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Narrowing the Legitimacy Gap:
The Role of Turnovers in Africa’s Emerging Democra@es

Abstract

Democratic consolidation depends on common per@epbf institutional legitimacy among citizens
aligned with governing and opposition parties. Etets always result in winners and losers, but if
they also create subservient insiders and aggrieutsiders, the future of the democratic systerh wil
be uncertain. This paper theorizes about how variualities of elections (turnover, peaceful,
opposition party acceptance, and free and fainilsh@duce winner—loser gaps in perceived
institutional legitimacy. We test our hypothesemgs hierarchical two-step statistical procedore t
analyze three rounds of Afrobarometer micro-lexathccombined with national-level data on African
elections between 1989 and 2006. We find that @lakcturnovers alone have a moderating effect on
the citizenry. Following alternations of power, wars and losers converge in their attitudes about
their institutions, thus furthering the consolidatiof democracy.
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INTRODUCTION

Over the past few decades there have been majtcalathanges throughout the world. The prolifenat

of multi-party elections in former authoritariamtgs is one of the most tangible results of trabal
transformation. According to Freedom House (200Z3 nations are now “electoral” democracies,
meaning that they live up to a minimum definitidi'molyarchic” (Dahl 1971) democracy. In response t
the electoral revolution, a wide range of acaderinsed their attentions to the causes and consegqae

of (sometimes flawed) electoral contests in Afiacal elsewher&Scholars recognize that the introduction
of multi-party elections does not necessarily leadegime survival nor to democratic consolidation.

Emerging democracies face the critical task oftangavidespread legitimacy for the state’s instdos,
such as the constitution, elections, courts, pphoel tax authority. Regardless of whether conatibd is
conceived of as “institutionalized uncertainty” ifzi1990) or as “making democracy the only game in
town” (Linz 1990), it requires thatl citizens view their institutions as somewhat tngsthy, accountable,
worthy of consent, representative, and satisfactbtite political system only has opportunistippart
from a ruling party’s supporters it will remain @iile and unconsolidated. Thus, democratic developise
facilitated by bringing ‘winners’, ‘independentsind ‘losers’ of the electoral game towards a common
appreciation of the legitimacy of their governmistitutions?

There are two key aspects to the preservation ansbtidation of democracy. First, boosting suppart
institutions among losers is crucial so that theydt disengage from formal political structuresworse,
act against the system and support military intetiees or civil wars. Second, it is equally impattéo
ensure that winners do not become so euphoric dhemutelectoral fortunes that they ignore the
performance of their government and give theirégadarte blanche to tamper with democratic rule.
Subservient insiders are just as dangerous for dextio development as aggrieved outsiders. Thexefor
narrowing the winner—loser gap is a crucial fatosafeguarding fledgling democracies against dtema
breakdown or gradual backsliding towards authaatarule.

What causes gaps between winners and losers imggmelemocracies to narrow so that citizens aligned
with competing parties move closer to each othéwon they evaluate the legitimacy of state and
government institutions? We develop theoreticaliargnts about why various qualities of elections
(turnover, peaceful, opposition party acceptanocaubéome, and free and fair) should reduce winose
gaps in perceived institutional legitimacy. We tast hypotheses using a hierarchical two-stepssizdi
procedure to analyze three rounds of Afrobarom@Bj) micro-level data combined with a national-leve

! without any pretence of doing justice to all cémitions or being representative, a list of thisvriénd of research
on democracy in Africa published only in the pastfyears, includes for example; executive, judiaia electoral
systems and consociationalism (e.g. Lemarchand;200d@berg 2005; Mamoudou 2006; Taylor 2006; vorepp
2006), women and politics (e.g. Bauer and Brigds.2006; Cornwall and Goetz 2005; Hassim 2006; Limgt#904;
Tripp 2004, Yoon and Bunwaree 2005); capitalisnvetigpment and democracy (e.g. Ayers 2006; Burgéed;2
Gazibo 2005; Koeble and LiPuma 2006) war, corruptadientelism and democracy (e.g. Blake and M&€ia6;
Ellis 2006; Kahn 2005; Lyons 2005; Roeder and Ratd005; Sandbakken 2006) various features afetttsfof
party systems (e.g. Bogaards 2004; Erdman 200#/alsta and Quinn 2006; Kuenzi and Lambright 200Bde
2006; Lindberg 2007; Manning 2005; Morrison 200&)ter and citizen attitudes (e.g. a host or Afrolaster
working papers and journal articles following theimgwanja 2006; Lindberg and Morrison 2066].2007;
Moehler 2006); and ethnicity, culture and religaomd democracy (e.g. Green 2006; Hagmann 2006; P4
Pitcher 2006; Posner 2005; Soares 2006).

2 Winners are understood here as those who feet ttothe political party whose representative(sinfthe
government after a particular election. Indepernslargé those who do not feel close to any partyl@sets feel close
to a political party whose representative(s) areimehe ruling coalition. Other conceptualizatiamild have
included individuals who actually vote for the pastin an out of government, those who did or ditlbenefit from
policies enacted, or just the official membersuding and opposition parties. Lack of data, howepeecludes any
testing of alternative definitions.
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data set on elections in Africa from 1989 to 28@6me lags between independent and dependent lesiab
facilitate causal inference. We focus on sub-SahAfeca (hereafter referred to as Africa) in afoefto

hold a number of region-specific factors relativetynstant; the spread of multiparty elections wimere
more evident than in Africa where more than 20@t@es have taken place since 1989 (Lindberg 2Q06a)
so Africa provides fertile ground for testing oypltheses.

As expected the results show that in nearly evdric@n country for which there is data, winners and
losers have polarized perceptions of the legitinadeir political institutions. Winners tend tew their
constitutions, courts, police, and so on as margworthy, accountable, worthy of consent, repregise,
and satisfactory — in short, legitimate — whilegisstend to seriously question their authority sThi
polarization is extremely pronounced in Africa’sanging democracies compared to more established
democracies in the West, thus indicating littlegpess towards consolidation. More importantly, our
research suggests a single plausible antidotetoesturnovers have a significant moderating éftecthe
citizens as winners and losers converge in théfudes about the legitimacy of their state andegoment
institutions. These results give new meaning tothgton’s “two-turnover-test”. Not only are turnage
indicators that elites have accepted democracyluasington (1991) argued, but power alternatioss al
appear t@enerateshared levels of legitimacy between winners asdr®in the general population thus
furthering democratic consolidation.

This paper is divided into five sections. We fulgcuss briefly the literature on elections and deracy

and explain our focus on winner-loser gaps in peeckinstitutional legitimacy. Section two preseots
theoretical arguments about how the four electqualities should be expected to influence popular
legitimacy, and section three describes our dadan@asurement. The fourth section explains the
multilevel model and reports on the empirical as@yand a number of robustness checks. We conblude
summarizing the findings and discussing implicagiofhour research.

Elections, Democracy, and Legitimacy

Initial research on the third wave typically trahtdections only amdicatorsof democratization. For
example, O’'Donnell and Schmitter’'s (1986) positemihding” elections as the hallmark of a completed
transition. Ensuing empirical work used aspects tikmber of elections, voter turnout, competitigsne

and turnovers as measures of either the degreenodcratization (e.g. Barkan 2000; Linz and Stephan
1996; van de Walle 2002), the level or quality efrebcracy (e.g. Altman and Linan 2002; Foweraker and
Landman 2002; Vanhanen 1997), or the consolidatiatemocracy (e.g. Fomunyoh 2001; Diamond 1999,
an approach also adopted by scholars like Brattdnvan de Walle 1997, Diamond and Plattner 1993,
1999 Gulntheet al 1995, and Valenzuela 1992).

More recently, several global as well as regionadies have come to the conclusion that electioh®nly
signify democracy as a system of “institutionalizegtertainty” (Przeworski 1986, 57-61) but alsoyma
importantcausalrole in furthering democratization and consolidat(e.g. Bunce and Wolchik 2006;
Hadenius and Torell 2007; Howard and Roessler 200@berg 2006a; Schedler 2002). However, this
increasingly articulate literature has not sucagdbsflisentangled the causal mechanisms involveda. O
inquiry seeks to advance knowledge precisely imtbgard. Do certain electoral characteristicsesass
missing causal links by which the repetition ofcéilens contribute to legitimating political institons thus
furthering democratic consolidation?

The exercise of political power is generally viewede legitimate if and when it is in accordanathw
existing rules justified bgharedbeliefs; and if there is evidencednsento the arrangement (e.g. Baird
2001; Beetham 1991, 16; Gibson 2004; Gibson andetal 1995). We therefore use survey data on

3 Specifically, we evaluate the interactive effasttelectoral qualities and being a winner, indeamgdor loser on
perceived institutional legitimacy.
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popular perceptions of state and government inigtitsl to gauge their legitimacy. We acknowledge tha
legitimacy exists to a greater or less degree buéncompletely. Our inquiry asks if certain chéeastics
of elections facilitate shared citizen assessmahiegitimacy. Our dependent variable, perceived
legitimacy of state and government institutiongnigdtidimensional and we examine a range of five
indicators: institutional trust, accountability,ns@nt to government authority, support for the titurisn,
and satisfaction with the political systém.

Why Focus on Winner-Loser Gapsin I nstitutional Legitimacy?

In theory, elections are legitimating devises bsedtey provide citizens with fair procedures flesting
leaders. In practice, however, elections typichye uneven effects and winners tend to be haper
losers with political outcomes (leaders and potipiend institutions. Winner—loser gaps have been
identified across a wide range of citizen attitudied opinions,but the size of the gap varies considerably
across attitude dimensions and countries (e.g. Aodeet al., 2005). While most empirical studies
documenting winner—loser gaps are based on dataddvanced industrial democracies, the few recent
studies of emerging democracies in Africa, Easkemope, Latin America, and ASiauggest that gaps are
particularly large in these political systems (Arsim et al., 2005: 108-09; Moehler, 2005). We ate n
surprised or especially concerned that winnersl@sers feel differently about the leaders and pedi¢or
which they did or did not vote. However, theoryigades that large gaps in the perceived legitintdcy
government and state institutions are particuledybling for developing democracies and therefosme,
focus on gaps in perceived institutional legitimacy

An alternative to our focus on how electoral qirditaffect differences between winners, indepersjent
and losers (i.e. winner-loser gaps), would be tm$oon how electoral qualities affect average kewél
perceived institutional legitimacy. However, thare at least three reasons why winner-loser legiim
gaps should be the analytical focus for a studyoofolidation in emerging democracies. First, ppédion
of attitudes between insiders and outsiders makesance, compromise, and cooperation more difficul
achieve across political lines. In polarized pef#tireform attempts from one group of citizendi&edy to
be summarily rejected and resented by citizensiatigvith alternative parties. Political differences
more likely to end in stalemates or even violeashkes when the attitudes of the mass citizenry are
drastically divided along party lines, especiallyem political splits frequently coincide with etbni
divisions as in Africa. Thus, relative differenge<itizen attitudes matter more than absolutelteie
democratic stability and progress.

Second, we should be concerned about the attibfdée losers because the losers have the mostiréas
abandon or act against the current system (Andatsah, 2005). In other words, losers would seem t
have the least to lose and the most to gain fraime changé.Institutional legitimacy among losers is
thus crucial for regime stability and longevityfiagile polities because it represents “a reservbir
favorable attitudes or goodwill that helps membteraccept or tolerate outputs to which they areospd
or the effects of which they see as damaging to ihierests” (Easton, 1965: 124-5).

* See discussion below and appendix for furtherildata the measures of legitimacy.

® For some recent examples, see: Anderson and Lai€2(p02); Anderson and Tverdova (2003); Andersal.e
(2005); Banducci and Karp (2003); Bratton, Mattag] Gyimah-Boadi (2005); Cho and Bratton (2005grkd and
Acock (1989); Craig, Gainous, Martinez, and Kan@0@; Fuchs, Guidorossi, and Svensson (1995); aisjtand
Wiberg (1995); Nadeau and Blais (1993); NadeauisBievitte, and Gidengil (2000); and Norris (1999)

® The authors of osers’ Consentise data from Eastern Europe in their analyséseoflifferences between old and
new democracies (Anderson et al., 2005). Bratt@htas colleagues have done some important workisrtapic in
Africa (Bratton, Mattes, and Gyimah-Boadi, 2005,0CGind Bratton, 2005). The analysigGritical Citizensincludes
Mexico, India, and Chile (Norris, 1999: 230-32).d&mnson et al. (2005) also include Mexico in somgheir analysis.
" While ordinary citizens usually do not take up aragainst a perceived illegitimate state on thein,aisgruntled
citizens will not act as a buffer to elites wholsealter the political system from within or fromithout.
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Third, we supplement the more common concern réggidsers with an equally important interest ia th
winners because inflated perceptions of legitimaTypng winners are arguably as dangerous to tranaiti
or fledgling democracies as intense dissatisfa@dimong losers. Unconsolidated democracies are
threatened not only by dramatic breakdowns ingidjély outsiders, but also by the gradual erosion of
government performance and democratic structurésdigers. Naive, loyal, or complacent citizens who
overestimate the quality of their political institns are unlikely to monitor leaders and pushgi@ater
democratic reforms. The attitudes of citizens aiywith the ruling party (i.e. winners) are espiia
critical in this regard, both because they havea@onnections with and more influence on thedesaih
power, and because they typically constitute thgelaportion of the population. Judicious winnersnd
not adoring or complacent subjects — are thus &asér democratic progress and improved goverrimen
performance.

Theoretical arguments regarding the importanceait@al citizenry (e.g. Bowler and Karp, 2004;
Braithwaite and Levi, 1998; Citrin, 1974; Cook, Hiax, and Levi, 2005; Dalton, 2004; Hardin, 2002yi_e
and Stoker, 2000; Moehler, forthcoming 2007; Norti899) are reinforced by recent empirical analyses
showing that African levels of institutional trueste similar to OECD levels, despite Africa’s poor-
performing institutions (Bratton, Mattes, and GyhvBoadi, 2005: 229) Additionally, Moehler (2005)
finds that winners are less willing to defend prieesdoms, judicial independence, and parliamentary
elections if it means going against a governmemthizh they feel attached. While some level of
government legitimacy and citizen compliance isiatily necessary for democracy to function effetyive
unconditional allegiance can be dangerous for deaticadevelopment.

In sum, legitimacy means that state and governinstitutions are accepted in principle, and valued
regardless of outcomes in terms of who is currantlyower and who is not. Citizens — winners oelgs
alike — who think that political institutions aralg legitimate if their party wins elections anddmpower,
reflect opportunistic rather than institutionaliaealues. What is crucial for consolidation is thétners
and losers successively come closer together inahsessment of the political system rather thidtind
further apart into camps which unconditionally soipphe existing institutions regardless of dembicra
performance, or which unconditionally denounce tlaem lay the foundation for violent conflict and
regime breakdown. Therefore, the attitudes of disers relative to the winners (rather than average
support) are fundamental to any assessment oirfegiy and consolidation.

Hypotheses: Electoral Qualities and Legitimacy

Which electoral qualities help narrow winner—logaps in perceived legitimacy and which do not? We
focus in this study on four qualities of electidhat are particularly likely to affect popular peptions of
legitimacy in emerging democracies: turnovers af/g@o peacefulness of electoral processes; oppositio
parties’ approval of election process and outcamne;freeness and fairness of elections. Below we
theorize about the plausible effects of these etattjualities on winner-loser gaps in institutibna
legitimacy before we test these hypotheses usiitgpeee from Africa.

Turnover of Power

Huntington suggested that democracy was evidentg@ed by elites as the legitimate form of ruteraf
two alternations in power, hence the “two-turnotest’ as an indicator signaling consolidation of
democracy. Elections can be truly competitive withoirnovers and in some democracies a single party
rules over many electoral cycles (e.g. Britain, 8ave Japan, and Italy). Yet, it is only when a péalc
turnover occurs that we have unambiguous eviddratattwould be accepted (if grudgingly) by theitas

8 Institutional trust in Africa is also higher thanmost other hybrid or new democracies. For exagtple various
barometer surveys indicate that the mean levelat in the courts was 49 percent in Africa, 56cpat in East Asia,
36 percent in Latin America, and 25 percent in Newope. Furthermore, Bratton et al. (2005: 235) alste that
institutional trust is associated with supporttfog single party state in Africa.
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incumbents. In most established democracies, tedagérs were already yesterday’s winners and visa
versa. Citizens learn through these alternatingeepces that current advantages and disadvaraages
temporary and limited in scofén emerging democracies, such learning is lessiito be the result of
political socialization (e.g. Jennings and Nienfi81) since most citizens grew up under non-demiacrat
rule. In this vein we expect that losing gracefahd winning benevolently comes with experiencbeiig
on the other side (Anderson 2005).

We expect that turnovers affect popular legitimansyong losers and winners in opposite ways. New
winners/old losers will get an extra boost in tlenfidence in political institutions yet are lilgab still be
influenced by a legacy of skepticism from theiramicexperience as outsiders. Old winners/new |laaers
likely to lose some of the unwarranted approvaldaut still be expected to carry with them somehefrt
old views of institutional legitimacy despite tHeaoral loss. In other words, political socialipatleads
to moderation in views and behavior. In this wag, expect turnovers to bring winners and loserseclos
together in their assessment of the legitimacyeirtgovernment institutions. In contrast, we hyjesize
that elections without turnovers make repeatedogerceive government as inherently unaccountaide
unfair, while repeated winners come to take adgegdor granted. Thus, incumbent success at that bal
box, especially if repeated, will create a markegner-loser gap in perceptions of legitimacy.

Peaceful Electoral Process

The systematic use of violence constitutes a dehidémocratic values and rights and has been feund
impact negatively on opposition elites’ participatihence, losers’ sense of legitimacy) in elet¢tora
processe¥’ While use of violence can be costly for all citigeit seems plausible that electoral violence
should have a greater negative impact on the @étwf losers than on the attitudes of winnersetare
more likely to be subject to abuse during campaigrselections especially if the winning party \aas
incumbent party. Losers are also more likely tarlble@ brunt of state violence in the post electpaalod
and have less ability than winners to garner tlséegtion of military and police. Finally, citizeméo get
their favored candidates as leaders (winners)rgugally less likely than losers to be concerned wit
whether violence affected the outcome of the edactiVe thus hypothesize that violence is associattd
a widening winner-loser gap as the attitudes arieslecline more sharply than those of winners. We
expect that peaceful elections will be more apptted by losers than winners and thus be associatiec
narrowing of the gap.

Opposition Approval of Process and Outcome

Opposition acceptance of electoral process andtseme not a given in new electoral regimes. Lgsin
parties sometimes challenge the results in ordgai political advantage from the international
community, or to undermine the political rule oéithrivals domestically. However, opposition pastie
sometimes also accept defeat even in the facessthan free and fair elections if opposition arti
acknowledge they would have lost even a free ain@datest or if an election is accepted as a sunis
improvement over the past and there is a percgivesbect of future advancements. Regardless of the
reasons for opposition acceptance or rejectioneat@al outcomes, we hypothesize that citizerofedrs
will be influenced by the stance of their leadémsa context of general uncertainty and low infotima
about electoral quality, elites provide importalotes to citizens and citizens are most likely g oa
statements by their favored political leaders. \Wigdthesize that when losing parties refuse to dccep
electoral outcomes, citizens who feel close todhuaties will be more likely to withhold their qagot for

° Anderson et al. (2005) found that winner—losersgae relatively large in countries with predomingarty systems
(such as Japan and Mexico) and that citizens whseloepeatedly were more dissatisfied than weirenig who lost
only once. To date the most comprehensive inquitty $ystematic effects of turnovers on public aminin Africa
found that alternations in power affected every snea of support for democracy positively (Bratt@®2) but that
study did not inquire into the important winner-doselationship, or institutional legitimacy.

19 Boycotts (partial or total) characterized almddtp@rcent of presidential elections where politicaiotivated
violence was systematic and/or widespread (Lind2é@gb).
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political institutions. We expect opposition exmiess of dissatisfaction to influence losers’ petimns of
legitimacy much more than winners’ perceptionsstive expect to see a widening of the winner—loser
gap. Approval of the electoral processes by leadleissing parties should, conversely, have a pasit
impact on losers’ perceptions of legitimacy, anduwch smaller positive impact on winners, if anynkle,
we hypothesize that opposition parties’ approvdlnarrow the winner-loser gap.

Freeand Fair Elections

There are several reasons to expect the exterttitdan election process is free and fair influsnce
popular perceptions of institutional legitimacyefious research suggests that when individuals\eli
decision-making procedures are fair, they tendetonore accepting of the outcomes of the process eve
when outcomes are deemed suboptimal (Anderson, @08i5; Lind and Tyler, 1988; Tyler, Casper, and
Fisher, 1989; Tyler, 1989). Furthermore, variouktipal institutions, from electoral commission police
and the courts, are usually involved in electoratpsses; thus perceptions of deficient electiomdilely
to spill over into decreasing legitimacy for paldl institutionswrit large.

Naturally, the more actual fraud is present, theeniely one finds perceptions of fraud amongzeitis.
Yet, perceptions of the extent and importanceaiddrare likely to be unevenly distributed amongnens
and losers in Africa due to imperfect informatidsoat actual electoral quality.lt is plausible to expect
that citizens who emerged from an election victasiwvill tend to believe that: most irregularitiesna
unintentional, the proper candidate won, and tiséesy is legitimate. In contrast, losers are mdeyito
assume that flaws were deliberate and consequertias, freeness and fairness is likely to affeet t
attitudes of losers more than the attitudes of etianWe hypothesize that unfree and unfair elestwaifi
be associated with wider winner-loser gaps, whige find fair elections should decrease winner-igaps
in legitimacy.

While turnovers of power, peaceful elections, offpmsapproval, and free and fair elections areéaiely
correlated, they are empirically and analyticalltidct characteristick. There are several instances in
Africa where genuinely unfair elections have ndveldss effectuated an opposition win: the president
and parliamentary elections in Ivory Coast on 2208er and 10 December 2000; the executive elections
of Madagascar on 16 December 2001; and the pamitameelections in Malawi on 15 June 1999 are cases
where electoral irregularities affected the reshitsthere was still an alternation in power. Theme also
instances where violent contests or oppositiorctigie of outcomes coincided with power transitiofilse
1999 elections in Nigeria led to a turnover of poeeen though the contest was marred by violende an
the opposition refused to accept the results. Gh&0 election and Senegal’s 2001 election also
resulted in full turnovers of power despite violepisodes surrounding the electoral contest. Theeab
discussion also indicates that each of these fmiofs can be plausibly assumed to work indepelydeht
the other three. We are interested in the indepereféect of each trait. Therefore, in the follogin
empirical analysis, we will assess their respeatavasal effect in a multivariate analysis.

Data, Cases, and Measurement

To test the above hypotheses we would ideally tthelattitudes of the same individuals over timéhay
experience different types of elections and compam to similar citizens in a stable electoral
environment. Since this is not possible, we hawseh to compare different individuals from a nuntdder
countries and years that recently experiencedgerahelection types. Although imperfect, we bedidghat
this comparison yields insights into what would pepto citizens in a country that embarks on
improvements in electoral quality. We use data ftemm different sources. At the individual-level of

! Opinion pollsters, journalists, and election obses in Africa face numerous constraints, which/pre them from
providing accurate and independent informationitiaens.

2 Turnover is only weakly correlated with peacefssé0.12), opposition elite acceptance of the cbrated
outcomes (0.26) and the free and fairness of elest(0.06).
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analysis, we use Afrobaromter (AB) surveys from Riail, 2, and 3 administered from 1999 to 2006, in
which nationally representative samples are drdanough a multi-stage, stratified, clustered sangplin
procedure. The use of a standardized questionfaailgates cross-national comparisons. We have
complete data from 11, 15, and 18 countries fronmds 1, 2 and 3 respectively, so we have a totédlof
surveys (country/roundsj.In the two-step hierarchical model described belwa couple individual-level
Afrobarometer survey results with data on the matidevel elections using an updated version of
Lindberg’s (2006a) data set covering all electifstosn 1989 to 31 December 2008' We use data from
the most recent presidential or parliamentary &lastheld before the AB enumerators went out ineo t
field in the various countries on the basis thbzens’ attitudes are likely to be most influendsdthe
latest election. Due to the time lag between aestiwhich form the basis for our key independent
variables) and the subsequent surveys (which measurkey dependent variables), we feel relatively
confident in making plausible inferences regardmgdirection of causal effects, though we can not
entirely rule out reverse causation.

Our sample of countries is restricted by the s&laatf countries included in the three consecutounds
of AB surveys. In other words, we can use individagel data from only 18 countries, which are not
entirely representative of the continent as a whotntries included in the AB surveys are sigaifitty
more democratic than the African average cautiongiggainst too generous generalizations to alt#dir
nations'® Nonetheless analyzing dynamics in the emergingodesmsies on the continent also gives us a
plausible map of what may happen in the other natibthey develop more democratic systems.

Measures of the Dependent Variable

Our dependent variable, perceived legitimacy ottigal institutions, is a multidimensional concepét is
measured in slightly different ways by differentrears. We suggest that it is preferably analyzeitsin
various aspects. Rather than selecting a singlerian of this complex concept, which would openijs
to validity questions, we examine a range of fivéicators. A single index would present a host of
aggregation and weighting decisions, which woufddafthe results and thus create additional validit
issues (cf. Munck and Verkuilen 2002). All five rseges are based on individual-level responseseto th
AB surveys and the exact wording and coding ofviméables can be found in the appendinstitutional
Trustis an index variable that sums trust in four paaitinstitutions: the electoral commission, cowts

1312 surveys were conducted in Round 1. Howeveerséof the questions used for both independentependent
variables were not asked in Uganda’s first roundesyr Therefore all of the observations for Uganaland 1 are
excluded from the analysis. The total number ofeyrespondents in these 44 surveys is 68,9580kt mnstances,
respondents who did not answer all the questioed imsthe analyses were excluded from the analy&sy
individuals were unable to answer the question ainether the constitution represents the valuesmaterests of
the people, hence the considerably lower N in ti@yais predicting constitutional support. Eachtfstep analysis
(for each of the five measures of legitimacy) corgdetween 48,948 and 55,892 individual-level oasps.

 The full data set provides data on, among othagth outcomes, boycotts, freedom and fairnesgmance of
results, and turnovers from 284 elections in Africa

15 Note that the data displayed in Figure 1 do ndicite reverse causation. If small winner-losersgapd to
turnovers (rather than the other way around aslamy; then the gaps from the surveys prior totthraovers should
be lower than the gaps in subsequent surveys. Hawivthe two cases for which we have survey geta to full or
partial turnovers, Ghana and Mali, the gaps medsprier to the elections (round 1) were far higthem the gaps
after the turnovers (rounds 2 and 3). Our argurtiettthe causal arrow leads from turnovers to néng of the gap
is more consistent with the evidence from the sedjng of elections and survey results overtime fra@G and Mali.
'® The average Freedom House rating on the politights’ scale from 7 to 1 for AB countries has imped from
3.50 to 2.89 between round 1 and round 3, whileatlezage of all other African states has worsem 033 to 5.03
in the same period. The freest of those surveyefibinclude Botswana (democratic since independémd®66)
and South Africa. At the other end of the spectewmUganda (with civil war and restrictions on pattivity during
the survey period) and Zimbabwe (where citizensaffiarded only minimal political and civil rights).
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law, the army and the poli¢éAccountabilityis variable gauging whether citizens feel politicatitutions
offer possibilities to hold leaders accountaklensent to Government Authorégks if the government has
the right to make people abide by its decisi@gport for Constitutiomeasures the degree to which
citizens feel that the constitution representgdaple’s values and beliefs. Final8atisfaction with
Systenmeasures how satisfied citizens are with the veagatracy actually work¥.

I ndependent variables

We use independent variables at micro (individuatg) macro (elections) levels of analysis in a siap
statistical model (see below). The key independantble at the individual-level of analysis is wear-
loser status, which takes on three different vafaeginners, non-partisans, and losers. Citizehs gaid
they feel close to the parties that make up thegowent (winners) are coded as two. Citizens waiorcl
they are not close to any party (non-partisanstaded as one. Citizens who report feeling close to
opposition parties in the legislature or partiest thid not win seats at all (losers) are codeceas!2 We
also include controls for gender, age, educatidmamuresidence, poverty, media exposure, political
participation, and political interest. The key ipdadent variables at the national level are thismidsed
earlier: turnovers, peaceful process, oppositigr@al and free and fairness of elections as dssulis
above. The appendix contains specific informationhe coding of these variables.

Testing Hypotheses on Winner-Loser Gaps and the E€ts of Electoral Qualities

In order to answer questions about how the conaluttaftermath of elections influence the size ofmner-
loser gaps in perceived legitimacy we need to thaimicro-level survey data with macro-level data o
electoral institutions and elite behavior. Schotzage employed several different strategies folyairey
cross-national public opinion data together witheir-level dat&’ The results that we present in the paper
are derived from a two-step hierarchical estimaegy that models the individual-level procedses
each survey (country/round) separately and alltvsritercepts and coefficients for each surveyifferd
arbitrarily. Two-step strategies are well suiteddoalyses of cross-national surveys where theréaage
numbers of micro-level observations (individuals p@rvey) and small numbers of macro-level contexts
(countries or elections). We expect that therecarsiderable differences in the processes thatrgenthe
data in each country or survey and limited crossesuinformatior’ The two-step process allows for the
relationship between variables in Mali to diffeorin the relationship in Zimbabwe or any other coyntr

" We also used an index variable that excluded inute electoral commission to ensure that thsitintion alone
was not responsible for the findings. The resultsenargely the same for the key variables.

18 Although this question asks specifically about deracy there are good reasons to believe that nesgo
characterize the existing system regardless ¢évil of democracy. Hence, what people are sayrmiv legitimate
they find the existing political institutiongrit large.

19 Bratton et al. assert that the measure is valitevetiso acknowledging that perhaps not all citizemthfully or
accurately report their partisan attachments: ‘@frse, some respondents may rewrite their persustalies by
reporting voting records deemed politically corr&tspite the possibility that we were sometimésritionally
misled, we still expect that being a self-proclaiimeinner’ increases one’s loyalty to incumbentdees and reduces
one’s willingness to criticize their performanc®rétton, Mattes, and Gyimah-Boadi, 2005: 259)

perhaps the most common strategy is to conductatepanalyses on each survey and then comparstisg(such
as means, proportions) or casually contrast mulit@analysis across surveys. Another populategiyainvolves
pooling (or stacking) the surveys and analyzingrtlaes a single data set, either with or without ¢guimdicators and
weighting factors. Pooling strategies can leadrtblematic standard errors if single observatidrih@ macro-level
are assigned to thousands of individuals and staily treated as if they are independent obs@mat Recently,
more scholars have employed multilevel hierarcHioalar models; the approach that we adopt hersk@and
Shively, 2005: 327-8). For a more detailed comjparisf strategies for analyzing cross-national pubpinion data
see Jusko and Shively (2005: 327-8). They provate dn the frequency of political science artiedagploying each
strategy (328), and describe the benefits and pateltawbacks of these strategies (330-32). See@klman and
Hill (2007) for information on multilevel models.

2 One-step multilevel models employ cross-samplerinftion to estimate a general model and are thast m
appropriate for situations with numerous macro dampach with a small number of micro units.
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and it also allows for different intercepts. We thse two-step procedure when presenting our resutte
body of this paper. However, the key findings remtae same regardless of whether we use a on®istep
two-step procedurg.

Briefly, the two-step procedure is as follows. le first step, we run 44 different ordinary leapiares
regressions (one for each survey) in which the measf perceived institutional legitimacy is reges on
the individual level variables. The 44 interceptd d4 coefficients for winner from the first-stdyen
become the dependent variables in the secondtbemdependent variables in the second step come f
the data on the most recent election preceding efaitte 44 surveys. Because of space limitatiors, w
have chosen to discuss in detail only a part off@lanalysis of legitimacy for political institigns: the
model predicting institutional trust. We will ugdad explain in greater detail the statistical maued the
empirical results. However, the same principle nhedes used for the analysis of the four other iathcs
of the dependent variable (accountability, conseigovernment authority, support for constitutiand
satisfaction with system) with essentially the saesults. We note in the text or footnotes wheee th
results for the other measures of legitimacy digdrgm those for institutional trust.

First Step of Model Predicting I ngtitutional Trust
The first step of the model is to regress institugi trust on the individual-level variable of irget,
winner-loser status, and the control variabless Hsitablishes the base-line effect of being a winone
institutional trust, controlling for gender, agéueation, urban residence, poverty, media exposure,
political participation, and political interest. &first equation thus is

Yij = Boj+ Byywinner; + B, gendey + B3 education + B4 urbar) + Bs; poverty (1)

+ Bej medig + B participation + Bg; interesf + g;

where Y] is institutional trust for an individual i in swy j, and the parameteg; B4, B...Psjare estimated
separately for each survey, using an OLS estin"téﬁg[and[?slj are the main quantity of interef; is the
intercept value for each survey j ghiglis the effect of winner-loser status on institotibtrust for each
survey j.

Before moving on to the second step, we examinetlieidual-level results to ensure that the mdidsl
the process generating the data as well as to ghagefect of winner-loser status on institutiotrabt.
Figure 1 plots the OLS estimates fafor each survey. Th@, estimates indicate the size of the winner
effects (which can also be interpreted as thedfiziee winner-loser gaps) for each country/roundabich
we have data. The vertical lines show the 95 peémanfidence intervals of the estimated winneretffe

Figure 1 reveals several interesting featurest,frs estimated winner effect is significantly piee in

most countries across three survey rounds evencafitérolling for other individual-level variablethie 95
percent confidence intervals typically lie above #ero axis®* In general, winner-loser status significantly
predicts institutional trust. Similar analysis tbe other measures of legitimacy indicate thataarly all

22 For further discussion of the advantages and disstdges of one-step or two-step multilevel modgsdimategies
see Beck (2005); Bowers and Drake (2005); FranZ8@5); Gelman (2005); and Kedar and Shively (2086}
excellent examples of two-step models using sudatg, see Duch and Stevenson (2005); and HubemngKeaind
Leoni (2005).

2 We use HC3 heteroskedastic consistent standastsdifron standard errors).

24 With controls, the effect is statistically siguiint for 35 of 44 surveys (80% of our cases) aaceffect is positive
but not statistically significant in another 7 seys. It is negative but not significant in the rémrag two cases (Mali
rounds 2 and 3). When not controlling for altermatiactors, winners are more trusting than loseevery survey
except Mali (round 2 and 3) and the difference leetwwinners and losers is statistically significamd positive at
95% level of confidence in 37 of the 44 surveys. &#® test to make sure that our results in therskstep are
robust to the exclusion of such outliers, in patic Mali (rounds 2 and 3), but possibly also Maléwund 1), and
Zimbabwe (rounds 2 and 3).
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18 countries for which we have data from the sws\J@ided between 1999 and 2005, winners are
significantly more likely than losers to think tttaeir institutions are accountable, deservingasfsent,
appropriate, and satisfying — in addition to bemugtworthy.

Figure 1 Winner effect on institutional trust.
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Notes: TheB,;are estimated by OLS with HC3 heteroskedastic stersi standard errors and controlling for gender,
education, urban residence, poverty, media expppoltiical participation, and interest. Verticalds denote 95%
confidence intervals. The horizontal axis repoutvays in rounds 1, 2, and 3 (where data existsg@dch country.
Solid circles denote elections where incumbentsaieed in power. Hollow triangles denote partiahturers of

power (change in leader or party coalition, butlmath). Hollow squares denote full turnovers of powlhe baseline
is a 33 year old woman living in a rural area vatprimary education and median levels of povertgdia exposure,
participation, and interest in politics

Sources: Afrobarometer (afrobarometer.org) and lhémg (2006a).

Second, Figure 1 shows considerable variationarstbe of the winner effects from country to coyntr

and even between rounds within a country. Thegenistable association between winner-loser staids a
legitimacy of state and government institutionsnost surveys, but the association ranges from steoyng

to none” What accounts for this variation in the winnerdiogaps across countries and across time? Does
the quality of the election prior to each survelpheecount for the narrowing in some cases of timmer-
loser gap?

% The winner effect is extremely high for the firstind survey in Malawi, and the second and thihtbsurveys in
Zimbabwe. In contrast, there appears to be onlynégnmal effect in the first round survey in Botswatize third round
survey in Malawi, the second and third round susvieyMali, and the second round survey in Senegal.

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 1 0



As a first cut at answering this question, we mdiikeFigure 1 those surveys that followed partiafiud
turnovers of power. Thi, for surveys following full turnovers are marked véquares, and those
following partial turnovers of power are markedmitiangles. The rest, where incumbents stayeaep,
are marked with solid circles. From a visual ingjecof Figure 1 there seems to be a negativeioalstip
between turnovers of power and the winner effelae Winner-loser gap in institutional trust tend$¢o
smaller in surveys that were conducted followingiphturnovers (triangles) or full turnovers (sges),
than when the incumbent retained power (circlegjuré 1 is illustrative of such a relationship, but
obtain quantifiable estimates of the interactiie&fof turnovers on the relationship between baing
winner and institutional trust, we proceed to theosd step. We also examine the effects of peaasful
opposed to violent elections, approval of oppogigbtes, and the degree of freeness and fairngbei
second step.

Second Step of Moddl Predicting I nstitutional Trust

In the second step the estimated intercepts ancoficients of interest (winner-loser status) eaeh
regressed on the four election-level variablesstorate the direct effect and interactive effedtslectoral
institutions on perceived legitimacy. The estimadegendent variables in the second step are welighte
according to their precision from the first stepasado make the most efficient use of availablermftion
(Lewis and Linzer, 2005). To adjust for intra-cayntorrelation we estimated the second-step equstio
using a variance estimator clustered by coufiti/e conducted this analysis for each of the fiwkdators
of institutional legitimacy: institutional trustceountability, consent to government authority,rpfor
constitution and, satisfaction with system. Ag#inthe interest of clarity and economy, we descitbe
greater detail only the model and the resultstermeasure of institutional trust.

To obtain the direct effect of electoral traitsinstitutional trust we estimate the equation
Boj = Yoot Yoiturnovey + yo, peacefyl+ yoz;0pposition + yosfreg + W, (2)

wherefy; is the estimated intercepts from Eq. (1) for esunivey j. The parametes; is the direct effect of
turnovers of power on institutional truggis the direct effect of non-violent elections ostitutional trust,
Yos IS the direct effect of opposition approval of tection outcome on institutional trust, anglis the
direct effect of an election that has been judged &nd fair on institutional trust.

The second step also consists of an additionaltiequia order to obtain the interactive effectsaofiner-
loser status and the election-level variableshingquation

B1j = v10t y12turnover + ypeacefyl+ y;s0pposition + y1afreg + wy; 3)

By are the estimated coefficients on winner-loseustéiom Eq. (1) for each survey j. The parameigs
the intercept (or the effect of winner-loser stadnsnstitutional trust when the election-leveligbies are
zero),y111s the effect of a turnover on the winner effegijs the effect of non-violent elections on the
winner effectyysis the effect of opposition acceptance of the @aautcome on the winner effect, and
is the effect of an election that has been judgee &nd fair on the winner effect.

% Our 44 observations come from only 18 countrigs\aa can not assume that observations from the sammry

at different times are independent of each other.

%" The direct effect is the same as the total efiéeach electoral trait on perceived legitimaryy for the losers
(winner=0). For winners (winner=2) or independemisiner=1), the total effect must take into accoomth the direct
effect and the indirect (interactive) effect.
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Results: Turnovers and Winner-Loser Convergence

Table 1 reports the estimated parameters and sthadars resulting from the second step Egs. 1§d)(8)
respectively. Model B shows that in the equatiaedoting the winner effecf()), the estimated coefficient
on turnover+y4) is negative and statistically significant with radghan 95 percent confidence.
Substantively, this means that being a winneréss powerful determinant of institutional trusitdaving

a turnover than when an incumbent won the lastieledn contrast, peaceful elections, opposition
approval, and free and fair contests do not sicguifily affect the winner-loser gaps. If they affect
legitimacy perceptions of citizens at all, thenytheust do so for winners and losers fairly equally.

%8| ooking at the results for Model A in Table 1, elo not seem to be any direct effects of eledtorl variables
on institutional trust; none of the estimated pagtars in the first column come close to conventitenaels of
significance. Thus we can not reject the null hjypsts that the quality of elections has no effecperceived
institutional trust among losers. In general, lesgho recently experience a peaceful, free andefaation where
incumbents were voted out of office, and nonetlsetexepted the result, are not significantly moodiried to trust
their police, army, courts and electoral commisshan citizens who just survived a violent and urgéection where
incumbents hung on to power and the oppositiorctefethe outcome. However, it is arguably quiteliikhat the
lack of significance is due to multicolinearity atine low number of degrees of freedom we have wiitlly 44 cases.
When each of these election-level variables isasggrd separately on the intercepts, the estimatgftiaients are
positive and statistically significant with at [€&8 percent confidence (peaceful: coefficient220se=0.12, p-
value=0.09; opposition: coefficient = 0.18, se=00%alue=0.05; and free: coefficient = 0.20, s€90p-value=0.05).
The bivariate estimated coefficient on turnovesti insignificant (coefficient =0.08, se=0.11 vpiue=0.45). With
respect to institutional trust, therefore, we cahaonclusively say whether or not peaceful proegsspposition
approval, and free and fair elections increaseldaveinstitutional trust for losers. Somewhat danpatterns emerge
with respect to our other four measures of legitiypalthough turnover does have a significant pesistimated
effect on the other measures of legitimacy in thétiwariate (except for system satisfaction) anthia bivariate
models. Overall, we can not say that electoralijealsignificantly and consistently boost perceivwastitutional
legitimacy for the losers, although the estimatielcts are in the expected direction.
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Table 1 Second-stage estimates of electoral infleson institutional trust

Model A Model B
BOj Blj
Main Effect Winner Interaction Effect

Turnover of Power Yo1 .038 Y11 -.048
(.113) (.017)

.738 .014

Peaceful Electoral Process Yo2 .100 Y12 .018
(.168) (.038)

.560 .640

Opposition Approval Yo3 A11 Y13 -.027
(.109) (.043)

.323 541

Free and Fair Elections Yoa .039 Y14 -.009
(.144) (.079)

.270 .909

Constant Yoo 1.18 Y10 199
(.195) (.107)

.000 .079

R’ 159 173

Prob > F 234 .032

N 44 44

Notes: Entries are unstandardized coefficientéovia@d by standard errors in parentheses, and gsatu
italics below. The standard errors are adjustedntoa-country correlation. The dependent variabl®lodel A
is the weighted predicted intercept from the fatgp individual-level regression models. The depend
variable in Model B is the weighted predicted regien coefficient for winner from the first-stemlividual-
level regression models. The first-step within-gyrvegression models regress institutional truatreg winner,
gender, education, urban residence, poverty, neegiasure, political participation, and interestdach of the
44 surveys (countries/rounds), thus generatingthimtercepts and 44 winner coefficients, whichwaeéghted
by their precision (Lewis and Linzer, 2005) andduae the dependent variables here. The baselm83syear
old woman living in a rural area with a primary edtion and median levels of poverty, media expgsure
participation, and interest in politics.

Sources: Afrobarometer Rounds 1, 2 and 3 (afrobatenorg) and Lindberg (2006a).

@ Copyright Afrobarometer



The estimated results thus provide support fohgpothesis that a turnover of power has a significa
moderating effect on the winner-loser gap in thed@ntries in Africa we have analyzed. The visuals
figure 1 reported above do not mislead. In facte#ms that they paint a rather accurate pictunéhat
happens with popular perceptions of legitimacydolitical institutions after elections with or wiht
turnovers respectively. Losers consistently asdrnbgtutions with less legitimacy than winners.tBiter
turnovers, when winners become losers and the atagiaround, the gap between the two groups of
citizens narrows significantly to the effect of vethg polarization. In short, turnovers of powerroa the
winner-loser gap in institutional trust.

This set of findings is quite robust; turnovergpofver significantly moderate winner-loser gapsdibiof

our five measures of legitimacy of state and gowent institutions. For all the equations predicting
winner effect §,)) the estimated coefficients on turnover) are negative and statistically significant with
95 percent confidenc® Regardless of how we measure legitimacy, turnoseesn to be thenly

significant influence on the winner-loser gaps.deéal elections, opposition approval, and free faid
contests have no estimated effect on winner-logps @n trust, accountability, consent to authority,
constitutional support or system satisfactidfurnovers are unique in their effect of moderatiiigens’
evaluations of political institutions legitimacy.

To help interpret the estimated substantive effétirnovers on institutional trust, we combine Ed3, (2)
and (3) into a single equation. Starting with Bg.ffom above and inserting (2) and (3) yields:

Yij = (Yoot Yorturnover + yg, peacefyl+ yosopposition + yesfreq + wy) (4)
+ (y1ot yrturnovey + yi, peacefyl+ y;sopposition + yi4freg + uy) winnet;

+ B2 gendey + B3 educatiof + B4 urban + Bs; poverty, + g medig

+ By participation + Bg interest + g

Yij =Yoot Yoiturnover; + yo, peacefyl+ yos0pposition + yosfreg + y10 winner; (5)
+ v turnover* winnerj + y;, peacefyf winner; + y,30ppositiog winner;

+ yafreg*winner; + B, gendey + B3 educatiof + B4 urbar + fs; poverty

+ Psj medig + P participation + Bgj interesf + (Uy + Uywinner; +g;)

The substantive interpretation of the interactitiact is made less complicated because the intesd¢ep
the control variables in the first step were calted so that the baseline is a 33 year-old worwanglin a
rural area with primary school education and metiaals of poverty, media exposure, participatimg
interest in politicS' Suppose that our baseline individual lived a gaiitth the most violent election
(peaceful=0), where the opposition rejected theaue (opposition=0), and the election was not fieed
fair (free=0)*? Following an election in such a polity where thelimbent retained power (turnowd),

2 |n both bivariate and multivariate models forfale measures of legitimacy, turnovers significgméduced the
gap between winners and losers. There is not des@xgeption to this general result.

% In the models predicting the winner effect foralthe five legitimacy measures, there are no tkaes to the
general finding that turnovers are thidly mechanism for reducing winner-loser gaps in eithaeltivariate or
bivariate models.

31 In other words, the variables were rescaled sothiey are zero for each of these traits. For exan®8 years old is
coded 0, 32 is coded -1, and 34 is coded 1 anahsblos ensures that the intercepts that we examittee second
step represent a plausible and typical individBaktause the first-step intercepts in each surveyaecording to the
centering of the individual-level variables the aad-step results for the regression on the intéscae not invariant
to rescaling (Huber, Kernell, and Leoni, 2005: 379)

32\We use these extreme examples to simplify the imatiir example. Figure 2 presents the predictéukessor
individuals living in a more realistic electorahémnment.
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the predicted difference between our baseline iddat aligned with the ruling party (winnei2), and our
baseline individual aligned with the losing powern(ner;=0) is:
[Yoo+ ¥01(0) + 710 (2) *+v12(0*2)] = [yoo+ v01(0) + 710 (0) +711(0*0)] (6)
=v10(2)
=0.19912)
=0.398

However, following a similar election where therasaa full alternation of power (turnoye?), the
predicted difference between our baseline indiidligned with the ruling party (winng#2), and our
baseline individual aligned with the losing powernner;=0) is

[Yoo+ ¥01(2) +7v10 (2) +711(2*2)] = [yoo* Y01(2) +710 (0) +v11(2*0)] (7)
=7v10(2) +711(2*2)

= 0.199(2) - 0.048(2*2)

=0.206

In short, the estimated difference between winaatslosers in this case is nearly double when it@nts
stay in power (0.398) than when there is a turn@@£06). The estimations from this two-step apphoa
provide information on the effects of alternatiam@ower on individual-level perceptions of theitegacy
of political institutions among winners and losacsoss 18 African nations over three rounds of AB
surveys from September 1999 to March 2006.

The predicted values shown in Figure 2 help tdirillustrate the substantive effect of turnoviersall
five measures of legitimacy.The vertical axes are the predicted levels ofegieed legitimacy
(institutional trust, accountability, consent torgmment authority, support for constitution, atisfaction
with system) and the horizontal axes depict thelle¥turnover, starting on the left with no tureoythen
partial turnover, and full turnover on the righhelcircles indicate the predicted values for owsebae
individual who is aligned with the winning partyh& squares represent our baseline individual wha is
independent, and the triangles indicate those whbdose to opposition parties. Everything elsade
equal, turnover elections make individuals affégvith political groups competing for politicalyger
move closer to each other in their appreciatiopdditical institutions’ legitimacy. The oppositeadso true;
when countries hold elections in which one polltigarty or group of parties consistently win, winmand
losers diverge in their attitudes about their tnstns.

% The predicted effects in Figure 2 are calculatedtie median values of peaceful (1), oppositionhd free (2).
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Figure 2 Predicted institutional legitimacy byédés/of turnover and winner-loser status
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We want to reiterate that while we have focusedtratiention on the measure of institutional treise,
basic results hold across all five legitimacy meesuRegardless of which measure of legitimacy we
employ: winners are significantly more supportifeh@ir government institutions than losers but pow
alternations significantly reduce the size of thisner-loser gap while the other electoral quatitie
(peaceful process, opposition approval, and frekfain elections) do not have a significant moderat
effect.

Making Moderation Play

We find that while a series of elections withounhtawvers tend to polarize citizens, turnovers bthege
two groups closer together in an increasing apatieti of state and government institutions. Iniportant
to keep in mind that the group of winners afteuradver are not the same individuals who were wigine
before (the same is true for the losers); givehadHarge majority of citizens/voters tend to hatable
preferenced’ when there is a turnover groups of citizens swapgs between winners and losers. Used-to-
be losers become more positive in their evaluatidribe legitimacy of political institutions buteiz do not
quite reach the same inflated level of appreciabiopolitical institutions as the former winnerdése new
winners are thus less likely than the old winnerghore or accept undemocratic or illicit govermme
behavior. Those who formerly were winners, ratinditigal institutions quite high on legitimacy, woe
losers and ascribe to the same institutions less &and confidence than before. Yet, they do nsteied so
far down the scale of legitimacy as to reach tméy losers’ levels of distress. New losers séi# s
institutions as relatively legitimate. When theaohre reversed, moderation comes into play agidudils
on opposite sides of the main political divide cartaser to each other in evaluation of their poditi
institutions® Such moderation may be even more important incAfthan many other places, since
political divides often align with ethnic-linguistones making them particularly susceptible toenok
(e.g. Green 2006, Posner 2005). The convergengeroéptions between winners and losers indicates a
significant reduction in opportunistic evaluatidnstate and government institutions in terms ofrand
sweet) grapes. In this way, turnovers appear tbduinstitutionalization of legitimacy becomindatvely
independent of electoral outcomes and the indiVisldieeling of being a winner or loser respectivelat
is what consolidation of democracy is about.

Robustness Tests

We examined whether our findings are robust teediffit specifications of the model, standard error
corrections, the exclusion of possible outliers] astimation strategies. We conducted the robustnes
checks not only for the equations predicting ingtinal trust, but for all the five measures oftiitagional
legitimacy.

First, we queried whether the interactive effedétsimover and winner-loser status remain signiftcand
the interactive effect of the alternative qualitiemains insignificant, with different specificat®of the
second step equations. Our main conclusions seagaime when we consider bivariate models in the
second step as opposed to the multivariate moderitded above. Our results also remain the same if
drop all independents from our analysis and onbk lcompare citizens who say they feel close to imgn
or losing parties. Furthermore we get the samdtseifuve include an additional variable to contfot the
general level of political and civil rights withapolity in addition to the electoral measures. M/ttie
coefficient on Freedom House’s measure of freedaroften significant itself, its inclusion in the

% Lindberg and Morrison’s voting behavior studie8@3,n.d.2007) measure a large number of individuals’ vote
choice in more than one election, and find thau&lB8% of Ghanaian voters have stable preferences.

% This moderation effect of turnovers, also tallyilwgth Andersonet al’s (2005: 52-56) findings from Europe. In
the short term, alternations are typically followsda boost in legitimacy among the new winnerdavtiie new
losers keep some of their previous appreciation.

% This variable from Freedom House (2005) is codeabdfree, 1=partly free, and 2=free.
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equation predicting the intercepts and in the eqoatredicting the coefficient on winner does nttrathe
estimated effect of the other parameters. The tsfige witnessed initially thus were not a spuricesilt
of multicolinearity, the coding of the winner-losariable, or of higher levels of freedom in cowegrwith
turnovers.

We also tested our theory against a fourth altermatodel specification. We replaced the winneetos
status variable with two dummy variables, one forngrs and one for losers. In the second step we
examined the influence of turnover, peacefulngggosition party acceptance, and free and fairnes$)o
the intercept (where our baseline individual is rawindependent), 2) the coefficient on the winner
dummy variable, and 3) the coefficient on the lakanmy variable from the first-step equations. Wk d
this for each of the five measures of legitimadye Bquations are:

Yij = Boj+ Byywinner dummy + B, loser dummy 44 gendey + Bs; educatiof + g (8)
urban + B7; poverty + g medig + Pg participation + p1gj interesf + g

Boj = Yoot Yoiturnovey + yo, peacefyl+ yo;0pposition + yosfreg + W, (9)
B1j= y1o* Y11 turnovey + ypeacefyl+ y;30pposition + yisfreg + wy; (10)
By = v20t y21turnover + yypeacefyl+ y,;opposition + y.4freg + w; (12)

The results are entirely consistent with our arguintieat turnovers (and only turnovefdielp moderate

the euphoric views of winners and increase the thegaiews of losers, thus narrowing the winnerelos
gap>® Across all five measures of legitimacy, the fttge equations show that winners are significantly
more likely, and losers significantly less likelg,view their institutions as legitimate as comjplatie
independent® The second step results reveal that the signeotdeefficients are as expected in every
single case for all five measures of legitimacye Thefficients on turnover predicting the winnenaiy
effect {11) were negative, indicating that turnovers modet#te strong positive relationship between
being a winner and perceived legitimacy. The cosffits on turnover predicting the loser dummy dffec
(vy21) were positive, indicating that turnovers helpeskks to perceive their institutions as more paedifi
than they would otherwise. Furthermore, acrosditleemeasures of perceived institutional legitimaaly
the coefficients on turnover predicting the dumrffees ¢, andy,;) were statistically significant with
only three exception.This alternative specification of the model leadslitional support for our
argument about the mechanisms by which turnoverstie smaller gaps in perceived legitimacy. We now
have evidence that turnovers change the attituble®aersand losers, though in opposite directidiis.

3" The coefficients on peaceful process, oppositmmeptance and free contest were not significarit thié one
exception of the coefficient on opposition accepépredicting the relationship between the winnanohy and
consent to authority was negative and significaitit ®% confidence. These alternative electoralitiies do not
seem to affect the attitudes of winners, losersmadependents.

% The coefficients on turnover predicting the inesrto;) were not significant, except for the model prédig
consent to authority where the coefficient was fpasiand significant. These results indicate tf@atthe most part,
turnovers have little effect on the attitudes afdpendents.

% The one exception was that the coefficient orldber dummy predicting institutional trust was significant,
though still negative as expected.

0 The three coefficients on turnover that are ingkpected direction but not significant are thossgjzting the
relationship between: 1) winner dummy and institodl trust; 2) the winner dummy and accountabibtyg 3) the
loser dummy and accountability.

*1 With respect to the model using winner and losennhy variables, the results from a one-step hiaieat model
(see explanation below) are identical to the tvepsstimation strategy with the following excepsioh) The loser
dummy does have a significant negative estimatitedn institutional trust as expected; 2) Thefficent on the
interaction term between the winner dummy and tuenavas not significant in the model predictingtitngional trust;
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Second, we explored whether our results are cemsigtwe use an alternative standard error caoedh
the second step. When we use a general corredtidreferoskedasticityinstead of clustering by country
our central findings are confirmed. Turnovers hawtrong moderating influence on the winner effeat,
none of the other electoral traits has a signitieatimated effect regardless of whether we cluster
country or not.

Third, we checked to ensure that particular obgemys were not exerting undue influence on ourltesu
For each of the measures of legitimacy, we examingdhph of the estimated intercepts by turnovdraan
graph of the estimated coefficients on winner bpawver to identify possible outliers. These ouflierere
excluded and the model was re-estimated. Agaimesults remain the same. Hence, our findings are no
the product of individual countries but rather tmeffect general trends.

Fourth, we employed two alternative estimationtsges. We used a two-step estimation strategyeavher
the estimated dependent variables in the secopdstaot weighted; the equation is estimated using a
simple OLS procedur® Regardless of whether we clustered by countrysedwa HC3 correction for
heteroskedasticity, the OLS strategy produced tetut were consistent with the weighted method.
Finally, we also re-estimated each model usinghdom-effects generalized least squares (GLS) reigres
estimation strategy that is grouped by survey dmstered by country. Although a two-step procedsire
preferable given the dimensions and propertieh®fiata, it is comforting to know that our conabns are
not an artifact of our estimation strategy. Forreaicour five measures of institutional legitiméabg
estimated coefficient on winner is positive anchigant, the estimated coefficient on the intei@cterm
of winner and turnover is significant and negativag the estimated coefficients on the interadtéom of
winner and the other election-level variables (idahg turnover) are not significant. In short, &ay
findings are quite robust.

Conclusions

For the first time in history a majority of the gdtes in the world have some type of democratic
constitution. Some countries are democratic in nantg while others have been democratic for decades
A majority, however, remain somewhere in betweenekiremes. A key question therefore is how such
fragile democratic systems can become more rolmastraus consolidated. In contrast to authoritarian
regimes, which often rely on coercion, democramgegiire sufficient legitimacy to ensure citizen
compliance. For democracies to survive and govifectively, losers as well as winners must acchet t
legitimate authority of state and government in§tins. Furthermore, winners should not become so
euphoric following electoral victories that theyfit their critical capacities and grant governmen
unconditional allegiance. Winners as well as losaust be willing to monitor their political instiions

and hold government accountable. In the stand&nd of consolidated democracy, losers lose without
revolting against or illegally obstructing post@teal government and incumbents win elections auth
doing away with the democratic qualities of thaest®ivergent citizen views of political legitimaaye
especially troubling in transitional polities wherelitical systems are unstable and democracytiyeto
consolidated. We present a theory of four plaussblesal mechanisms for how elections play a role in
consolidation. Our results suggest that only onehamism is significant: alternations in power Via t

3) the loser dummy does not significantly predtauntability; and 4) the coefficient on the intdfan term
between the loser dummy and turnover is not sicguifi in the equation predicting accountability

*2\We use HC3 standard errors (Efron standard errats¢teroskedastic consistent covariance matriecton that
tends to produce more accurate results when tieedsiedasticity is potentially large and of an wwkn form and
when the number of observations is small. HC3 pecedwconfidence intervals that are typically morneseovative
than Huber-White standard errors (Lewis and Lin2605: 346)..

3 Monte Carlo experiments indicate that with estedadependent variables regression models, OLS asiign(with
Huber-White or HC3 heteroscedastic consistent staherrors) are generally reliable, though ofteifinient
compared to FLGS estimators (Lewis and Linzer, 2005
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ballot box. Shared understandings of state leg@tin@ae a central feature of democratic consolidagiod
electoral turnovers can help achieve common viewsrg citizens aligned with opposing parties.

In our interrogation of national- and micro-levelta we consistently find a very wide gap in perediv
legitimacy of political institutions between winseand losers across the 18 countries and 44 surveys
Citizens who feel close to ruling parties on averpgt a lot more trust in their institutions; thithiat
government can be held accountable; consent tagment authority; support their constitution; ame a
satisfied with their existing (more or less demtichgolitical system than citizens who are aligneéth
the losing side. Yet, these extreme winner-losgsga legitimacy are significantly reduced by alegions
in power as both sides move towards a shared commdsfie ground.

Other electoral qualities, such as peacefulnefisegbrocess, opposition acceptance of the outccanels,
fairness of the contest do not affect the gaps &&tvwinners and losers in Africa. Winners and wser
appear to remain polarized in their attitudes altioeifegitimacy of their institutions regardlessadfether
elections are violent or peaceful, accepted orctefeby opposition elites, and free or forged. Buers
alone exhibit the estimated harmonizing effectsTshiggests that democracy promotion activities aith
eye to consolidation should be more attentive foraving opposition capacity, thus making alternagio
more possible. It takes time for opposition paréied candidates to develop coalitions, structieesics
and platforms that will allow them to mount a camned challenge against incumbent leaders. Intensive
monitoring during the heady electoral period malpmeake elections more peaceful, accepted by
opposition elites, and free and fair, but improvihg quality of elections will not alone reducegrdation
of the citizenry. Some level of electoral qualitayrbe necessary for turnovers to happen, but merely
improving the quality of electoral contests willtrguarantee opposition success, nor will it bringners
and losers together to a shared and productive efdheir government institutions.

How long do the moderating effects of a turnovst &nd what are the effects of repeated turnovwafes?
can only speculate about the specific effects péaged turnovers since none of the AB countrieg hav
experienced two turnovers during the surveyed dekide can perhaps say something — even if only
tentatively — about the durability of attitudindlanges. The effects of turnovers on winner-losps g@em
to diminish with time, suggesting that repeateddwers are needed for consolidating new democracies
much along the lines of what Huntington (1991) asggd with his emphasis on two turnovers after the
founding election. We re-estimated our analysisvabocluding a measure of turnovers in the secoastm
recent election before each survey. What had mge bind consistent effects when we considered
turnovers in the most recent elections were inficamt for all of our measures when we considehed t
second most recent electidfi$urthermore, in our sample we also have four e@sin which one
particular election that resulted in a partial omplete turnover was followed by two rounds of sys/
distanced by approximately two years without anoihervening election: Cape Verde, Kenya, Malid an
Senegal. In three out of four cases (Cape Verdesandgal in 2001, and the elections in Kenya ir2200
the later round surveys carried out in 2005 (betwand 49 months after the elections) showedlarwi
winner-loser gap than the earlier round surveysazput seven to 17 months after the turnovertielec
This pattern is also reinforced by the only caskait&) with an incumbent-won-election followed bynd
1 of the surveys, turnover-election followed bymd2, incumbent-won-election followed by round BeT
winner-loser gap in this case displays a U-shapegecrom high to low to high again (though nothégh
as before the turnover) exactly as predicted byghesoning above. Although the evidence we haverat
disposal is not conclusive, we find it suggestif/a gradually eroding of the moderation effect of
turnovers.

In sum, alternations in power seem to bring citizehemerging democracies closer together in shared
perceptions of the legitimacy of political instituts — an important feature for consolidation ahderacy

* The results for the second most recent electiontal for the characteristics of the most recéettions.
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— but repeated alternations seem to be neededt@irsmoderation and institutionalize the legitimaé
state and government institutions in the new deat@cdispensation. Theories of democratization and
consolidation have for long theorized the impor&aatalternations in power but until recently tinead
number of cases as well as the lack of data onlppattitudes in transitional regimes have prevemere
rigorous testing. Controlling for both individuaJel characteristics as well as national leveltetat
gualities, we have found substantial and consisegirical support for the claim that turnoversindact
play a causal role in furthering democratic cortadlon. When Lipset (1959) theorized the importaofce
legitimacy for democratic endurance, he emphadizedole of political competition. Fifty years latge
can confirm that competition plays this significaole not only in thele juresense of the term, but also
through thede factorotation of the people in power.
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Appendix: Measurement of Key Variables
Dependent Variables:

Institutional Trust:Index variable that measures average trust ingolitical institutions based on the
guestion “How much do you trust the following imstions [to do what is right]: the police, courfdaw,
the army, the electoral commission?”. Each anssveoded “not at all” = 0; “distrust somewhat” = 1;

“trust somewhat” = 2; “trust a lot” = 3. The combuhscores are divided by four and the institutidnast
index thus ranges from 0-3.

Accountabilityis based on three slightly different questionsedsk the various AB Rounds: In Round 1
respondents were asked to choose between two statef. No matter who we vote for, things will not
get any better in future. or B. We can use our p@gevoters to choose leaders who will help us awpr
our lives”. In Round 2 respondents were asked: yDw agree or disagree with the following statenfeifts
you had to, you would be able to get together witters to make elected representatives listendo yo
concerns”. In Round 3, the question was: “Thinkwtbimw elections work in practice in this countdow
well do elections: Enable voters to remove froniceffeaders who do not do what the people want?”.
Answers were coded ranging from O to 4.

Consent to AuthorityFor AB Round 1 this variable is based on one guestPlease say whether you
agree or disagree with the following statement&r&tare no right or wrong answers. Just tell met wba
think: Our government has the right to make denisithat all people have to abide by, whether oty
agree with them?”. Replies were coded “stronglaglise”= 0; “disagree” = 1; “neither agree nor disa§

= 2; “agree” = 3; “strongly agree” = 4. For AB Ral and 3, three similar questions were asked degar
the police, courts and tax authority, answers cadebe same way as above, summed and dividedrbg.th

Support for Constitutionis based the question: “Please say whether yaeagrdisagree with the
following statements. There are no right or wrongveers. Just tell me what you think: Our constituiti
expresses the values and aspirations of the [odurdgople?” Replies were coded “strongly disagre@'=
“disagree” = 1, “neither agree nor disagree” =&gree” = 3; “strongly agree” = 4.

Satisfaction with Systeim based on the question: “Overall, how satiséiezlyou with the way democracy
works in [country]? Replies were coded “not atsallisfied”= 0; “not very satisfied” = 1; “don’t kmg = 2;
“fairly satisfied” = 3; “very satisfied” = 4.

Independent Variables:

Winner-Loser Statugirst we coded each party in each country/elea@®winner if it won the presidency
or was part of a coalition whose candidate wongjpiemntial elections) or if the party won a majoiify
legislative seats or was part of a coalition otiparmaking up a majority in the legislature. Setame
coded each respondent’s party affiliation accorgingased on the question “Do you feel close to any
political party? If yes, which one?” If party cheidoes not match with the party that won the rmexcstmt
national election according to the definition abfleser] = 0; if they do not choose a party [indegent] =
1; if party choice matches with the party that vlo® most recent election [winner] = 2.

Turnover:Elections were coded: if there is no turnover # €here is an alternation in power and the new
president is an immediate successor to the formemigent of the same party, or, in legislative e if
there is a partly new coalition forming a majoiityparliament = 1; and if there is a new presidesth a
different party, or, there is a new party/coalitmfmew parties with a legislative majority = 2.

Peaceful Electoral ProcesElections were coded: when there is systematid anavidespread politically
related violence during the campaign, on electiay @hd / or during the post-election period = Ogwh
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there are non-systematic and isolated incidentdoténce, or geographically very limited outbreaks;
for cases of peaceful elections = 2.

Opposition ApprovalElections were coded: when none of the main lopargjes accept the outcome = 0;
when either some or all losing parties reject gsailts at first but within three months accepit,if some
losing parties do not accept the results = 1; wdlelosing parties concede defeat immediately dfter
results are pronounced = 2.

Free and Fairness of ElectiorSlections were coded; when elections were wholkauand obviously a
charade = 0; when there were numerous irregulatitiat affected the result = 1; when there were
deficiencies but they did not affect the outcoméhefelection = 2; when elections were free and fai
although there might have been fewer number of Inuensors and logistical restrictions on operatiorgs
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