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Democracy Without People
Political Institutions and Citizenship in the New Suth Africa®

Robert Mattes

South Africa is widely seen as one of, if not tlegguligmatic success story of the Third
Wave of Democracy. This success is just as widslyibuted to the country’s
supposedly wise choice of new democratic instingithat averted ethnic civil war and
induced all key contenders to buy into the new daate dispensation. But while there
has been a real secular increase in public pemepthat its new institutions are indeed
supplying a high level of democracy, there isdiffl any evidence that these institutional
successes have resulted in increased levels otmldrhand for democracy. Nor is there
much evidence of any institutional impacts on théuales of specific sub-groups that
might be expected by institutional theories of dermatization. The paper closes by
suggesting three possible reasons for these dewelus that should be pursued in a final
version of this paper.

Introduction

In this paper, | take the first steps to develomnmgethodology to test institutional
theories of democratization with a time series bl opinion data from the first decade
of South Africa’s new democracy. South Africa igdaly seen as one of, if not the
paradigmatic success story of the Third Wave of Denacy. This success is just as
widely attributed to the country’s supposedly weswice of new democratic institutions
that averted ethnic civil war and induced all keyntenders to buy into the new
democratic experiment (e.g. Klug, 200X; Sunstei@0X, Gibson, 200X). But have
South Africa’s new political institutions actualhad the effects of generating increased
public commitment to the new democracy that areroftnplied in institutional theory?

Scholars of democratization tend to explain théibta or consolidation of new
democracies -- understood here as a very low pilityabf breakdown and reversal
(Schedler, 1996) -- by reference to either of twaotey different sets of factors. One
school advances a demand led-theory of consolidatacusing on public values and
attitudes, or what Richard Rose and his colleagu@98) call political “software.”
Though they may vary in important ways in how tleeyceptualize and measure key
variables, this school broadly argues that new deawtes and their constituent
institutions become consolidated only when theyobex “legitimated,” or when an
overwhelming majority see democracy as the “onlyngan town” (Linz & Stepan,

1996). Put another way, new democracies requineodeats (e.g. Almond & Verba,



1962; Diamond, 1998; Gibson, 199X & 2003; BrattonMattes, 200X; Inglehart &
Welzel, 2005; Gunther, Torcal & Montero, 2006; SMells & Park, 2005).

From a completely opposing standpoint, another adescholars argues that
democrats are theesult of stable and successfully functioning democratstitutions,
not their cause. This school advances a supplyHedry of democratic consolidation
that focuses on the “hardware” (Rose et al, 1998)owernment. Political institutions
can be seen either as sets of rules (North, 1998% ¢the organizations that perform the
work of government, such as legislatures, execsitimed courts, as well as security,
regulatory and welfare agencies.

But -- to complete their analogy -- Rose and hikeagues (1998) have pointed
out that any systems designer knows that it takéls bardware and software to make a
system work. Thus, Bratton, Mattes & Gyimah-Bogfl04) proposed an integrated, or
demand and supply model of democratic consolidation. Theyuad that new
democracies consolidate when a high proportioritafens demand democra@nd also
believe that they are receiving sufficient levelsilemocracy from their political regime,
and when this condition obtains over time. The ehagses public opinion data to
measure demand but also to measure supply, notasrdyproxy in lieu of good data on
institutional development, but because subjectiublip perceptions of the supply of
democracy ultimately matter more than expert ratioigobjective indicators.

The framework | develop in this paper expands ademand and supply model
by widening the analytic lens beyond what citizéniak about their political institutions
and regime to also describe a given country’s tiumstnal choices and subsequent
institutional development in order to model howtitogional dynamics affect citizen
attitudes, and in turn, shape the overall directibthe democratization process. In other
words, | use this integrated demand and supply mtalelevelop a more specified
explanation of how political institutions and pubbpinion interact and, in turn, develop
a more sophisticated and empirically accurate mtalcan be used cross nationally to
understand why some democracies endure and impaadeyhy some stagnate or decay.

How Do Political Institutions Promote Democratic Casolidation?

Institutional theorists have derived a system qfliek propositions or hypotheses

about the impacts of political institutions acraswide range of elite behavior from such



fundamental issues as ending civil strife or dariat rule by inducing elite entrance into
negotiations, elite agreement on a constitutiorttlesnent, or elite compliance with that
agreement, to more relatively mundane issues kitenet formation, legislative voting,
government duration, policy demands, political parampaign appeals party formation
(see the various offerings in Reynolds, 2002 feampling). They have also developed
similar offerings about the impact of institutioos the ability of government to ensure
transparency, accountability or economic growthflaton and unemployment
(Huntington, 1968; Lijphart, 199X; Grindle, 199Xukuyama, 2005).

Yet political scientists have been far less explioi terms of specifying how
institutions affect the democratization proces®uigh their impact on the behavior or
attitudes of ordinary citizens. In a sense, onelccde excused for attributing to the
institutionalist school arextreme claimabout this link: that is, elite behavior simply
matters more than mass behavior. “Getting thetinsins right” is not only anecessary
condition for democratic consolidation, it is alasufficientone. One variant of this
claim might hold that, in terms of the demand-sypmlodel set out above, demand
simply does not matter. Another variant, with ager academic pedigree, holds that
strong, effective and autonomous institutions aegeessary not only because popular
demand for democracy is typically low, but becaiideft to their own devices mass
publics will willingly support a whole range of uehocratic measures against unpopular
minorities, or gladly surrender their rights andelities during a crisis in return for
stability and security (Madison, Hamilton & Jay X9 Berelson et al, 195X; Prothro &
Grigg, 196X; Converse, 1970; Burton & Higley, 19XMigley & Gunther, 199X).

However, most institutionalists would adopt a legreme position advancing a
strong claim, as follows: to the extent that popular demanddemocracy and good
governance matter, wise institutional choice arfielotive institutionalization will create a
supply of political and economic goods sufficiemt generate that demand. An
examination of the underlying logic in institutidntheory yields several possible
mechanisms by which this might happen.

Institutions are said to affect democratic conslwh in several different ways.
The first set of impacts can be grouped underdhgelprocessof “institutionalization”

Within this broad approach, one set of scholarsdmaghasized the generalized overtime



effect of a the repeated practice of successfulhectioning set of democratic institutions
whereby democracy becomes “routinized” and ordircdigens become “habituated” to
democracy (DiPalma; 199X; Gunther, Montero & PuHl89X). In a related vein, a
second set of theorists have emphasized the “lggarby doing” role that political
institutions play by enabling citizens to partidgpge.g. vote, join civic associations,
contact elected leaders, participate in collecaetions, or peaceful protest) and thus
realize and internalize the value of democracy.e Vhry act of working with other
citizens, contacting officials, taking part in dleas, and fulfilling duties to the
democratic state should — if repeated -- inculcaiemative loyalty to the democratic
regime as well as other positive personality traital to democracy such as internal
efficacy and cognitive engagement with politics (Decqueville, XXXX; Putnam. 1993;
Bratton, 199X; Diamond, 199X; and Hadenius, 199XA. third set of scholars have
emphasized the performance dimension of institatination, arguing that those specific
state and government institutions that developraurtty and capacity will be more likely
to fulfill their functions by serving citizens ardklivering valued economic goods (like
employment, prosperity and equality) as well astigal goods (such as protecting rights,
and ensuring transparency, accountability and respeness), and in turn, convincing
people of the value of democracy (Huntington, 186d 1968; Grindle, 199X; Rose &
Shin, 2000; Fukuyama, 2005; Przeworski, 1991; Pozskv et al, 1996; Przeworski et al,
2000).

Institutions also may affect democratic consoliolatiby providing rules that
create incentives or disincentives for various bedra that either facilitate or obstruct
democratic practice (Lijphart, 1985; Horowitz, 19%inz, 199Xa and 199Xb; Grofman
& Lijphart, 199X; Reynolds, 199X; Weaver & RockmaxXXXX; Macyntyre, 200X;
Colomer, 200X; Reynolds, 2002). The basic ins@fiwhat has came to be known as the
“new institutionalism” in political science is thatiles shape politics by providing
incentives for some behaviors and disincentivesotbers (North, 199X). And if rules
shape behavior, it follows that different sets ks send out different sets of incentives
and disincentives. Thus, new democracies rolisbsethose rules which “disincentive”
whatever behavioral maladies afflict a given poéitisystem and “incentivize” corrective

or ameliorative behaviors. By setting out and esifg rules and by supplying a range of



desired political and economic goods, democratititutions satisfy citizen needs and
provide incentives for citizens to cooperate pealbefwith one another, participate in
peaceful democratic procedures, refrain from maltviolence, refrain from supporting
“anti-system” political parties, and accept theigiens and comply with the obligations
of the democratic government and state agenciesthler words, getting the institutions
right creates a demonstration effect that democEoyly works better than other
contenting regimes, and citizens will be more k& prefer democacy to alternative
regimes and more likely to be satisfied with itgpat. This would include largely
constitutionalized rules about the type of statatéuy or federal), executive (presidential
vs. parliamentary), and elections (majoritarianpreportional) (Liphart, 198X; DiPalma,
19XX; Horowitz, 1991a and 199b; Linz, 1991a and lIl99Reynolds, 199X; Sisk; 1996;
Reilly, XXXX; Reynolds, 2002; Colomer, 200X; Macyme, 200X; Norris, 1999;
Anderson & Guillory, 200X; Bratton & Cho, 2005; @oher, 200X)
Institutional Choice and Institutionalization in South Africa

To understand the particular role of political siend organization in the South
African experience, at least two preliminary obs#éions are in order, both of which
might seem counterintuitive given the popular ima§éhe country’sapartheidregime.
First, South Africa’s political tradition has beerarked by a longstanding commitment
to the concept of the rule of law (Mathews, 19XXBgtler, Elphick & Welsh, 198X;
Giliomee, 200X; Dugard, 19XX??; Dyzenhaus, 2007)he system ofpartheidwas
nothing if not rule-based; virtually every act @psration, removal, disenfranchisement,
discrimination, banning, or detention carried oyt the state could be located in or
derived from an Act of Parliament (Gibson & Goud896)? Second, the South African
state has always been characterized far more bgiples of Weberian rational-legalism
rather than the neo-patrimonialism common to lgoges of sub-Saharan Africa, and
thus best described by Schmitter’'s regime-typeuséaucratic-authoritarianism (Bratton
& Van de Walle, 1997). Taken together, these twmts help account for why South
Africa’s transition away fromapartheid toward multi-party democracy ultimately
resembled the Iberian and Latin American path ofrpcted negotiations and pacts rather

than African modal paths of sharp disjuncture fakad by national conferences or rapid



movement to early elections (Bratton & Van de Wall®97) or for that matter the
transitional paths characteristic of Eastern Eusape Central Asia (MacFaul, 200X).

Starting in the late 1980s, the leaders of thedwali Party and African National
Congress began a highly scripted process that bedfantentative contacts in exotic
locales like Paris and Dakar, advanced to “talksu#dalks,” and then shifted to full
scale negotiations that produced a series of keycpnstitutional pacts such as the
Pretoria and Groote Schuur Minutes (1991) and tagoNal Peace Accord (1993), and
eventually an interim (1994) and final constituti®®96). These agreements not only
spelt out how each pact would lead to the next bogé,also produced a web of often
novel rules and institutional devices. Betweenll88d 1994, negotiators designed and
agreed to a Transitional Executive Council, a fongdelection on the basis of
proportional representation, a transitional Indejeen Electoral Commission, an interim
Government of National Unity and Governments ofviftaial Unity, transitional Local
Government Councils, a Truth and Reconciliation @uvssion, a new Constitutional
Court, and a Constitutional Assembly. The Constihal Assembly, in turn, produced
agreement on final national, provincial and locatgrnments, and a final court system,
but also new devices such as a National CounciPaivinces and a plethora of
permanent, independent watchdog agencies such as Intlependent Electoral
Commission and Human Rights Commission. Yet theitlScAfrican passion for
institutional innovation was still not sated; sint®96 the constitutional landscape has
been complemented by a range of new enforcemerituiiens like a National
Directorate for Public Prosecutions, Office fori8as Economic Offenses.

This infatuation with institutional design is nowatohed by a new enthusiasm for
institutionalization. That is, while the governmemas undertaken a home grown
program of structural reform that has rolled bawokdcopeof the state and reduced its
role in many areas of economic regulation, it hesukaneously taken steps to increase
the strengthof the state (for more on this distinction, se&lyama, 2005). Since 1995,
the government has initiated a wide range of progra- often in partnership with
international donors -- to enhance state expesiigkcapacity at national, provincial and
local levels in policy-making, revenue collecti@pending and policy implementation,

and prosecution. Finally, the government has bésen involved in significant attempts



to increase theeachof the state, introducing police, justice and otervice agencies to
deep rural areas.

Yet assessing the impact of any particular sewosttutional rules and political
institutions assumes that we know something abdatt Whose rules and institutions were
intendedto accomplish by those who designed them. Thimrédeve proceed to assess
the impact of South Africa’s institutions and agkiwhether or not they “worked,” it is
necessary to know something about the thinkingycéll institutional designers. Andrew
Reynolds’ (2005) analogy of the constitutional desr as clinical physician guides us to
ask a series of questions. First, what did thegmibse as the most important political,
social and economic maladies afflicting South Adflc Second, what were their
prognoses for the future trajectory of the countryRnd third, what were their
institutional prescriptions? And what did they egpto happen as a consequence of
adopting these institutions? Answering these dquest however, is not as simple as it
might seem. A prominent characteristic of Southcafs transition was the extent of the
disagreement over the nature of the country’sciffins as well as their cure, or what
Donald Horowitz (1991) called the “conflict abobetconflict.” South Africa’s political
doctors proceeded from extremely divergent diaghadeand prognoses of the body
politic, and thus proposed often mutually exclusprescriptions. This debate can be
parsimoniously divided into three different schooishought.

South Africa as an Apartheid Society

Consisting of church organizations, civil right gps, civil society organizations,
legal scholars and the official white parliamentapposition, the first school diagnosed
the malady of South Africa of the late 1980’s a® thystem of legalized racial
discrimination and exclusion known apartheid Apartheiddenied legal citizenship in
the land of their birth to millions, deprived theai political freedom and rights,
marginalized them from the political and econonfie bf the country, subverted the rule
of law to repress black protest and insurgencyegiginized state institutions and eroded
respect for law, and created a deep sense ofriatél hatred and desire for retribution.

While pessimistic, its prognosis for the countryd diold out the hope of
advancing toward a common, normal society. It$itutgonal prescriptions focused on

dismantling the web ofapartheid laws, structures and replacing them with laws



guaranteeing political equality and freedom, poéditirepresentation in a common South
Africa, outlawing discrimination and encouragingeater contact and integration
amongst people of different races. And to enshat the country did not simply slide
from a racial oligarchy into a dictatorship thawvgmed in the name of the black majority
yet oppressed both blacks and whites, this schasicpbed a series of constitutionally
entrenched individual and minority rights, replariparliamentary sovereignty with
constitutional sovereignty. Finally, minority rigghwere also to be safeguarded by some
form of federalism. This school’'s liberal commitmeto justice also necessitated
thinking about some process to investigate andsbuaiimes committed by individuals
under apartheid balanced with the concern for ngattie country apart led to calls for a
truth and reconciliation commission (Slabbert & ¥el198X; Louw & Kendall, 198X;
Adam & Moodley, 199X; Boraine & Levy, 199X).

South Africa as A Deeply Divided Society

The second school was composed of a loose matetgesen the ruling National
Party and international and domestic politicakstists who studied ethnic politics. It
clearly recognized thatpartheidhad to be removed but tended to diagregsatheidnot
as the genesis of the country’s problems but ratemptom (albeit misguided) of these
problems. It also contended that South Africa matsa normal society, but in contrast to
the liberal approach, its prognosis questioned ladrethe polity could ever evolve into a
common nation governed under a single, majoritadi@mocratic system. South Africa
was not simply composed of a plurality of differethnic and racial groups, but was a
deeply divided society with little shared nationialentity in which well-defined
communal groups claimed, mobilized and contendedoéditical power over the same
territory and where the state tends to be the \ebicthe currently dominant group.

For such a society, the liberal school's presaripdi were not only insufficient,
but might make things worse. Rather, divided g@secould only sustain democratic
rule through a complex system of power sharing betwwell defined communal groups
The most prominent of these international analygteend Lijphart, prescribed a
combination of four institutional devices: (1) posponality, both in terms of electoral
rules as well as the composition of governmenti| service and budgetary expenditures;

(2) a grand coalition of all key groups in the cedtior collective executive; (3) minority



vetoes; and (4) segmental autonomy, possibly thraagme form of ethnically based
federalism In direct contrast to the first school’s prestidp of nation-building through
integration and increased intra group contact, @casionalism advocates keeping
groups apart as far apart as possible, leaving grteup negotiations in the hands of a
small group of enlightened leaders (Rabushka & Slee97X; Hanf, 198X; Giliomee &
Schlemmer, 198X; Lijphart, 1985; and Horowitz, 198&NP piece on EUY.

South Africa as a Post Colonial Society

Consisting of the South African Communist Party &frican National Congress
and international and local Marxist oriented schgla third, quite divergent diagnosis of
the ills underlying South African society pointeal ¢apitalism as much aspartheid
Apartheidwas seen less as a unique creation of Afrikangomedism than as a variant of
a much larger dynamic of international capitalisnd aolonialist oppression resulting
from the country’s experience since independencel9d0 that resulted from its
“colonialism of a special type.” Viewed throughetie lenses, the fundamental societal
maladies were diagnosed as (racialized) capitigloitation of the black working class,
underemployment, under-education and poverty, whisched blacks into “subjects”
rather than citizens (Rodney, 19XX; O’'Meara, 19%amdani, 199X). Its prognosis
predicted that simply removing the legal structafeapartheidwould leave the white
middle class in control of the commanding heightthe economy and do nothing about
the systematic underdevelopment of Africans.

To be sure, this school’s prescriptions includes rdmoval ofapartheidbut was
deeply suspicious of the institutions of “bourgéodemocracy in general and in
particular of the proposals of both South Africdetals or conservatives (such as exotic
electoral rules, federalism, and supermajoritiesighed to protect individual or minority
rights as thinly disguised methods to limit andrantblack or working class aspirations.
Rather, this school prescribed essentially magyién rules that would ensure the
political “hegemony” of the African people, the Worg class, and their political
representative the African National Congress. eitommended basic Westminster
parliamentarianism and a unitary state in ordeadbieve a strong state with minimal

limits that could ensure economic delivery, sotiahsformation and nation-building.



South Africa’s Constitutional Settlement

Describing the entire result of South Africa’s ctitasional negotiation process is
beyond the scope of this paper. But three impornggmeralizations are necessary to
proceed. First, it is true that the ANC made samportant concessions of lasting
consequence such as proportional representaticsiosdé rules and constitutionally
entrenched provincial governments with constitudibndefined powers. Second, the
Interim Constitution adopted in late 1993 contai@edumber of other temporary ANC
concessions to the National Party and other mwgudrties but which had no lasting
consequence because they were either ignored atiggaonce the ANC won the 1994
election, or eliminated by the ANC-dominated Cdnsitbnal Assembly from the final
constitution> Third, the National Party failed to obtain mosite key demands. It had
wanted the Constitution to be written by CODESA,nan-elected body equally
representing 19 different political organizatiorfsvastly varying size and legitimacy, a
collective and revolving presidency, a proportiorabinet that made decisions by
consensus (effectively allowing minority party vesd and over-representation of minor
parties in the upper legislative chamber. And ahcenceded that CODESA would only
write an interim constitution, it demanded legislatsuper-majorities of 70 percent (and
even 75 percent on fundamental rights) to ratifamend the final constitution. None of
these demands came to fruition.

Thus, what ultimately resulted from six long of sbtution-making was a
relatively majoritarian, very centralized systenthwiew veto players (Tsebelis, 199X)
which enables a majority party to do what it wanith little effective opposition. Why
did this happen? The South African transition wiagracterized by a power asymmetry
between the government and opposition. It is thag¢ a mutual perception of a “hurting
stalemate” (Zartmann, 19XX) in the military strugglriginally drove the National Party
and African National Congress into each other'ssaramd a sense of power symmetry
characterized early negotiations, with the ANCrggth lying in its popular support, and
the National Party’s in its control of the militargivil service and business community.
But once the competition shifted to electoral pedit the ANC soon gained the upper
hand. This shredded any “veil of ignorance” (Ravll874) that might have created a

sense of uncertainty as to how each party would & a result of negotiations. The
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sheer demographics of the country appeared to gesrahe ANC a sizable election
victory if it could monopolize the black vote. Amhen negotiations broke down in
1992 and 1993, the ANC was able to mobilize hursli@dthousands of protesters into
the streets to force the government to accedestadgotiating demands. Negotiations
proceeded in the presence of a plethora of prdi@tesurveys conducted by government
agencies, research institutes and media organizhgginning as early as 1989. These
surveys initially provided the National Party wgbhme hope of at least denying the ANC
a clear majority. But as the De Klerk governmeppeared increasingly unable or
unwilling to do anything about the violence thatswaaring the country apart, opinion
polls showed the ANC moving toward a resoundingovicand the NP acceded to ANC
demands simply as a way to get to elections batersupport completely evaporated
(Mattes, 1994). And finally, the supposed resgugels of NP influence, based on ts
apparent control of the civil service, the militaapd the business community, quickly
evaporated as each abandoned the NP after theel®&#bn and moved to curry favor
with the new ANC government (Waldmeir, 1997).
The ANC'’s Theory of Democratic Governance

That the ANC emerged from constitutional negotiadiovith the great majority of
its institutional preferences intact was not ina@qeential for a political movement of
such grand aspirations. To say that the Africaniddal Congress is an ambitious
organization is a massive understatement. Its\gaalnothing less than the fundamental
transformation of South African society reshapingbmeathtaking cross-section of
political, economic and social life. Achieving this goal, however, required first and
foremost a strong, efficient and legitimate staterder to:

» eliminate the vast divides within the South Afrmapulace by creating
common political and economic rights, reducing ecoit inequalities, and
creating national unity;

* end minority control and privilege, politically,rbugh the introduction of
representative and accountable, majoritarian desmtiodnstitutions and
through the transformation of the public serviaed aconomically through
affirmative action and black economic empowerment;

* eliminate widespread destitution through redistn®itaxation and spending
to provide public services (such as education,theare, water, sewerage,
housing and welfare grants) and job opportunities;

* and provide dignity and freedom to the previougipr@ssed through
economic empowerment, but also by providing pdlitrights and liberties,
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and by enabling people to participate in polit@atl economic decision
making.

Yet in many different ways, the newly elected Admc National Congress
perceived that if they were to achieve these gaad,if the new democratic order was to
endure, deepen and prosper, they would need tcatakeies of explicit steps to engineer
a sense of patriotism and widespread popular attanhto the “new South Africa,” a
general popular commitment to democratic rulesgxdensive trust in and respect for the
institutions embedded within that regime, and ativac “participatory” citizenship.
While the ANC may never had put it in so many wotte task it set for itself was one
of creating legitimacy — or a “sense of moral ongiss” (Etheridge, 19XX) around the
territorial and symbolic identity of the “new Sou#tirica,” the democratic regime, the
range of political institutions embedded within tthagime, and its particular vision of
citizenship.

Consistent with the arguments of political scignidavid Easton (196X), the
ANC was admitting that no political system can lasgvive simply through constant
coercion or through regular “quid pro quo” exchangef material payouts and
instrumental popular support. Rather, they neddebuild the new dispensation on a
more enduring, diffuse sense of intrinsic suppstpport that would not have to be
constantly earned through the delivery of politiead economic goods; support that
would ultimately manifest itself — negatively --rdlugh citizens refraining from
emigration, insurrection, protest, boycotts or staays and — positively — through
regular political participation, tax payment, aa@vlabidance. This was nothing less than
a task of winning hearts and minds over to the pelitical order, and doing so across
four distinct levels, or referents of public attlas: that is the newolitical community
the newpolitical regime the new set ofjovernment institutionsand the new vision of
the individual citizen’ In this paper, however, | will focus only on tA&IC’s thinking
about building legitimacy for the new democratiginee.

The commitment to a democratic form of governmeas been a principal theme
of ANC thinking for at least forty years, as arteted in the widely repeated phrase of
the Freedom Charter: “the people shall govern” §3ol& Davis, 1991: 8). More

specifically, this has meant a commitment to popylbased, elected government which
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is accountable and accessible, but also refleeswili of the majority (ANC, 1991).
That said, however, the ANC has tended to purspariicular variant of democracy and
democratization. Due to years of ascriptively wedi minority rule, the ANC has
understandably emphasized building a governmentdflacts the “will of the majority,”
rather than thinking of ways to protect minoritghris or ensuring minority influence. Its
notion of “the majority” has tended to be statiadamonolithic (rather than fluid and
cyclical), much as its idea of “the people” hasdith to be collective and monolithic
(rather than a collection of disparate individugkrests). Thus, it focused on getting an
electoral system that would create a legislatueprasentative of the people as a whole”
(ANC, 1991), rather than one with clear links tentifiable constituencies. And, as
noted above, it entered constitutional negotiatwite a strong suspicion of mechanisms
that might give influence to political minoritiesich as super-majorities, federalism or
proportional representation in the executive cabinéndeed, it saw the process of
democratization not simply as achieving a free fairfounding election and producing a
popularly elected government, but as a much |lgpgecess of systematically eliminating
minority control and privilege (ANC, 1994a, ParBT).

The ANC also distinguished between what it saw rabrect, “representative”
democracy and direct, “participatory” democracy. hil& representative democracy
would be supplied by elections, the ANC has triedchannel popular participation
through informal or extra-electoral and extra-l&gise forums rather than formal
electoral or legislative mechanisms (ANC, n.d.-atB; ANC, 1997a).

The ANC’s quest to deliver democracy has been nmadmn more daunting
because its own conception of democracy has censigtcombined political and civil
rights with notions of economic democracy (John®&vis, 1991: 8). As a 1997 party
document declared: “Democracy and development raegtwined and one cannot be
separated from the other” (ANC, 1997a). ANC o€isiand documents have often spoke
of “democratizing the economy” or “democratizingwty.” Thus, the political equality
enshrined in the constitution, protected by thertspnd manifested in the 1994 election
was only a first step toward what the ANC thougha® democracy and the party called
on the national and provincial legislatures to &btish legislation and programmes

which ensure substantive equality rather than foretmality” (ANC, 1994a, 5.4.1).
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Thus, supplying democracy not only entailed free fair elections and civil liberties and
political rights, but providing economic equalitycheconomic emancipation.

Yet while the ANC devoted a significant degree dfical consideration to
changing popular attitudes to achieve the goalation-building and legitimize the idea
of the South African political community, therens evidence that the party thought it
necessary to change popular attitudes to legitinigedea of a democratic South Africa.
To the extent that they thought about it, democratinsolidation was signified by the
absence of counter-revolutionary forée©n one hand, this paucity of thinking implies
that the party’s thinkers assumed that people abyupreferred democracy as a political
regime. On the other hand, leading ANC officialersed that democracy could easily
lose mass support if the democratically elected eguwent failed to deliver
economically. Nelson Mandela, for example, justfi the party’s massive
Reconstruction and Development Programme by arghiaity'Democracy will have little
content, and indeed, will be short lived if we canhraddress our socio-economic
problems with an expanding and growing economy” (ANL994a: Preface). Or as a
1997 party discussion document put it: “No politidemocracy can survive and flourish
if the mass of our people remain in poverty, withiamd, without tangible prospects for a
better life” (ANC, 1997b, Part 1.2.7). Thus, iflpiy default, the party did have some
basic awareness of the issue of democratic legiymiaut saw it turning sharply on the
issue of economic delivery.

This summary of official ANC thinking about issuesdemocratic legitimacy as
reflected in its key policy documents suggests itsasaw the legitimation of the new
South Africa and its democratic political instituts turning largely on the issue of
performance and the delivery of political and (nhgiconomic goods. Relatively little
thought was given to issues of symbolism or (regization. At first glance, this might
appear contradictory. Legitimacy, in the Eastontaadition, is not supposed to
performance based, or instrumental. The Eastqraaadigm sees loyalty to the political
system as the product of the socializing instingiof society (schools, family, and mass
media). The very reason why legitimacy is seera afesired goal is precisely so a
political system does not have to depend constarity perpetually on the successful

delivery of economic and political goods.
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But the ANC view might be less contradictory thamight initially appear once
one considers where South Africa stood in termgsopolitical development. While it
did indeed have the notion of an intrinsic loyattyt free of performance considerations,
as its ultimate goal. “But how could South Afrisafamilies, schools, or mass media
fulfill those roles,” the ANC might have asked, Vgn the fact that the severe social
divisions created by apartheid and the fact thatiesivas in the process of changing its
very identity?” Seen in this light, the ANC'’s attpt to use performance to create a
broader, more enduring, performance-free legitimagyore ironic than contradictory.

In fact, many political scientists would concur hvithis view. While families,
schools and mass media might be the key purveyatsgfose, legitimacy-based support
in established democracies, scholars located witien‘new institutionalism” argue that
new democracies have to kick start the processhiopsing, designing or developing
effective political institutions. Yet only somestitutionalists would argue that continued
exposure to successful institutions will gradualtgulcate democratic legitimacy as
citizens internalize the rules of the game. Agulsed earlier, others would emphasize
the fact that the rules embedded in differing tn§bns incentivize or disincentivize
democratic attitudes and behaviors. Still othewuld argue that the real role of
institutions is to (re)shape the attitudes of tha$® participate within them, through a
“learning by doing” dynamic.

An Initial and Tentative Test

On the face of it, the African National Congresyegyoed South Africa seems to
have done remarkably, even miraculously well. Aghexpectations of racial and ethnic
civil war, political authoritarianism, and triplegit inflation and indebtedness, South
Africa has repeatedly been hailed as an examplemiocratic progress (Carothers, 2004
13) and is now widely seen as a model successotdderd Wave democratization. The
country’s experiences of the last ten years in lainfesolution, negotiation and
transition, constitutional drafting, and recondiba are seen as “state of the art.”
Institutional designers from places as diversesagel-Palestine, Fiji, Congo and Iraq
have looked to South Africa as a model for a BilRights, institutional design, or for a

process of negotiation or reconciliation (e.g. 2402).
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South Africa receives regular plaudits from a widenge of international
observers of democracy and governance. It is onby of ten African countries to be
rated as “free” by Freedom House (2004); and sihde a functioning multi-party
democracy, it also qualifies by Diamond’s (1999jirdgon as a “liberal democracy”
(1999). The Bertelsmann Transformation Index gs&v®emocracy Status score of 4.2
(out of 5), which reflects a country with “Good ppects for consolidation of a market
based economy” (Bertelsmann, 2003). And its Cargin has become the darling of
liberals and social democrats the world over bezaists inclusion of an extensive set
of political and socio-economic rights.

On the economic front, the new government has @&dbtte triple-digit inflation
that many feared would accompany a populist econ@tmategy of redistribution and
government intervention. It stabilized the expagdilebt and reversed the double-digit
inflation inherited from the apartheid-era govermmeSince 1994, the government has
facilitated the construction of 1.6 million low-doiouses and built 56,000 new
classrooms. Massive infrastructure projects haveng9 million people access to clean
water and provided sanitation to 6.4 million andcélicity to 2 million. Government
now provides various forms of social grants to mition and the poor have access to
free medicine and more than 700 new clinics. Gvarillion needy children now get a
fifth to a quarter of their daily nutritional needsrough school feeding programs
(Rumney, 2001, Barrell, 200RDP Monitor, 2000 & 2001; Ballenger, 1998; February,
2004). Relatively low inflation means that workiBguth Africans are able to keep up
with the cost of living. The national budget défltas shrunk from 8 percent to around 2
percent of GDP. And public and private affirmatasion initiatives in education,
business ownership and hirifave created a sizeable black middle class thabvs
surpassing its white counterpart in absolute si¥lifeford and Van Deventer, XXXX).
Its home grown structural adjustment program is rs@@n as a model for economic
stabilization, and Finance Minister Trevor Manuslthe toast of the World Economic
Forum.

But as impressive a record as these political @ed@mnic achievements appear to
be, South African political institutions have albeen characterized by a number of

significant blemishes. The democratic politicabteyn has presided over a massive
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increase in the number of HIV infections, supplagtUganda and Botswana as the world
epicenter of the pandemic. Yet in the face of assiv@ reduction in adult life
expectancy, President Thabo Mbeki has publicly timesd accepted scientific
conventions about the connection between HIV imdest and AIDS, wasted valuable
time with a Presidential AIDS Commissions stuffedhwdissident scientists, and the
government has dragged its feet needlessly in gimyidrugs to prevent mother to child
transmission or anti-retroviral drugs to extencediv It also presided over a substantial
rise in most categories of crime, especially viblemme since 1994 (Bruce, 2001; Dynes,
2001; Pedrag, 2000).even as it ability to proseartd convict has declinedhe
Economist 2001). Economically, growth has been sluggiskehag around 2 to 3
percent, even though the government sees a gratétof 6 to 7 percent as a prerequisite
to cutting unemployment and reducing inequalityRe Economy that has shed 500,000
formal jobs, driving unemployment -- broadly define near 40 percent and depriving
hundreds of thousands of households of the incardead to make ends meet; yet its has
steadfastly refused civil society demands to imgetma modest basic income grant.
And the income of the bottom two-fifths of all hel®lds has actually moved backward
since 1994, increasing inequality (Whiteford & Viaaventer, 199X; Budlender, 2000).

Ultimately, however, our demand and supply modeti@hocratic consolidation
requires us to evaluate the success of the denmatrah process not simply in terms of
outsider, expert assessments, or even solely imsteof objective indicators of
institutional performance, but rather in terms dfatvcitizens consider they are receiving.
To what extent did South Africa’s initial choice pblitical institutions and subsequent
process of institutionalization actually generatgease among the citizenry of increased
supply of political and economic goods? And imtuwo what extent has this led to an
increased popular demand for democracy?
Habituation?

As discussed earlier, one group of scholars whd&kwathin the broader rubric of
“Institutionalization” would expect to find — given the general succesadlined above —
that the increasing “routinization” of democratioliics in South Africa over the past

twelve years has gradually “habituated” the genguablic to democracy and build
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increasing levels of popular commitment to demogrébiPalma; 199X; Gunther,
Montero & Puhle, 199X).

And indeed, there is clear evidence of an upwaedular trend of increasing
popular optimism about the institutional supply @aémocracy. Here we focus on
aggregate responses to three indicators that asjomdents about the freeness and
fairness of elections, about the extent of demaggrased finally, their level of satisfaction
with the way democracy works in South Afrita.

Three our of four South Africans judged the 1998ckbn as “completely free
and fair” or “free and fair with minor problems,Ven though international observers had
unanimously declared that election as free and fdwwever, the 2004 election received
significantly higher public approval, with 83 penteating it as completely or largely
free and fair, though the figure fell back to 75qaemt when people were asked for their
judgment in 2006.

The proportions of South Africans who think thealipcal institutions produce a
“full democracy” or a “democracy, with minor probdge” now stands at 64 percent, up
sharply from the 47 percent who said so in 2002d Anally, while popular satisfaction
with democracy has bounced up and down quite ceradtly since 1995, it has increased

by approximately 20 percentage points and now stah@3 percent.
Figure 1 About Here

But while the perceived supply of democracy maiglevce some upward trends,
popular demand for democracy is generally stal®ae element of popular demand for
democracy consists of public rejection of non-deratc forms of rule, and is tapped by
a scale asking people whether they would approwsapprove if the country were ruled
by a unelected strong man, or by the military,fanly one political party were allowed
to stand for office, or if the country returnedapartheidrule!® The time series data
indicate that the proportion that would reject tumne to apartheidincreased from 65 to
76 percent from 2000 to 2006, and rejection of pay rule has increased from 56 to 66
percent over the same period. Rejection of stnoiag rule has remained statistically

unchanged, now standing at 64 percent.
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Because this time series only begins in 2000, we to a different indictor to
obtain a longer picture of public attitudes to rdemocratic rule. It is an admittedly
“loaded” question that is intended to force pedplehoose between democracy and an
authoritarian government that delivers a range ighlg valued goods (at least in the
South African context)* It reveals that in 2006, just 35 percent of SoAfticans
declare themselves “unwilling” or “very unwillingd “give up regular elections and live
under” a “non-elected government or leader” whouldoimpose law and order, and

deliver houses and jobs,” which is statistically #ame result as was obtained in 1997.

Figure 2 About Here

While the first element of popular demand for demagy consists of a negative
rejection of non-democratic regimes, the seconchefe consists of a positive preference
for democracy. To tap this, we turn to an inteoratlly used item that asks respondents
whether democracy is always preferable to othen$oof government It finds that in
2006, 65 percent of South Africans said that “deraog is always preferable to other
forms of government,” statistically indistinguistelfrom the result obtained in 1998. In
order to obtain an even longer scope of a posgireéerence for democracy, we turn to a
slightly different item that tells people that “setimes democracy does not work” and
then asks them under such a situation whethertthiek that democracy is still always
best, or whether they would prefer a strong, unieteteaderf® This item finds that from
1995 to 2003, between 47 and 55 percent said “derogds always best” even when it

“does not work.”

Figure 3 About Here

Moreover, not only is the demand curve for demogriac South Africa fairly
“flat,” the absolute level of demand is relativébyv compared to other African countries
included in the Afrobarometer. Figure 4 refleatstjone of these indicators, rejection of
presidential dictatorship, in which South Africehéits the third lowest level of rejection

across 18 Afrobarometer countries.
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Figure 4 About Here

The differing trajectories of democratic supply aeimand in South Africa are
highlighted nicely by examining the proportions fflly satisfied and committed
democrats. That is, we isolate those respondeneésch survey who say they are both
satisfied with democracy (satisfied or very saddfiand who think the country is
democratic (fully democracy or democracy with mimmoblems), as well as those
respondents who reject three forms of authoritamiée (strong man rule, one party rule
and military rule)and prefer democracy. This more demanding measuresshimat the
proportion of consistent democrats has remained iange of 30 to 35 percent of the
electorate since 2000, but that the number offsatisiemocrats has moved from 40 to
53 percent. This imbalance of democratic supplg demand is relatively unique,
though two other Southern African countries (Namidnd Mozambique) also exhbit the
same pattern (Bratton, Mattes & Gyimah-Boadi, 20Kdulder 2005; Mattes & Shenga,
2007). This profile suggests a pattern of publgnmn characterized by Guillermo
O’Donnell’s as “delegative democracy” where an aesicent public accepts whatever

the regime chooses to supply.

Figure 4 About Here

But while there is no evidence of democratic “haéiion” across the entire
public, some institutionalists might argue that tmpact of new democratic institutions
will not necessarily be registered across the emtirblic, but concentrated amongst those
generations who come of age after a democratitesaht and who grow up in a
democratic society. Thus, we examine whether tigeemy “hidden” habituation effect
concentrated amongst younger cohorts of South &ig@ Both a visual inspection of
differences between the attitudes of South Africaésv democratic generation (those
who turned 16 in 1994 or beyond) and all other B&itricans (not shown) as well as

over-time correlations coefficients of the relasbip between generation (pre-democratic
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vs. post democratic) (Table 1) show virtually ndfetences between the post and pre
democratic generation.

Table 1: New Democratic Generation

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy X .017 .053*} .029 030 .006
South Africa Is Democratic X X .038 .006 06 .053**
Democracy Always Best X -.021 .014 X X X
Support Democracy X X .014 -.002 .023 .000
Reject 1 Party Rule X X -.009 .019 .002 .029
Reject Military Rule X X .016 -.015 -.019 .016
Reject Presidential Rule X X .007 .002 -.005 .001
Reject Return to Apartheid X X .027 .049* .062%** .031
Unwilling to Live Under X .004 -.020 -.011 -.031 .005
Effective Autocracy

Cells report Tau b correlation coefficients

Learning Democracy By Doing?

As noted earlier, a second set of institutionalotlsts have emphasized the
“learning by doing” role of political institutionglay by enabling citizens to participate in
the political system in constructive ways and thealize and internalize the value of
democracy. The very act of working with otherzstis, contacting officials, taking part
in elections, identifying with political partiesna fulfilling duties to the democratic state
should — if repeated -- inculcate normative loyatiythe democratic regime as well as
other positive personality traits vital to demograach as internal efficacy and cognitive
engagement with politics (De Tocqueville, XXXX; Ratn. 1993; Bratton, 199X;
Diamond, 199X; and Hadenius, 199X).

Future versions of this paper will take advantageross national institutional
variation and test the impact of partisanship, atdother institutions, across the 18
Afrobarometer countries. This paper, however, sakdvantage of the unique ldasa /
Afrobarometer twelve year time series of publicrogn data within South Africa. The
neo-institutionalist approach is based fundamentailthe ability of elites and citizens to
tease out and learn the logics imbued in any saules, and then figure out which
behaviors are rewarded and which are penalizeath &process of learning takes time.
While one can read the rule book of any game, uhenfiplications of those rules on how
one plays the game are only manifest once onelbgsdgseveral iterations of the game.
Thus, the impact of political institutions on céiz attitudes and behaviors should only be

evident over time. While a fuller range of appiaf@ questions can be found in various

21



Idasa and Afrobarometer surveys, only a few iteangehbeen consistently asked across
time in order to test for evidence of a seculaafiteng by doing” effect. Thus, in order
to test for “learning by doing” institutional effis; | have calculated the overtime rank-
order correlation coefficients (Tau B) between fHBrtisanship (identifying with any
political party) identification, (2) strength of pisanship, (3) having voted in the
previous national elections, (4) contacting a meamtie parliament, and (5) getting
together with other citizens to raise an issue @ lsand, and the previously discussed
indicators of democratic supply and demand, orother hand.

What this shows is that over the past twelve ygaagtjsans in South Africa are
indeed more likely than non-partisans to perceigédr levels. Moreover, the size of the
impacts of both partisanship and the strength ofigaenship are increasing over time
(Table 2 and Table 3). However, with the exceptbthe item about returning to the old
apartheid regime, partisans and strong partisan®my slightly more likely to demand

democracy than non partisans and weak partisansredver, there are no substantial

changes in demand over time.

Table 2: Partisanship

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy .096*** 14715 1745 33 .263*** 245%+*
South Africa Is Democratic X X .105**+* 097 242 .135%**
Democracy Always Best -.020 10Q7%** .136*** X X X
Support Democracy X X .192%** .130*** 144%xx 171
Reject 1 Party Rule X X .015 .003 -.109%** -.035
Reject Military Rule X X .036 .035 -.011 .063***
Reject Presidential Rule X X .056** .008 -.060**  059***
Reject Return to Apartheid X X 161+ AT 1258 117+
Unwilling to Live Under X .014 .082%** -.019 .-.018 .045%**
Effective Autocracy
Cells report Tau B correlation coefficients
Table 3: Strength of Partisanship

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy .080*** 157%x* .190%** B2%* 257%** .260%**
South Africa Is Democratic X X 115 107+ .235* .213%*
Democracy Always Best .027 .099*** 137%** X X X
Support Democracy X X 191 *** . 152%** .128*** 162
Reject 1 Party Rule X X .020 .002 -.101*** -.017
Reject Military Rule X X .039* .060*** -.002 .078*
Reject Presidential Rule X X .054** .032 -.062%**  083***
Reject Return to Apartheid X X .149%* .169*** 118 . 132%*
Unwilling to Live Under X .014 .082%** -.019 -.018 .045%*
Effective Autocracy

Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients
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Twelve years of public opinion data also yieldditevidence that those who have
taken part in the act of voting are any differewini those who have not. Thee is some
evidence to suggest an increasing impact of thi® fof institutionalized participation at
the very end of the time series, but this may ceflhe fact that voting turnout
hassubstantially decreased (a drop of 30 percemaiges from 1994 to 2004). In this
case, the act of voting may not be having increastuidinal effects so much as the fact
that less democratically satisfied, or democraijcdémanding citizens are dropping out
of the active electorate.

Table 4: Voted in Most Recent National Election

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy .024 X .068*** X .064** 149*+*
South Africa Is Democratic X X .052%** X .049*** BO***
Democracy Always Best .044* X .060** X X X
Support Democracy X X .069*** X .027 .153***
Reject 1 Party Rule X X -.015 X -.024 .08
Reject Military Rule X X .031 X -.023 .034
Reject Presidential Rule X X .016 X -.050** .020
Reject Return to Apartheid X X .062*** X .025 .068*
Unwilling to Live Under X X -.003 X -.024 .026
Effective Autocracy

Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients

We also see very little evidence that the act oftacting elected officials (in this case

Members of Parliament) is producing any institudilred impact on democratic attitudes (Table

4).
Table 4: Contacted MP

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy .099*** X .025 .004 .090* .092***
South Africa Is Democratic X X .024 -.009 107 077*
Democracy Always Best .034 X .025 X X X
Support Democracy X X .042* .036* .036* .028
Reject 1 Party Rule X X .012 -.037 -.051* .051*
Reject Military Rule X X .026 .040* -.052* -.027*
Reject Presidential Rule X X .051** -.029 -.034 500
Reject Return to Apartheid X X .047* .022 -.056** .004
Unwilling to Live Under X X .031 -.042* -.024 -.018
Effective Autocracy

Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients

There is more evidence that participation in lalon groups (which can be seen as an
indirect effect of political institutions that inctvize autonomous public participation, e.g.
Hadenius, 1996), makes people more likely to feat lemocracy is being supplied, and more

likely to support democracy. Atthe same time,leviiiere are relative differences between those
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who get involved and those who do not, the ovdeal of this form of participation in South
Africa is not very high in absolute terms compatedother African countries (see Figure 5).
Both sets of information (the relative impact orogb who are subjected to an institutional
“treatment” versus those who are not, as well asahsolute proportion of those who are so
subjected) are crucial ingredients to any final abesions about the scope and nature of
institutional impacts on public attitudes and bebav

Table 5: Got Together With Others

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy X X .088** .078* .169*** .041***
South Africa Is Democratic X X .102*** .OF* 142%+* -.042*
Democracy Always Best X X .095** X X X
Support Democracy X X 091 %** 151 %+ 094 *** .055**
Reject 1 Party Rule X X .040* -.006 -.033 .053%
Reject Military Rule X X 071%* .062%+* 023 .021
Reject Presidential Rule X X .083**4 .039* 20 -.003
Reject Return to Apartheid X X .113%*f Q4*** .017 .034
Unwilling to Live Under X X 028 -.020 -.053** -.054**
Effective Autocracy

Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients

Table 5 About Here

Institutional Performance

A third set of institutional scholars have emphedithe performance dimension
of institutionalization, arguing that those specidtate and government institutions that
are able to develop the autonomy and capacity liwedevalued economic and political
goods to large sections of the populace contribatelemocratization by convincing
people about the value of democracy (Huntingto,718nd 1968; Grindle, 199X; Rose
& Shin, 2000; Fukuyama, 2005; Przeworski, 1991 glarski et al, 1996; Przeworski et
al, 2000). By enforcing rules and by supplying a range ofréelspolitical and economic
goods, democratic institutions satisfy citizen reeadd provide incentives for citizens to
cooperate peacefully with one another, particigpatgpeaceful democratic procedures,
refrain from political violence, refrain from suppiog “anti-system” political parties,
and accept the decisions and comply with the otitiga of the democratic government
and state agencies. In other words, getting thtuions right creates a demonstration
effect that democracy simply works better than ottententing regimes, and citizens
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will be more likely to prefer democracy to alteimatregimes and more likely to be
satisfied with its output.

In order to test these claims in South Africa, &mine the Tau B correlations of
public evaluations of XX key dimensions of statel government performance: control
of corruption, responsiveness to public opiniord perceptions of government ability to
fight crime, and deliver health services, wated aducation. Indeed all of these sectors
have been sites of intense institutionalizationrdkie past twelve years, often involving
massive commitment by donors and other capacitidibgi institutions in partnership
with the South African government.

Here, the results suggest some important impactsmsiitutionalization. As
expected, we see that those South Africans whoeperchigh levels of corruption
amongst national and local government officialsfardess satisfied with democracy and
are substantially less likely to think that the iy is democratic. Moreover, the
strength of this impact has been decreasing owes (Figure 5 and 6). We also know
that perception of corruption in South Africa dexged sharply in the early part of the
21% century (though there was an important spike iewgi of corruption in local
government in 2006) (see Figure 6). This suggests as the South African state has
achieved greater success in controlling corrupaod prosecuting high level officials
involved therein, this issue is becoming less ingodrto people’s considerations about
the institutional supply of democracy. Howeveerthis, yet again, little evidence that
perceptions of corruption have any important linkdh demand for democracy.

Table 6: Perceived Corruption Amongst National Govenment Officials

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy -.224%+* -.158*+* - 2537 | - 1190 -.163*+* -.152%+*
South Africa Is Democratic X X -.208*** -.144%+* 437*** -.116**
Democracy Always Best -.100*** -.073*** -.099*** X X X
Support Democracy X X -.153*** -.077** .002 -.091*
Reject 1 Party Rule X X .033 .085*** .026 .042*
Reject Military Rule X X .021 .078** .053** .026
Reject Presidential Rule X X .001 .031 .050** -.011
Reject Return to Apartheid X -.058*** -.175%* -.@8 -.028 -.029***
Unwilling to Live Under X -.058%*** -.059%+* .022 -.013 -.097*+*
Effective Autocracy

Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients
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Table 7: Perceived Corruption Amongst Local Governnent Officials

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy X -.045** -.056** X X X
South Africa Is Democratic X X - 142%** X =094 | -.060***
Democracy Always Best X -.045** -.056** X X X
Support Democracy X X -.116%** X -.002 -.060
Reject 1 Party Rule X X .036 X .049 .039*
Reject Military Rule X X .046 X .039** .049**
Reject Presidential Rule X X .005 X -.046** -.003
Reject Return to Apartheid X X -.107** X
Unwilling to Live Under X -.034%** -.021 X -.017%* -.115%*
Effective Autocracy

Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients

Figure 6 About Here

Turning to the next set of indicators, we find dabsial evidence that popular
evaluations of the capacity and willingness of laoad national government officials to
respond to public opinion forms a key part of @tig’ considerations of the institutional
supply of democracy. However, as with corruptioe, see that the size of that impact
has decreased over the last six years (Tables 8)anBut in contrast to that issue, it is
far from clear whether or not this would be seemmsnstitutional success? First of all,
South Africans’ evaluations of the responsivendstheir elected officials is extremely
low . Just 23 percent of people think that memioénzarliament “try their best to listen
to what people like you have to say,” and 20 pdrsay so about their local councilors.
There is no evidence that these levels have inedeager time within South Africa, and
comparatively, they are some the lowest levelssteged in the Afrobarometer. Second,
few institutional theorists would count the decimegdikelihood of citizens judging the
quality of their democracy with reference to respeeness as a success. And, as we
have seen above, with some exceptions, South Afdacaevaluations of the
responsiveness of elected officials is not strotigked to their demand for democracy.
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Table 8: Perceived Responsiveness of National Gowenent Officials

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy 149%** .399%** .356*** 25%** 136+ .115%*
South Africa Is Democratic X X 281+ .194 %+ .095* .103***
Democracy Always Best .032 .202*+* .154%** X X X
Support Democracy X X .230%** .160*** X 035***
Reject 1 Party Rule X X -.045* .033 -.056*** .005
Reject Military Rule X X .025 .019 -.041 .010
Reject Presidential Rule X X .009 .044* .-.058**7 008
Reject Return to Apartheid X X 237 .140*+* .030 .023
Unwilling to Live Under X .014 .063**** .073 -.009 .027
Effective Autocracy
Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients
Table 9: Perceived Responsiveness of Local Governméfficials

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy .204*** .286*** 277 25%** .136*** 47
South Africa Is Democratic X X AT77R* .194 % 120* 1ee*
Democracy Always Best .014 .120%** .067*** X X X
Support Democracy X X .158*+* .164*** -.033 .049*
Reject 1 Party Rule X X -.074%** .033 -.042* -008
Reject Military Rule X X -.074%* .019 -.028 -.020
Reject Presidential Rule X X -.057 .044* -.048** .004
Reject Return to Apartheid X X 113+ .140** .053 -.021
Unwilling to Live Under X .009 .055** .Q73%* -.032 071%**
Effective Autocracy

Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients

We see substantial linkages of public evaluatidngowernment performance on
crime, and delivery of services like health sersjcevater, education, and public
perceptions of the supply of democracy. Howeusgrd are no clear trends over time.
While we have a truncated time series on thesesit@gfrobarometer only began asking
them in 2000), there is no evidence that peopldem® likely to connect these issues to
the supply of democracy as government developeased capacity to deliver these
services (Tables 10 through 13). And while sattsbm with government ability to
deliver services also increases popular supportdéanocracy, there are no clear or
consistent patterns in its impact on demand forabeacty (and on some indicators, the
impacts are negative: the more people are satigfigdservice delivery, théesslikely
they are to oppose one party rule!).
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Table 10: Government Performance Reducing Crime

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy X X 242%** .178%* 267 .215%**
South Africa Is Democratic X X 211 .136*** .154* 227
Democracy Always Best X X .106*** X X X
Support Democracy X X .097*** L112%** .049* .043*
Reject 1 Party Rule X X - 123%* -.069*** -.166*** -.032
Reject Military Rule X X -.057* -.066*** -.105*** .061**
Reject Presidential Rule X X -.074%* -.081*** - 1B+ -.006
Reject Return to Apartheid X X 147+ .134%* .016 .098***
Unwilling to Live Under X X .059*** .032 -.067** .059***
Effective Autocracy
Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients
Table 11: Government Performance Delivering HealttServices

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy X X .297*** .220*** .230™ .232%**
South Africa Is Democratic X X 227 1424 .168* .180***
Democracy Always Best X X .106*** X X X
Support Democracy X X .132%+* .110%** .053** .108*
Reject 1 Party Rule X X -.095*** -.009 -.088*** -4l
Reject Military Rule X X -.026 .026 -.029 .018
Reject Presidential Rule X X -.063** .029 -.084*** .014
Reject Return to Apartheid X X .195%* . 126%* 126 112%*
Unwilling to Live Under X X .028 .040 -.015 .017
Effective Autocracy
Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients
Table 12: Government Performance Delivering Water

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy X X .229%** 181 % .230™ 1747
South Africa Is Democratic X X .163*** .139%* .180* 1170
Democracy Always Best X X .135%** X X X
Support Democracy X X 710 .106*** .053** .093*=
Reject 1 Party Rule X X .057** .098*** -.088*** -.08
Reject Military Rule X X .091*** .063** -.029 .038
Reject Presidential Rule X X .088*** .081*** -.08a* .069***
Reject Return to Apartheid X X .165*** Q74+ 126 .065***
Unwilling to Live Under X X .070*** .056*** -.015 .033
Effective Autocracy
Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients
Table 13: Government Performance Meeting EducationiaNeeds

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy X X .290*** .235%** 241 217
South Africa Is Democratic X X .208*** .148** .178* .162%*
Democracy Always Best X X 137%* X X X
Support Democracy X X 164 *+* 115%** .063*** .115%
Reject 1 Party Rule X X -.092*** -.035* -.073** K3
Reject Military Rule X X .016 .033 -.033 .035*
Reject Presidential Rule X X -.037* .031 -.101 .014
Reject Return to Apartheid X X 237+ 147+ .13% 137+
Unwilling to Live Under X X .042* .020 -.041* -.005
Effective Autocracy

Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients
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Wise Institutional Choice?

Finally, political institutions may affect demodmatconsolidation by providing
rules that create incentives or disincentives famous behaviors that either facilitate or
obstruct democratic practice (Lijphart, 1985; Hontaw1991; Linz, 199Xa and 199Xb;
Grofman & Lijphart, 199X; Reynolds, 199X; WeaverRockman, XXXX; Macyntyre,
200X; Colomer, 200X; Reynolds, 2002). The basisight of what has came to be
known as the “new institutionalism” in politicalisace is that rules shape politics by
providing incentives for some behaviors and dismizes for others (North, 199X). And
if rules shape behavior, it follows that differegdts of rules send out different sets of
incentives and disincentives. Thus, new democsamiestchoosethose rules which
“disincentive” whatever behavioral maladies affliet given political system and
“incentivize” corrective or ameliorative behaviordnstitutionalists generally focus on
constitutionalized rules about the type of statatéuy or federal), executive (presidential
vs. parliamentary), and elections (majoritarianpreportional) (Liphart, 198X; DiPalma,
19XX; Horowitz, 1991a and 199b; Linz, 1991a and lIl99Reynolds, 199X; Sisk; 1996;
Reilly, XXXX; Reynolds, 2002; Colomer, 200X; Macyme, 200X; Norris, 1999;
Anderson & Guillory, 200X; Bratton & Cho, 2005; @oher, 200X)

Any constitutional settlement produces a wide matrf rules and institutions
making a precise one to one specification of whidbs are supposed to produce which
effects quite difficult. In general, South Afrisatonstitution contained a number of
devices that were expected to yield broad basedodetic support, such as elected
representative government, the universal franclaed, a Bill of Rights jusiticialble by
the court system and a new Constitutional Court.owéler, the South African
constitutional settlement included three specifevides that were clearly intended to
have specific attitudinal outcomes for targeted gudups.

First of all, the adoption of an almost pure forfnpooportional representation
voting system was clearly intended to induce widesg buy-in of elites, and to provide
a stake to followers of a wide variety of politicphrties in the new democratic
dispensation. Indeed, some political scientisintito find evidence that political
systems that use proportional representation hawaller gaps in key democratic

attitudes between those who support the winninglasihg parties than those systems
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that use plurality or majoritarian systems (AndeargoGuiloory, 200X). However, the
South African data show that the gap between theeped supply of democracy on the
part of winners (those who identify with the AfrrcaNational Congress) versus losers
(non partisans, as well as those who identify vagposition parties) is as big (if not
bigger) in 2006 than in 1995. Thus, in South Adriproportional representation hast
succeeded in making the losers feel any bettertdhewdemocratic system. Nor does the
“winner” versus “loser” status seem to have anyststent pattern of impacts on

indicators of democratic demand.

Table 14: “Winner-Loser” Status

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy .264*** 257+ .204*** 33+x 279%* 297+
South Africa Is Democratic X X 1427+ .094+** .269* .228**
Democracy Always Best Q77%* 151%** 125%+* X X X
Support Democracy X X .132%** 127%* o Rl 107+
Reject 1 Party Rule X X -.059** -.038* -.058*** -3D**+*
Reject Military Rule X X .040* .000 -.022 .031
Reject Presidential Rule X X -.027 .005 -.090** 10
Reject Return to Apartheid X X .235*** 207*** 139 113%*
Unwilling to Live Under X -.006 .029 -.004 .055** -.044*
Effective Autocracy

Cells results report Tau B correlation coefficients
Beside proportional representation, South Africa&enstitutional engineers
considered other ways to entice apparently hostilgority groups to buy into the new
democratic dispensation. In a key compromise,rédigen was a bitter pill swallowed by
the African National Congress. Ultimately, thisicession was justified on the basis that
it would allow apparently hostile, and geograpHicallustered sub groups (notably
Afrikaans and Zulu speakers, and people livingm \Western Cape and KwaZulu Natal)
the ability to form regional majorities and conti@y areas of their lives through the
device of the new provincial governments. Howetee, results displayed in Tables 15
and 16 indicate several surprising findings. Fofsall, the absolute size of the attitudinal
“gap” (as measured by Eta, a measure of associagtween ordinal variables (like
satisfaction with democracy) and categorical vdeglflike ethnicity or region) between
attitudes of respondents in KwaZulu/Natal and thest®rn Cape, or Afrikaans and Zulu
speaking respondents on one hand, and the rdst abuntry on the other hand, have not
diminished in any consistent way. Second, it isalear that these provinces or ethnic
groups were that “hostile” in the first place. Whehere are statistically significant

differences, the letters in brackets underneathctreclation coefficients in Tables 15
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and 16 indicate the group that had the most dertioa#itudes.

over the past twelve years, the identity of thesmigs has been those very groups that

federalism was apparently intended to address.

Table 15: “Problem Provinces Vs. Rest of South Afpa”

In several instances

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy .059* .086*** 1127 .078%x** 213+ .095%**
(KZN) (SA) (SA) (WC) (SA) (SA)
South Africa Is Democratic X X 1470 .048 231+ 1447
(SA) (SA) (SA)
Democracy Always Best .045 .078*** .098*** X X X
(WC) (SA)
Support Democracy X X .043 .130%** .068** .037
(SA) (SA)
Reject 1 Party Rule X X 117+ .056* 67 .186***
(We) (KZN) (We) (We)
Reject Military Rule X X .102%** 1167 .204%** .153%**
(WC) (WC/KZN) (WC) (WC)
Reject Presidential Rule X X O77*** .058* .225%** 157*+*s
(WC) (WC) (WC) (WC)
Reject Return to Apartheid X X 147 .140%** .105*** .Q73%**
(SA) (SA) (WC) (WC)
Unwilling to Live Under X .116%* .019 124 2147 .100%**
Effective Autocracy (WQC) (WC) (WC) (WC)
Cells results report Eta coefficients of associati
Table 16: “Problem Ethnic Groups Vs. Rest of SouttAfrica”
1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy .216%** 221 201+ .038 142%%* .206***
2 (SAZ) (SA) (SA) (SA)
South Africa Is Democratic X X 57 113 .169*** .209***
(SA) 2) (SA) (SA)
Democracy Always Best .041 47 142%** X X X
(SA) (SA)
Support Democracy X X .0Q3Hrx* .166*** .037 121 %%
(SA) (SA) (SA)
Reject 1 Party Rule X X .195%** .023 .104*** 0747+
(SA) (A) (A)
Reject Military Rule X X 116+ 0747 .093** .048
(SA) (A) (A)
Reject Presidential Rule X X 1767 .042 .108*** .058*
(A) (A) (A)
Reject Return to Apartheid X X 278 .203*** .104%** 133
(SA) (SA) @ (SA)
Unwilling to Live Under X .053* .054* .017 .136%* 116%**
Effective Autocracy (A) (A) (A) (A)

Cells results report Eta coefficients of assodiati

Finally, it is clear that South Africa’s constitutal engineers saw a Truth and
Reconciliation as a fundamental institutional teth which to address simmering black
resentment over apartheid’s multiple forms of oppren and repression, but also to
induce racial minorities to reconcile with the Wamajority and build broad based

support for the new political system (Gibson, 200X{hdeed, the results displayed in
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Table 18 suggest some significant reductions itudibal gaps over the past twelve
years among the country’s four formerly officialceagroups in terms of both the
perceived supply of democracy as well as the std¢adand for democracy. As with the
case with regard to federalism and territorialiegiohicity, however, the data in Table 18
also demonstrate that in many cases, the challeagédeen to engineer the attitudes not
only of racial minority groups. Whites and Indiafsr example, have often been more
likely than blacks to reject various forms of auttavianism. Thus, while racial gaps are
narrowing, this is often the result of both prograsd retrogress on the part of different

racial groups.

Table 18: Racial Differences

1995 1997 2000 2002 2004 2006
Satisfied With Democracy .252%*% 327 .290%** 1447+ .266*** .152%*%
(B) B (B) (€) (B) (B/N)
South Africa Is Democratic X X 221 %** .105%** 267 .149%**
(B) (B (B) 0)
Democracy Always Best .027 A72%Rk | 1 58%* X X X
(B (B)
Support Democracy X X .138* 173%* 107 .105***
(B) (B) (W) ()
Reject 1 Party Rule X X 2147 123 2297+ 097+
(W) W) W) (1)
Reject Military Rule X X .037 .053 167%* .087***
W) (1)
Reject Presidential Rule X X 167+ .046*** .218** .092%**
(W) (W) (1)
Reject Return to Apartheid X X .349%** .218*** .125%* .159
(B) (B) © (1)
Unwilling to Live Under X 126+ .100*** .088*** 178%* .055
Effective Autocracy (© (W) (W) (©
Cells results report Eta coefficients of assodiati
Conclusions

While more detailed multivariate and cross naticer@alysis is clearly
needed, some important generalizations may be dfewthis preliminary analyses of
aggregate time series public opinion data. Fpshlic evaluations of the supply of
democracy also appear to be moving sharply upwakbwever, despite a strong
commitment on behalf of the African National Corggdo build legitimate political
institutions and a participatory democracy, thenidad curve” for democracy remains
flat and, in some areas is declining. Moreovet,ordy are the trend line flat, but these
levels of demand are relatively low compared witteo African societies.
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Why has this occurred, especially in face of indional admiration of South
Africa’s new political institutions and the intemsi approach to institutionalization
pursued by the South African government since 1994e@lose by identifying three
possible answers that need to be explored with nuetiled research. First,
institutionalization may be a necessary but insidfit condition for democratization.
Second, South Africa may have chosen the wrongutisns. Third, our knowledge of
institutions is extremely incomplete.

Institutions Are A Necessary But Insufficient Contlon for Consolidation

This viewpoint would highlight the fact that indioes of supply appear to have
been maintained at strong levels, if not increasaan while indicators of demand
(especially with regard to demand for democracyijtimacy and citizenship) remain
relatively or even very weak. In other words, itostons do not always generate their
own demand (Fukuyama, 2005). While the major foafs South Africa’s
democratization process has been on designingtutistis that would satisfying an
inclusive range of political elites, and subseqglyeot building institutional capacity for
“delivery,” there has been an insufficient focus -erfor the want of a better term --
“winning hearts and minds” to democracy.

We have clear evidence that while perceptions efdhpply of democracy are
based on what people think about the economic atitical performance of political
institutions, demand for democracy is largely adalby the development of cognitive
skills amongst the citizenry (Bratton, Mattes & @gh-Boadi, 2004). This directs us to
an intensive analysis of what has been, and halke®st in South Africa in terms of civic
education, both with regard to adults as well adestents.

South Africa Chose the Wrong Institutions

Institutions are not chosen out of a vacuum, bstiit from negotiations based on
“present position” bargaining. Thus, resultingtitegions often favor politically stronger
parties, especially if negotiations were charazegtiby sharp power asymmetries, which
we argue was the case in South Africa at least ft88%®.

While South Africa’s set of institutional choicesyhave been necessary to draw
as wide a set of relevant political leaders antigmmto negotiations and induce the

widest possible agreement on an interim and finaktitution, these institutions ay be

33



detrimental to the subsequent consolidation of deauy, as well as deepening the
quality of democracy. South Africa’s institutiomahtrix has simply too few “veto
players” or institutions of countervailing powertlviwhich to check the hegemonic
aspirations of the electorally dominant African idaal Congress, or to fracture that
party. Its dominance over its “deployed” membewshithe civil service and national,
provincial and local legislatures not only limiteetfull institutionalizations of these
bodies, but also provides ordinary citizens witlrsg disincentives against participation
such as voting, or contacting elected officiald.e@n greater concern is the fact that
changing these institutions will be extremely diffit given the interests of the dominant
ANC in maintaining the present rules. This underss the necessity for institutional
designers to look not only on what set of ruled ahbitain the quickest and widest
political consensus in the early stages of demzatbn, but to peer into the future and
consider whether various “institutional path legatiwill support or corrode the
development of a vibrant democracy (North, 199X Reynolds, 2005).

Our Imperfect Knowledge of Political Institutions

While most institutionalists will posit the approgie caveats about the effects of
local context, one could be forgiven for concludaftgr a reading of the neo-
institutionalist literature that the political, salcand economic consequences of
institutional choice are constant across time grates. But there are many good reasons
why same institution may produce greatly varyingssxuences depending upon local
context (Przeworski, 2005).

Returning to Reynolds’ (2005) analogy of the ingitnal designer as clinical
physician, political institutions are chosen basadmperfect, untested prognoses of a
country’s political futures, both with and withaie prescribed institutional medicine.
Furthermore, while some institutional scholarskaginning to pay more attention to the
unique consequences of specific combinations ditui®ns (such as the combination of
presidentialism and proportional representatiag), $cholars pay close attention to
broader combinations, or what Reynolds (2005) bkendrug interaction effects. In the
case of South Africa, the interaction of closetipi®portional representation electoral
rules, a parliamentary system, constitutional relesbling draconian central party

control over legislators, and extremely weak felierg combined with a history of
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strong party discipline and the electoral dominawicine ANC one party dominance has
had particularly pernicious effects.

Second, political institutions are almost alwaysigeed to correct the past
(especially in situations of post-conflict demotation), and the past is unique in every
country. Thus, political institutions will work ffierently depending on how local actors
use or misuse them. In the case of South Afrigaeat deal of institutional design and
the emphasis of subsequent institutional developimasn been shaped by the ANC’s
largely substantive, socio-economic understandfradgemocracy as well as its conceptual
distinction between and favoring of “participatolgémocracy over “representative”
democracy. Oddly, these two important aspectsN€Ahought were based on
fundamentally different assumptions about polidosl individual citizens. On one hand,
it held a hard headed view, based in classic Mamé&terialist thought, of the citizen
motivated to support the democratic system anchpsagr her taxes purely by economic
incentives rather than by representative and respemgovernment. On the other hand,
the ANC held a decidedly wooly, wholly romantic wief the citizen motivated to
participate in politics by innate desire, interastl duty. Thus, institutions were designed
to provide “forums” for participation but no pottl incentive. Finally, the ANC’s own
commitments to building institutional competencd affectiveness in economic
planning and delivery have collided with its desoeachieve “hegemony” and its
hesitation to allow the development of institutibaatonomy, perspective and loyalty
that is a necessary part of successful institulizaizon.

To summarize, while a significant amount of marensive empirical research
needs to be done, this initial test of this expansigply and demand model on the South
African case has provided evidence to support abeurof tentative generalizations
about the role of political institutions in the @mfidation of democracy. First of all,
foreign donors, international scholars and locsliiational designers need to pay much
more attention to the implications of proposedtprl institutions in the post settlement
phase, and pay special attention to the parti@dasequences of the overall package of
proposed institutions and their possible interacatiects, as well as the unique effects of
local context on institutional consequences. Segcwhile institutionalists are well-

versed at teasing out the implied logic of varipaostical rules for elite behaviour, they
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need to pay more serious attention to the waysvidrbus political institutions can send
the wrong signals to rational citizens and takeyagray incentives to participate in
democratic processes or comply with the democssédite. And finally, they should
realize that “getting the institutions right” isyxacessary but insufficient step to
democratic consolidation. But in order to genepatklic demand for democracy and
good governance, donors and national policy makeesl to look to other areas, such as
sustained national civic education in order to dgyéhe cognitive political skills of the

citizenry.
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Figure 1: Supply of Democracy Over Time
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Figure 2: Rejection of Authoritarian Rule
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Figure 3: Preferences for Democracy Over Time
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Figure 4: Rejection of Strong Man Rule, 2005-2006
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Figure 5: Demand (“Committed Democrats”) and Supply(“Satisfied Democrats”)
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Figure 6. Joining Together With Others On Communiy Issue
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Figure 7: Perceptions of Government Corruption OverTime (% “All of them” /
“Most of them”)
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1 would like to thank Amanda Lucey of the Univigyof Cape Town and Joseph Tucker and Andrew
Brooks of the National Endowment for Democracytfair assistance in the preparation of the dat& ban
upon which this paper is based. | would also tikéhank the National Endowment for Democracy dred t
Reagan-Fascell Fellowship for valuable support shi@ported initial research on this project. Hindl
would like to thank the following people for théielpful comments during earlier presentations eséh
arguments: Michael Bratton, Jeremy Seekings, Kahfedeau, Richard Rose, Roland Rich, Shaheen
Mozaffar, Michael MFaul, Peter Lewis, Hoon Jaung, Steve Finkel, LB&iamond, Marianne Camerer and
Michael Bratton.

2 While it may not have t necessarily a rule of jasv, it was at least what Migdal/Carothers? (XXXX
refers to as “ruldy law” (emphasis added). As journalist Patti Wal@n#997: 92) observed of the
government’s decision to accede to Robben Islaistpers’ demands for things like newspapers and
sporting activities, “measures like allowing accesaewspapers—which Mandela has always said had a
profound impact on the decision to start negotiesie-were taken, not for any grant strategic readumuts,

to remove an irritant: a flood of court cases. étiegimes, which felt less need to provide legal
justification for their oppression, might simplyMgaignored such challenges. Not the National Pérty

like to think that it lived by the law.” To be ®yrthe period under successive states of emergeig
1980s were characterized by an increased levaldéks behaviour on the part of state securityefarc

® Lijphart's ideas influenced National Party thingias early as 1982 during its first attempt at
constitutional reform. What would become the 1988ameral Constitution created separate legistativ
assemblies and cabinets to look after the “owniraffaf the white, coloured and Indian race gro(ps
serious effort was made to bring black South Afiicanto this dispensation) and a complicated foanfioi
making decisions about “common affairs” that weedied in favor of whatever political party that
controlled the white assembly. However, the plas witimately disavowed by Liphart (1985) and lakel
“sham” consociationalism by other analysts (Du Td#88X).

* Other academics advanced alternative forms ofpeharing that, more like the liberal approactyvs

to force ethnic groups, or at least their lead®rsyork together as much as possible. Donald Hitzow
(1991a & 1991b) advocated a federal system wittsudrawn as to combine rather than separate graups,
presidential executive required to win minimum #ireld across the country, and Alternative Vote
electoral rules intended to induce political partie moderate their claims to appeal for tffeand 3
preferences of other parties’ supporters.

® For example, the ANC agreed to a Government ¢ibNal Unity based on a proportional cabinet in
which all parties with 10 percent of the vote werpresented and all parties with 20 percent of/thie
able to appoint a Deputy President, and which woplerate in the spirit of consensus. But aftetr s
years of operation, the National Party memberszedithat the ANC had little intention in consugtithem
on anything of real importance, and also saw tmaiQonstitutional Assembly was ready to scrap tieee
idea, and thus walked out. With regard to fedsnalithe interim document gave some significant
exclusive and concurrent powers to the federalipo®s including writing their own constitutions.u2he
ANC never exercised any of these powers in theipcag it controlled, and the Constitutional Assembl
removed all exclusive powers from the final consiitn. In terms of local government, the interim
constitution provided a large number of relativetgall local government units, with a two tieredteysin
metropolitan areas, and over-representation fotemtaters in most councils (though for historicdsons,
black areas were effectively overrepresented intlestern Cape). But the two tiered system of
metropolitan municipal government was abandoneterfinal constitution in favor of “mega cities”mu
by executive mayors, and the total number of Igcalernments was severely reduced thus increasing th
size but decreasing the accountability of localegoment.

® Part of this can be attributed to the equallyatiteking and nearly totalitarian nature of #partheid
regime the ANC was trying to displace which itdedfl attempted to control a wide range of human



behavior ranging from politics, to economics, teiaband even sexual interaction. Part of this &ias its
roots in the hubris that accumulates in an orgaiozahat had eventually emerged victorious after
dedicating its eight years of existence to defgatihite rule in South Africa. And at least partitdfias its
roots in it that strand of its political thoughtdea in Marxism and Marxist understandings of his&dr
determinism.

" As it turns out, these goals correspond quité wi¢h an analytic framework developed by political
scientists to categorize and understand publiciopiAlmond & Verba, 1962; Norris, 199X).

8 The ANC's National Executive Committee had codelti by 1999 that the strategic environment was
characterized by a “Consolidated legitimacy ofdeenocratic order, marginalizing any forces that had
intentions of strategic violent counter-revolutiqi€ited in ANC, 2002a, Part 1).

° On the whole, how would you rate the freenessfaindess of the last national elections, held KX
* Completely free and fair
* Free and fair, but with minor problems
* Free and fair, with major problems
* Not free and fair

In your opinion, how much of a democracy is ___nsért country name) today?
* A full democracy
* A democracy, but with minor problems
* A democracy, but with major problems
* Not a democracy

How satisfied are you with the way democracy warks (insert country name)?
* Very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhasdiiisfied, very dissatisfied.

10 “s0me people say that we would be better off ifhad a different system of government. Would you
approve or disapprove of...?”

e Military rule

e One-party rule

* One-man rule

* Return to the system of rule we had unajeartheid

1 4t a non-elected government or leader could is®taw and order, and deliver houses and jobs, how
willing or unwilling would you be to give up regulalections and live under such a government?
* Very unwilling, unwilling, willing, very willing

12 Which of these three statements is closest to gom opinion?
A. Democracy is preferable to any other form ofgmment
B. In certain situations, a non-democratic gowsgnt can be preferable
C. To people like me, it doesn’t matter what farhgovernment we have.”

13 Sometimes democracy does not work. When thipdrag some people say that we need a strong leader
who does not have to bother with elections. Otkaysthat even when things don’t work, democracy is
always best. What do you think? With which stagatdo you agree with most:

A. Need strong leader
B. Democracy always best”



