests that state building, including the
governance function of effective policy implemerdaf is a prerequisite of democratization. Lindan
Stepan stake out a definitive position: “No modeofity can become democratically consolidated ssie
is first a state” (1996, 7). Rose and Shin adt ks democracies tend to be unstable because they
democratize “backwards,” that is, by introducingssialections without prior benefit of modern state
institutions, including a rule of law and a workibgreaucracy (2001). With reference to Yugoslaveng
other places, Mansfield and Snyder contend thekjig foundational political order, new democraces
more susceptible to conflict than stable autocea(2€05), a proposition pertinent to sub-Sahararglict-
prone settings.

| am persuaded by the powerful argument that demogaran hardly be established in the absence of
political order. Simply stated, the existentidedima for an African citizen is this: why shouttesurn out
to vote in a founding election if, in so doing, sheks being intimidated, assaulted or killed? The
establishment of political order requires a capatdée that can, without abuse, assert authorioutihout a
territory. One irreducible requirement of suchhauity is that citizens voluntarily comply with $¢a
commands, thus granting legitimacy to rulers. Bhoat better way has been found to establish palitic
legitimacy in the modern world than the throughitisallation of rulers in open and competitivectilens?
In other words, democratization may itself be aguaisite for well-governed and consolidated states

The question of which comes first — democracy aregoance? — has found expression in the so-called
“sequencing” debate among democracy scholars aufifooners. Thomas Carothers argues that, because
“persuading people to defer their ambition to viata free election is most often not an option fnderacy
promoters should not “put...off for decades or inaigdly the core element of democratization — faid a
open processes of political competition and cho{2€07, 23 and 25). Rather than “sequentialismie(ai

law first, elections second), Carothers favors wWigatalls “gradualism,” which involves slowly crieat
conditions for free and fair elections wherevergtlae. Indeed, “prescribing more rule of law...as Hasis

for eventual democratization gets it backwards:ramtemocratization is vital to strengthening the of

law” (2007, 17). Those democratic theorists whe tbe rule of law as a pillar of democracy suppug

view (O’'Donnell 2004; Diamond and Morlino 2005).

Testing the sequencing debate against African madgeBratton and Chang (2006) find some suppart fo
both sides. On one hand, they report that demogegimes (measured as FH'’s “free” countries) havg
ever arisen in stronger African states (that ishan above-average WGI mean score). In other syohe
continent’s 11 current democracies — from BeniBaath Africa — are all erected on a foundationtafes
that enjoy relative capacity to create politicalen, govern through legal means, and control céioap On
the other hand, these researchers employ a sireoliarequations model to show that the relationship
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between state building and democratization is tiginéy recursive. Not only do strong states breed
democratic regimes but, in turn, democratic regifosger the law enforcement capacity and political
legitimacy necessary for good governance. By destnating statistically that the establishment ofile of
law is an implicit product of democratization, Boat and Chang make a case that democratizationaraa
first.

Electoral Alternation

In this paper, | build on this groundwork by demtpitwo additional tests of causality in the demogra
governance relationship. On the common assumfitetrprior events are candidate causes for subseque
outcomes, both tests involve the factor of elagsed. Each makes reference to the concept ofarkdct
alternation, or the peaceful transfer of power frame ruling party to another by means of a freefaird
election. Sometimes called a “turnover” of goveemts, alternation is a relatively infrequent outeam
African elections, having occurred some 43 timesss:232 elections between 1989 and 2003 (Lindberg
2006, 79).

| start by observing that electoral alternationdisonass commitments to democracy, both on therma
side and (especially) in terms of popular estimatdabe supply of democracy (Bratton 2004). Inddsd
demonstrating that incumbency is not forever, alidon deepens democracy by giving both electoral
winners and electoral losers an incentive to sugperrules of the democratic game. It seems redde to
wonder whether, as a core attribute of democradizaé turnover of political elites also contribsite
improved governance. For the first test, | thafaropose that an electoral alternation will deofeed in
time by positive upward increments in indicatorgobd governance.

Table 3 presents largely supportive evidence.olaron headings, | first distinguish African couesithat
underwent an electoral alternation at any tafter the country’s founding multiparty election thgforethe
Afrobarometer measured perceptions of governan28®’ An alternation is scored as 1, its absence as 0.
In eight out of nine cases, significant differensepopular perceptions of governance performanee a
evident for citizens in countries that experienakidrnations. In six out of these nine casesewdfices run

in the expected direction. For example, citizehs wxperienced a democratic turnover were sigmifiga
morelikely to regard the government eBectiveat problem solving. And, by the same token, eepee

with alternation made citizenasslikely to regard all or most public officials asrrupt

But there are anomalies. The coefficients forgldenensions of governance have unexpected signs.is
not statistically significant: the occurrence ofedectoral alternation seemingly makes no diffeectio
popular perceptions @&quityin treatment by government. But two dimensiongafernance —
transparencyandresponsiveness stand in significamegativerelationships to democratization. Even after
democracy begins to take root through peacefut@tialcalternation, citizens are apparemégslikely to
find government procedures easy to understand avrtsider that elected representatives listendmth
Perhaps citizens remain uncertain about the erées that elected representatives are supposddyto Pr
they soon discover that novice occupants of thégees are even less responsive than the leadeys th
replace. These inverted democracy-governanceaedips, although hardly strong, nonetheless raide
flags about possible areas of governance in whicklective affinity with democratization beginstieeak
down.

To further explore the connection between demactatnover and good governance, | specify the time
elapsed since the last electoral alternation suiae that any democratizing effects will be strahgeght
after an election that rotates leaders, but thett sffects will decay with the passage of timem@iis
counted as the number of months between the lestoeal alternation (or December 1989 in countries
where there is no post-transition alternation) Bedember 2007. If temporal proximity to alternatio
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actually matters, then the signs on relevant gauara coefficients should be negative (that is,tehdapses
equal greater effects). The only exception is Bonavhich is measured by its inverse, corruptidhe
expected result is obtained for seven of nine goaece dimensions. It is notable that perceptidns o
governmentffectivenesandlegitimacyreceive especially strong boosts from electotakahtion.

The only anomaly isesponsivenessvhich has an unexpected positive sign. | readtthmean that the
longer the passage of time after an alternatiantbre elected representatives learn to listemhaps the
newcomers who are installed in legislatures andllgovernment councils as a result of a power shift
gradually learn how to do their jobs, which includsponding to the demands of their constitueBts, as
the next section shows, it may be premature to donsech an optimistic conclusion.

Table 3: Electoral Alternation and Governance:
Popular Perceptions in 18 African Countries, 2005

Country has Time Elapsed
Dimension Indicator had an Sign® | sincelast Sign
of Electoral Electoral

Governance Alternation® Alter nation?
L egality The president usually observes constitution .056*** E -.033*** E
Effectiveness Government can solve most important problems .109** E -, 151 % E
Efficiency Public services are easily accessible .040*** E 1.0 E, ns
Equity Government treats people equally now (vs. beforg) -.011 U, ns -.056*** E
Transparency Government procedures are easy to understand 74*+0 U -.089*** E
Responsiveness | Elected representatives listen -.065*** U .086* U
Accountability Elections are efficacious Q7% E -.026*** E
Honesty Most or all government officials are corrupt 630** E .033*+* E
L egitimacy The government must always be obeyed 123 E 21 E

Cell entries are Pearson’s product moment correlattoefficients (R, range 0-1), calculated usidgvariable ranges
(i.e. 4 and 5 point scales). *** signifies p=<.001

! Scored 1 for electoral alternation if any presitial election after 1989 leads to a turnover olimg parties, 0 if not.
Legislative elections are used in parliamentarjtays.

2 Counted as the number of months elapsed frorashelectoral alternation (or December 1989 whtrere is no
alternation) to December 2007.

® E = expected sign, U = unexpected sign, ns =tieteship not statistically significant.

The Case of Mali

The previous section of this paper unearthed wamence that an electoral alternation — an eveatt t
signals the deepening of democracy — has posiiveat impact on the perceived quality of governance
While this result takes the passage of time intmant, it is based on a cross-sectional researsilyre
which compares average citizen attitudes to goveman groups of countries “with and without”
alternation. We still do not know whether theserage results apply equally to all African courstroe
whether specific changes in governance are didderim particular countries over time.

One solution is to devise a “before and after” tésjovernance conditions in a given country, vath
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democratic alternation as the pivotal event. Blic country? Out of the eight countries in the
Afrobarometer that have undergone alternationgtigeonly one in which survey data are available on
relevant governance indicators both before and afteh a landmark event. That country is Mali.liMa
experienced electoral alternation in May 2002, wAeradou Toumani Touré (known colloquially as
A.T.T.) — a former military leader who had earliwiped pave the way for Mali’s transitional multiya
elections — won presidential elections withouthattime, a party label or organization. Appli@bhta for
Mali are found in Afrobarometer Round 1 of Janu2091 (the “before” survey) and Round 2 of November
2002 (the “after” survey).

Mali is an interesting case in its own right. Tdoaintry has embarked on an experiment in decezedhli
democracy against a legacy of centralized govemarierited from ancient kingdoms, French colonial
administration and, after independence in 1960taryl and one-party regimes. By the end of the0$98
students and public employees signaled their caspiee with postcolonial leaders who had violently
repressed opposition, confiscated food surpluses the countryside, and failed to pay public sakend
student stipends. With the help of the militahgge popular forces ousted the then president, $dous
Traoré, and convened competitive elections tha¥)ag 1992, voted Alpha Omar Konaré into the nationa
presidency with a mandate for political and ecormoohiange (Vengroff 1993; Smith 2001; Clark 2001).

Elected governments have since accumulated a mgomidd. The major political achievement was a
negotiated peace agreement with guerrilla forceh@temi-nomadic Touareg peoples of Mali’'s norther
zone, which culminated in the symbolic burning &apons of war in a 1996 Flame of Peace ceremony
(Poulton and Youssouf, 1998). Through personaigsk@, Presidents Konaré (who stepped down after two
terms) and Touré (who has since attracted a amalitf parties known as the Alliance for Democracg a
Progress, ADP) have sought to cultivate a cultfidemocracy. Their policies have allowed regeitizen
concertationson policy matters and the formation of the mobtamt network of community radio stations

in West Africa. The government of Mali aims at@mprehensive decentralization program that, onidg fu
implemented, would give some 700 elected commuulestantial control over local budgetary,
developmental, and environmental affairs (DaviQ®®Geeley, 2001; Ouedraogo 2003).

Not all has gone well, however, especially on tbeegnance front. Citing poor organization of voter
registration, the Constitutional Court annulled fin&t round of the 1997 presidential elections and
opposition parties subsequently called for electioycotts. Voter turnout in Mali remains among lihneest
in the world. Local government polls were repebtelélayed and not completed until 1999. Withia th
public service, too many officials still see theiase as directive “state functionaries” rather thesponsive
“civil servants,” while others have failed to weili@mselves from habits of rent seeking. Because th
capacity of the central government remains weakynaétizens rarely come into contact with the state
And, because decentralization was undertaken fhentap down according to a standardized adminiggrat
blueprint — for example, all villages in a giverrii®ry, regardless of cultural traditions, are gped together
into rural communes — local government programs vt won popular support everywhere.

Some of these political dynamics are reflectedhindurvey data from Mali. Table 4 shows changes in
public opinion along the nine dimensions of gova®afrom surveys before and after the May 2002
elections that led to a turnover of rulers. Beeahg margin of sampling error is plus or minuse&pnt for
each survey, | infer changes in opinion only ifrthiss a 6 percentage-point difference across sarvBy
this criterion, Malians perceived no discerniblamte in the equity (up just 3 points) or transpeyddown
just 2 points) of governance procedures that cbeldttributed to a democratic alternation.

Other alternation effects are much clearer. Mw#tisgly, thelegitimacyof the government — measured as a
popular willingness to abide by official commandsegisters a 36-point upsurge. Whereas in Jar2@0§
fewer than half of Malian adults (42 percent) adrdet the government had a right to demand citizen
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compliance, by November 2002 more than three gsafT@ percent) felt this way. Admittedly, the
guestion in the second survey mentioned speciititiriions: the courts, the police, and the tgxatienent
rather than “the government” writ large. Whileghestricter criteria could have inflated the obedrv
difference across time, they could just as easilyelreduced it. In any event, a virtual doublifithe
proportion of the population who regard the autiesgias legitimate constitutes powerful evidencthef
impact of leadership alternation by means of a éeetion.

Other changes of opinion mark incremental improvas@é governance. In the post-alternation
environment in Mali, citizens are significantly redikely to think that public services are meficient
(plus 9 points), that the president bases decisiaresfoundation diegality (plus 8 points), and that official
corruptionis in decline (minus 7 points).

Notably, however, a “before and after” comparisoiviali reveals that electoral alternation inagative
effects on theesponsiveness elected officials. This incongruous result raqsea pattern seen earlier in
cross-sectional analysis. In the case of Maliptoportion of adults who thought themselves ableake
representatives listen to their needs in Januady 286 percent) was more than halved by Novemb@® 20
(15 percent). Again, there were slight variationguestion wording: Afrobarometer Round 1 refdne “a
community” and Round 2 to “people like you,” batéach case the root of the question asked whether
how often these groups were “able to make...ele@prksentatives...listen.” While not identical, the
guestions were at least conceptually equivalem@anly event, a 21-point gap between pre- and post-
alternation observations is almost certain to otftereal diminution in the receptiveness of el@dtaders to
constituent needs in the aftermath of a landmae&tigin.

This finding draws attention torapresentation gap new African democracies. African citizens héngh
expectations about the amount of time that legisatpresentatives should spend on constitueneyjcse
on average, some 12 percent unrealistically thuak MPs should reside in their electoral distrietsthe
time,” more so in places like Mali (19 percent) aidlawi (26 percent). Yet citizens estimate tinat,
practice, only 3 percent of MPs actually estalbdigfermanent presence. The rest are judged t@awstay for
longer periods of time and, on average, 35 per@enbeld to “never” visit the district (Mali repesds the
Afrobarometer norm in this respect). The repres@n gap can be measured by subtracting citizen
estimates of the amount of time M&dually spend with constituents from the amount of timizens think
theyshouldspend. Whereas three quarters (76 percent) ithiaksonable that MPS ought to visit
constituents at least once per month, only onetgué26 per cent) say that they actually do so.

A huge 50-point representation gap (with Mali agatactly representing the Afrobarometer mean) kaspe
African electorates estranged from their lead&gplanations for this democratic shortfall are pfesh The
representation gap could be a function of elecwysiems based on proportional representatiomn$teince
where representatives on national party lists ateied to any defined electoral district (Matt€®8). Or
the gap could result from patronage demands tpa¢sentatives encounter every time they set fotitain
home districts, a deluge whose volume providesigtiocentives to shirk constituency service (Davies
2008). Or the gap could reflect a lack of effeetpopular demand for vertical accountability; omiect of
African citizens are willing to delegate to natibpeesidents the authority for “making sure MPstlakeir
jobs” (Bratton and Logan 2009). Whatever the reaite accumulated evidence suggests that
responsiveness by elected officials is the wedkw#sin the chain that connects democracy to good
governance.
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Table4: The Effects of Electoral Alternation on Good Governance
Popular Perceptions in Mali, 2001-2002

Dimension Before After
of Indicator Alternation Alternation Change
2

Governance (Jan. 2001)! (Nov. 2002)
Legality The president usually observes constitutio 55° 63 +8
Effectiveness Government can solve most importestilpms 55 61 +6
Efficiency Public services are easily accessible 49 58 +9
Equity Government treats people equally now (véored 14 17 +3
Transparency Government procedures are easy tostade 27 25 -2
Responsiveness Citizens are able to make repréisesthsten 36 15 21
Accountability Elected representatives look afiézen interests 49 55 +6
Honesty Most or all government officials are cotrup 66 53 +7
Legitimacy The government has a right to demandpdiamce 42 78 +36

Cell entries are percentages of adults surveyed.

1 An alternation of leader and ruling coalition agced in Mali’s presidential election of May 200&ee text for
details. Afrobarometer Round 1 in Mali (the “befdsurvey) was conducted prior to this event, nanielJanuary
and February 2001 (N = 2089).

2 Afrobarometer Round 2 in Mali (the “after” survewas conducted following the electoral alternatioamely in
October and November 2002 (N = 1283).

% The question on legality was not asked in Afrobster Round 1. Thus the cross-national averagéé countries
in Round 2 (2002) is used as a point of comparfsoMali in 2002.

* Values may embody minor changes in questioningt response categories. For details see text.

Conclusion

In this paper | have tried to disentangle demozatitin from governance reform in sub-Saharan Africa
Beyond having a vague sense that these politichhdministrative processes are somehow relatentypol
planners rarely know which to tackle first or whidimensions of governance are more susceptiblefbom
in multiparty settings.

Having defined and measured democracy and govegrssparately, | have shown consistent patterns of
association. Various sorts of African evidenceaem, micro and temporal — indicate that theradged an
elective affinity between free elections and imgwgovernance.

Nonetheless, the democracy connection is more stensiin relation to some dimensions of good
governance than others, namely:

(1) Administrative dimensionsDemocratic elections are linked more stronglg eonsistently to the
establishment of eule of lawand thecontrol of corruptionthan to the attainment tfansparencyn
decision-making procedures.

(2) Economic dimensionsWhatever the test, democracy and elections haygisingly strong and
consistent associations with governmeeféctivenessBut the links teefficiencyand (especially@quityin
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public goods provision are less reliable.

(3) Palitical dimensions Unsurprisingly, democratic elections are closegociated wittegitimateand
accountablegovernance, especially so where elections lepeageful alternations of rulers. Unexpectedly,
however, democratic elections do not reliably gntra that elected leaders will subsequently be more
responsiveo their constituents.

The paper also offers evidence to support the daahdemocratization and good governance are riyitua
constitutive. On one hand, democracies emerge magkly on the foundations of a steady and orderly
state. But, by instituting a rule of law and pinag electoral legitimacy, democratization alsotabutes to
the consolidation of state institutions and goodegonance. As a rule of thumb for policy sequencing
therefore, democracy promotion need not await tier pstablishment of a rule of law.

Other recommendations to governance practitiometade:

(1) Continue to promote free and competitive etatdj for example by strengthening the management of
independent electoral management bodies;

(2) Promote greater openness and transparencyergoent operations, for instance through freedbm o
information legislation, media pluralism, and cigiducation;

(3) Aim at greater equity in public goods provisigith particular emphasis on the needs of poor and
marginalized communities; and

(4) Introduce measures to allow closer citizen nwirig of public officials, for example through eteral
system reform, participatory budgeting, and popalaarsight of service delivery.
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Endnotes

! Benin, Botswana, Cape Verde, Ghana, Lesotho, Miluritius, Namibia, Sao Tome and Principe, Seh&gmuth
Africa.

2 The FH and Polity IV scores for all availableAS®untries in 2005 are correlated at r = .888***
% Polity IV (N=41) excludes island states — CapedgeSeychelles, Sao Tome and Principe — and dutesfier a
regime score for states in conflict. In 2005, thetates were Cote d’lvoire, Democratic Republi€ohgo, Liberia

and Sudan.

* Benin, Botswana, Cape Verde, Ghana, Kenya, Lesdadagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Namibiégé\ia,
Senegal, South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda, ZambiaZaméabwe.

®> The large size of the pooled sample means thasunes of association easily qualify as statidficagnificant at
conventional levels of 0.05 or even 0.01. We tfugesuse a more rigorous standard for the pooléa lokareporting
significance only at p =<0.001.

® For more information on the Afrobarometer, viki¢ website atvww.afrobarometer.org

" There were eight such countries (alternatioeslat parentheses): Cape Verde (February 01), &&{zecember 02)
Kenya (December 2002), Madagascar (December 200 (May 2002), and Senegal (March 2000). For the
purposes of this study, Lesotho (May 2002) and Ma{®&ay 2004) were included, even though these troem
experienced only partial alternations: presidémtsied new parties so ruling parties turned ovenethough the chief
political executive remained the same. Benin @aduded since its latest alternation — the acoassi power of
independent presidential candidate, Yayi Boni ektplace in March 2006, that &fter the Round 3 Afrobarometer
survey.
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