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ABSTRACT

The youth have long represented an important doesity for electoral mobilization in Africa.

Today, as the region faces a growing “youth butel is disproportionately burdened by un- and
underemployment, capturing the votes of this deiqaigic is becoming more important than ever
before. Yet, despite their numerical importance te historical relevance of generational idesditi
within the region, very little is really known alidhe political participation of Africa’s youth.nl

order to address this issue, we combine countrgtheariables for 19 of Africa’s more democratic
countries with individual-level public opinion datam Afrobarometer survey data. A series of
binomial and multinomial logit models are estimabedthree key outcome variables: voter turnout in
last elections, closeness to political party, aadigpation in protests. Each outcome variable is
analyzed for both a youth group, who we definehasé¢ aged 18-30, and a non-youth group. In
comparison with older citizens, we find that Affegouth tend to vote less and express a lowel leve
of partisanship, which is consistent with findirigsthe youth in other regions of the world.

However, Africa’s youth are not more likely to peet than older citizens. Collectively, these firg$in
cast doubt that the youth are more likely to tarthie street when they are disgruntled but still
question the legitimacy of the electoral procesa aseaningful conduit for conveying the preferences
of Africa’s youth.

Keywords: Africa, democracy, elections, protests, votinmt
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INTRODUCTION

What are the political preferences of Africa’s yoitAnd what are their favored modes of political
participation? Addressing these questions is ex@hgmelevant given both the lack of scholarship on
the interrelationship between generational ideagtiind political behavior in Africa, as well as the
fact that Africa’s youth represent an increasirigiportant electoral constituency.

As a result of high fertility rates combined withwi levels of life expectancy, most African courgrie
currently are grappling with a demographic ‘youthige.’ In fact, the median age of Africans is 19
years compared with 42 years for Europeans (UN-DEGX0), and the youth currently comprise 70
per cent of the region’s populatid®utside of North Africa and the Middle East, youth
unemployment also remains highest in Africa, angt@ximately 72 per cent of Africa’s youth live
on less than two dollars a day (World Bank 2009).

Most discussions of the youth bulge revolve aropeskimistic and extreme scenarios. For instance,
Kaplan (1996: 16) paints a dire picture of Africgtsuth, noting that they are ‘out of school,
unemployed, loose molecules in an unstable sdaidl that threatened to ignite’. Fuller (1995)
argues that a surfeit of young people, particulargn, increases the likelihood of social unrest.
Goldstone (2001; 2010) likewise argues that withefleresponsibilities and susceptible to radical
ideas, young males are more likely to be instigatdviolence while Collier (2007) claims they may
potentially be mobilized as soldiers in civil coatil The role played by disillusioned and unemptbye
youth in establishing the Revolutionary United Rr@RUF) in Sierra Leone (see Richards 1996) and
the genocidalnterahamweén Rwanda (see Roessler 2005) offer some suppotihdt speculation. In

a cross-national empirical analysis from 1950-2Q0@al (2006) also finds that youth bulges lead to
a higher propensity for political violence becabiggh unemployment creates low opportunity costs
for this group. However, among other factors, bgeoves that this outcome is conditioned by regime
type. Indeed, extreme outcomes of political viockehave been found to be more associated with
autocratic regimes where the youth may resortdterce as a consequence of exclusion from certain
pathways to social mobility and engagement in thldigal process (see Goldstone 2001; Lia 2005).

Instead of civil conflict and political violencéhis paper focuses on more typical modes of politica
participation among the youth living in Africa’s meodemocratic regimes. Political participation
refers to activities by citizens that are aimethfilencing the selection and decisions of govenmmme
personnel (see Verba et al. 1978), such as vatiegections, as well as more informal modes of
engagement, such as meeting with community membensacting political representatives, or
involvement in collective action. We focus on thkeg elements of political participation in this
study: voter turnout in national elections, paniséachments, and protest activities. Voter turnou
captures whether an individual views elections aganingful way of expressing preferences with
respect to how his/her country is managed. Partitaschments, or how closely someone feels to a
particular party, indicate whether parties expmsgerns meaningful to voters and often provide
predictable indicators of future voting behaviamtest activities tend to occur when people want
policymakers to address pressing social, econamigolitical concerns in a more timely fashion than
other modes of participation might allow.

Following other recent research on political pgpation (e.g. Kittilson and Dalton 2011; Norris
2004), we employ a series of multilevel modelseach outcome variable. Based on country-level
data as well as individual data from the 2008/08Barometer surveys, we estimate a series of
binominal and multinomial logit models to examihe impact of age and other key explanatory
variables on these outcomes. Each of our modélstiser disaggregated for a youth group, classified

! Throughout this paper, ‘Africa’ refers solely tabsSaharan Africa.

% This is based on defining the youth as 0-29 afzlitzted from the UN’s World Population Prospe®]0
Revision (http://esa.un.org/unpd/wpp/index.htm)e Biguivalent figure is 53 per cent for Latin Amariand
the Caribbean and 34 per cent for Europe.

® For the World Bank, the youth are defined as thmeteeen the ages of 15-24.
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as those respondents who are aged 18-30, and yontimgroup, consisting of those aged 31 and
older.

Our findings suggest that Africa’s youth, partiabladhose residing in urban areas, operate in byoad
similar ways to their counterparts in other regiohthe world. In comparison with their older
compatriots, the youth vote less and are moreylitetlemonstrate no partisanship or an attachment
to opposition parties rather than any affinityrioumbent parties. Yet, the likelihood of their
involvement in protests is not significantly diféert from that of their older counterparts. This
suggests that while they are less engaged in @hescéind party politics, they are not necessarily
channeling their discontent into extra-institutibmedes of participation in large proportions.

Moreover, we find that the youth, unlike older wstgend to vote less the longer an incumbent party
has been in office. In addition, poor incumbenfgenance on job creation, compared with other
socio-economic issues, increases the likelihoati@fouth to express either no partisanship or an
affinity to the opposition. In terms of protestigity, higher levels of education and economic
deprivation, as well as a lack of satisfaction vdémocracy, increase the likelihood that the youth
will protest while demonstrating a null impact dwir older cohorts’ protest activities.

In order to further motivate the research, theofeihg section examines existing theoretical literat
on youth and political participation, which is poedinantly derived from industrialized democracies.
Africa-specific experiences relevant to youth pcdit participation are highlighted where relevant.
Subsequently, other key influences on politicatipgration besides age are discussed. We then
describe our data sources and introduce the tineé&ieal models, followed by a presentation of the
results and an interpretation of our key findinfse final section concludes and offers suggestions
for future research.

POLITICAL PARTICIPATION, YOUTH AND THE AFRICAN CONT  EXT

As noted earlier, participation in politics manifes various ways, ranging from engagement in
formal political processes, such as voting in @&, to extra-institutional behaviors, such asedtr
protests or community meetings. Voter turnout estthpic to which scholars have devoted most
attention when explaining the behavior of the yolthact, age consistently is identified as an
important influence on voter turnout in industrzal countries, with the evidence uniformly
demonstrating that younger people vote less thain dfder counterparts and that countries where the
voting age has been lowered demonstrate a greaténel in turnout (Blais 2000; Blais and
Dobrynska 1998; Franklin 2004; Wattenberg 2003; &lial. 1974; Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980).
According to Norris (2002), age is one of the mogiortant demographic influences on turnout with
the youngest eligible voters usually demonstratimgglowest inclination to vote.

In the African context, empirical analyses of turhsuch as Kuenzi and Lambright (2007), do not
consider the role of the youth because age-disggted turnout data is not available. Using survey
data for Zambia, however, Bratton (1999) also fitidg younger people vote I€sSpecific case
studies of Botswana and Senegal further note thtat turnout was lower in national elections that
followed the reduction in voting age (see Molom@@0Villalon 2004).

Partisan attachment, or the extent to which vatkstify closely with one party over all existing
alternatives, represents one factor that influemdgsyounger people may not vote as much as others.
In the industrialized context, the youth generally viewed as possessing weaker ties to partias tha
older voters. Dalton (2000) found that in indudizied democracies, the share of the youth profgssin
a partisan attachment has fallen much more thaoldier groups. Likewise, Anderson (2011)

“In the literature on Latin America, there are niifmdings regarding the impact of age on turntiile
Seligson et al. (1995) find higher rates of turnamiong the young within this region, Schraufnagel a
Sgouraki (2005) do not.
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observed that older people are more likely to ianties as representing their interests than yaunge
5
ones:.

The reasons for this pattern are at least twofatdording to the post-materialist thesis of Ingleha
(1987; 1997) and Abramson and Inglehart (1995grodgtnerations remain focused on goals such as
economic well-being, law and order, and religioakies while younger people are more concerned
with other goals, such as quality of life, socigiiality, and personal freedom. Indeed, Henn et al.
(2002) find that in the UK, young people were disioned by politicians because the latter did not
focus on the issues deemed most important to thysuch as the environment and civil liberties.
For Converse (1969), more robust partisan attactsyx@nong older generations are due to the fact
that openness to political learning declines oieet Focusing explicitly on the US, Stoker and
Jennings (2008) build on this observation and fivad the party system interacts strongly with age,
such that new divisions in the party system campoo® the age at which partisanship crystallizes.

High levels of poverty and joblessness in mostdsiini countries cast doubt that post-material values
will drive the partisan attachments of the youthadldition, African parties rarely fall along the
traditional left-right ideological spectrum commionindustrialized countries (e.g. van de Walle
2003). Instead, the main distinction often is betwacumbents and opposition parties.

As Clapham (2006) notes, nationalist leaders aftezaged disaffected youth in their struggle for
independence and relied on the youth to providitiegcy to post-colonial regimes. Since then,
leaders have used youth leagues and other assasi&ti form strong attachments with this
demographic and have even encouraged them to eigpgétical violence. For instance, Hastings
Banda transformed the Young Pioneers, who wergdhth wing of the Malawi Congress Party
(MCP), into a paramilitary group that terrorize@{atemocracy activists (Roessler 2005). Two
decades later, they have been replaced with thegy Bemocrats, who are attached to President
Bingu wa Mutharika’s Democratic Progressive Paldi?P). Another example includes former
President Moi's use of the Mungiki criminal groupKenya, which predominantly attracted urban
youth living in Nairobi’s slums. With a combinatiah violence, extortion, and a discourse around
generational divides, the Mungiki encouraged vatesupport Moi's chosen, young successor,
Uhuru Kenyatta, for the 2002 presidential electifitsgwanja 2005). More recently, former
President Laurent Gbagbo relied on his Young Ratt@espouse a vitriolic discourse around
citizenship and national belonging in Céte d’lvojsee Marshall-Fratani 2006). Likewise, the vocal
and controversial leader of the African Nationah@eess’ Youth League, Julius Malema, promised to
kill if necessary in order to get Jacob Zuma elgate2009.

At the same time, however, the changing naturedysystems in many African countries would
lead us to expect that attachments to incumbenyshange waned for younger generatiémsdeed,

many of today’s youth were most likely too youndhetve engaged in the pro-democracy movements
of the 1990s and therefore are possibly less erednwith the political parties at the forefront of

those movements which, in many cases, are now @ornin their respective countriésn addition,
once-popular, ideologically-oriented political pastare no longer as viable. For instance, while
Kwame Nkrumah's ‘verandah boys’ helped mobilizemarp around his Convention People’s Party
(CPP) at the time of independence (Clapham 2006)party’'s message was no longer relevant to the
youth of the 1990s (see Nugent 1999). Many polifieaties that rose to prominence during the
multi-party transition era are facing new compesito the form of opposition parties with populist

® Based on an analysis of legislative elections8imigh and middle-income countries, Norris (20@Y)rfd that
younger voters are more likely to be left-wing thleir parents or grandparents. However, Daltod {2@inds
that age is not a significant predictor of suchdbe.

® There is a stream of scholarship that suggestsaampreferences are passed down across generétim
Miller and Shanks 1996). Yet, precisely becausgymystems in Africa are in flux and experiencehhigvels
of electoral volatility, this hypothesis is quesi@ble in such a context.

" At an even broader level, Mattes (2011) discuksesa new generation in today’s South Africa has no
memory of the country’s experience with apartheaijsing them to actually be less committed to deanyc
3
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leaders who actively court the youth vote. Michaala and the Patriotic Front (PF) in Zambia, as
well as Raila Odinga and the Orange Democratic Mwm@ (ODM) in Kenya, provide two such
examples.

Beyond voting and partisan attachments, there thier smodes of political participation that may be
viewed as more effective by the youth, especialigmithere are sizeable institutional barriers that
can discourage the youth from voting. In Britaiardy et al. (1992) found that low levels of voting
and party campaigning were accompanied by higHdefecollective action and protest behavior.
Drawing on Barnes et al. (1979), they speculatedbiane reasons for this include that the youth have
more time for such activities due to a lack of eand familial responsibilities. Based on reseanch
Western Europe, Klingemann and Fuchs (1995) alsethat while turnout rates are declining
amongst the youth, citizen participation in pratestd public interest groups continues to expaeel (s
also Jennings and van Deth 1990).

Although no consistent data is available, variauseys suggest that the mean level of youth protest
varies significantly in different regions of the b According to the 2007 Eurobarometer survey,
20 per cent of Europeans aged 15-30 protesteguiblc demonstration during the year prior to
which the survey was conducted (see EC 2007). fim llanerica, 15 percent of those aged 18-30
have ever engaged in either an authorized or uneméd demonstratioh.By contrast, the
Arabbarometer survey shows that 31 percent of taged 18-30 participated in a public
demonstration at some point in their lives.

According to Afrobarometer’s Round 4 survey, ondydercent of the youth participated in a protest
over the past year. However, Bratton et al. (20@&) found that in general, younger Africans are
more likely to protest. Indeed, during pro-demogranovements in Africa, the youth were highly
involved in protest activities against one-partierdn Senegal, the youth rioted in the wake of
disputed elections in 1988, which prompted thersident Abdou Diouf to announce he was
dedicating his new five-year term to improving citiets for the youth (Diouf 1996). Many youth
and urban dwellers abstained in subsequent eledtoorder to deprive Diouf's regime of legitimacy
(Villalon 1999). Student protests in Zambia durt889 over the rising cost of maize meal
contributed to Kenneth Kaunda’s decision to holdtiamarty elections in 1991 (see Bratton 1994). In
Malawi, university students initiated country-widmtests in 1992 that were directly in support of
ending one-party rule under Hastings Banda (see/B2904). Similar university protests occurred in
the early 1990s in countries such as Cote d’Ivaité Kenya (see Bratton and van de Walle 1392).

Based on this existing literature, we thereforedtlypsize that Africa’s youth will follow their
counterparts in developed regions of the worldtana out less to vote. Moreover, we expect that
Africa’s youth will possess different attitudes tangs existing political parties than older generati
While one mechanism might be de-alignment fromiti@ehl party messages, we would also expect
African youth to be less supportive of long-stagdimcumbents who rose to prominence during pro-
democracy movements. Where there are not viablegitign parties, this might result in a complete
lack of partisanship. Finally, the democracy movetega encouraged previous generations of
university students to protest or engage in otblns$ of collective actiorEx-ante we posit that

today, a number of economic factors, including aingent over jobs, poverty, service delivery, and
food prices, could equally serve as a catalystategt among this group.

8 This figure is calculated from the 2007 Latinabyaeter survey (http://www.latinobarometro.org/).

° This figure is calculated from the 2006-2007 Brarometer survey (http://www.arabbarometer.org/).

1% Other forms of collective action were also prominguring this period. For instance, the Set Se@mrement
in Senegal was essentially driven by urban youlgrdintled with the status of garbage collectioBakar
(Diouf 1996, 2003). The Bakassi Boys of Nigeria amale youth organizations in northern Benin atterdpb
provide citizens with security in instances whem skate no longer proved effective in this domaee(
Harnischfeger 2003; Magnusson 2001).
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BEYOND AGE: OTHER DETERMINANTS OF POLITICAL PARTICI PATION

A myriad of other factors influence political paipation and may interact with age in unique ways.
In much of the recent literature on political beloayva key emphasis is that both micro and macro
factors play an important role in understandingtigal behavior (e.g. Blais 2006; Kittilson and
Anderson 2011; Norris 2004). As Norris (2007) okesr research relying exclusively on individual-
level variables accords too much weight to demdgraand socioeconomic factors without
considering how institutions, or the ‘rules of tjeme’, adopted by different countries are equally
critical. At the same time, Franklin (2004) convimgly argues that institutional variables often
interact in different ways for individuals, inclunj disparate age cohorts. We therefore elaborage he
on the theoretical drivers of political particigatj at both the individual and country levels, most
applicable to our subsequent empirical analysig,vea highlight Africa-specific differences where
relevant.

Social and Economic Cleavages

Major social and economic differences among vatarsaccount for their decision to participate in
elections, the parties that they choose to suppod their decision to engage in protests. The-well
known socioeconomic status (SES) model emphadiea®te of income and education as important
predictors of voter participation (Verba and Ni&g2R According to Verba et al. (1995), the causal
mechanisms driving this relationship are the resmgjrsuch as time, money, and civic skills, that ar
both associated with a higher socioeconomic stetdswhich simultaneously reduce the costs of
participation.

Education, for example, has been shown to demaesiraimportant and positive influence on youth
voter turnout (Howe 2006; Miller and Shanks 1996s@&nstone and Hansen 1993) as well as protest
activities (McVeigh and Smith 1999). More educgiedple may be better able to process complex
political information (Dalton 2008), and possegg@ater sense of citizen responsibility (Rosenstone
and Hansen 1993). Some empirical research thouggiests that education’s impact is clearer in
some countries than in others (see Norris 2002)ekample, Bratton (1999) observes that in Zambia,
education demonstrated no impact on overall paliparticipation.

Identities related to socioeconomic status andirllbackground can also encourage partisan
attachments. Although the pattern is changing, teslgss voters in developed countries typically
supported leftist and welfare-oriented parties /hipper-class voters were more conservative-leaning
(see Alt 1985; Hibbs 1977). Lipset and Rokkan's6@%eminal work on Western Europe also
focused on class inequalities, regional cleavagas divisions between Catholics and Protestants.
Together, these cleavages molded ideological éifiees between left- and right-leaning political
parties and influenced voters’ degree of attachrtzetitem.

Given the rarity of parties formed along the ledfiat ideological continuum in Africa, parties remai
associated with the personality of their leadee €thnicity of the party leader can be an important
determinant of partisan choice because ethnicityeseas a type of ‘cognitive shortcut’ in contexts
where there are few other means to differentiatégsa(Norris and Mattes 2003) or where uncertainty
about outcomes are high (Ferree 2011). Individomlyg therefore resort to ethnic voting in the
expectation that they are more likely to receiveaie goods and services from a co-ethnic than from
a politician of a different background (van de W&D07). Recent research reveals though that while
ethnicity continues to play a role, it is not tledesdeterminant of voting preferences (see Lindberg
and Morrison 2008; Posner 2005).

In terms of protest, economic factors have provadral to two key theories about who engages in
this behavior and when. Specifically, grievanaotly speculates that relative economic deprivation
and poverty are conducive to protest and rebe#imong people who believe that they are being
marginalized from opportunities that others engge(Gurr 1971). By contrast, resource mobilization
theory suggests that any type of sustained proggsires resources in the form of money and
educated protest leaders (Brady et al. 1995; Mb@amd Zald 1977).
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Political Awareness and Civic Engagement

Beyond socioeconomic status, an individual’'s awassrof social, economic, and political issues
pertinent to his/her country should ideally stimtela greater involvement in various modes of
political participation. Indeed, access to inforimatthrough the media, for example, can be a
powerful weapon for combating corruption and kegmginvernments accountable (see Adsera et al.
2003; Besley and Burgess 2002). Information gledrmd the mass media can also reduce voters’
reliance on traditional social identities and irase their ability to choose freely which parties to
support (see Norris 2004).

However, access to the media does not reveal whatdf information actually is absorbed. Some
scholars have noted that in developed countrieglpavho watch television as opposed to read the
newspaper demonstrate lower levels of politicalbgegnent (e.g. Milner 2002; Putnam 1995). Norris
(1996) observes though that television’s impacpailitical participation can be beneficial if news
programs are the main form of media engagemenbiony to Wattenberg (2008), this may be
partially responsible for generational differengepolitical participation since younger citizemsthe
US and Europe read the newspaper and watch neteteorsion much less than their older
counterparts.

In Africa, however, newspaper circulation remamsér than access to the radio, often due to low
literacy rates and the expense of newspapers (s¢®Band van de Walle 1997). Moreover,
government ownership of the media continues tcelaively high in some countries, and this may
cause citizens to receive biased information thadifs incumbents. For instance, Moehler and Singh
(2011) find that Africans trust the government naediore than independent broadcasters. At the
same time though, Africans now have access to meorg forms of independent and international
information, especially through mobile phones amdinternet?!

Like media access, participation in civic assoorai such as religious and community groups, can
also generate information sharing. More importardlyic associations may foster trust and
cooperation and thereby encourage citizens to becoare engaged in their political communities
(Putnam 1993). Research shows that those withfisigni involvement in religious groups are more
likely to vote (Howe 2006; Van Egmond et al. 1998yba et al.1995). McFarland and Thomas
(2006) also observe that in the US, young people ldtome involved in voluntary associations are
more likely to engage in future political particifgm. In Zambia, Bratton (1999) likewise finds that
associational membership demonstrated a signifiofloence on various forms of political
participation, including voting. In addition, soreecial movement scholars from the resource
mobilization school have argued that those wharara@ved in various community and religious
groups and who have greater access to an indegemdss media are more likely to protest
(McCarthy and Zald 1977; Klandermans 1997).

Incumbent Performance

How well voters perceive that an incumbent perfaimeoffice is a powerful determinant of both the
decision to vote and whom to support. The vagtditge in this area encompasses both hypotheses
specific to performance of the macroeconomy as agel broader range of issues. Retrospective,
sociotropic economic voting assumes that votergspusm incumbent in subsequent elections if the
macro-economy performed poorly. Based on indicaoch as GDP growth and inflation, some
studies in both the developed and developing waalk found that this is a robust relationship (e.g.
Lewis-Beck 1988; Remmer 1991; Roberts and Wibb@89]1 Tufte 1978; Wilkin et al. 1997). Then
again, voters may still support incumbents in aswerconomic circumstances because they do not
believe the opposition can do any better (RadtB®4). Alternatively, negative retrospective

In fact, based on the World Development Indicatigbase, between 2000 and 2009, the numbereohéit
users in the region increased from 3.4 to 73.5aonill
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assessments of the macro-economy could resulistetion rather than choosing an opposition party
(Posner and Simon 2002).

Krosnick (1990) instead argues that individualdwat® incumbents, and policymakers more broadly,
based on their position and performance on moreifgpessues that are of greatest importance to
them. Fournier et al. (2003) uncover this pattarthe case of Canada’s 1997 elections. Pacek and
Radcliff (1995) also suggest that it is not aggtegmowthper sebut inclusion in the growth process
that determines whether constituents vote agaiesincumbent. Indeed, voters may judge a
government more on its failure to abide by promreggrding service delivery, job creation,
affordable education, and better healthcare.

Institutions, Party System, and Political Environment

At the macro-level, how political institutions furan and the structure of the political system ictpa
decisions regarding participation in myriad waystHe broadest sense, citizens need to believe that
electoral institutions function properly and thatifical parties represent genuine competitorsrieo
for them to turn out to vote. This is commonly redel to as external efficacy, or ‘a sense of the
system’s responsiveness’ (Norris 2007: 642).

At least three additional country-level characterssthat are relevant to the African context can
influence voter turnout and partisanshifirst, proportional representation (PR) systeresbetieved

to increase voter turnout because such systenitidredly encourage a higher number of political
parties to compete. Consequently, a voter is miketylto find a party that meets his/her preference
and therefore more likely to believe that his/hetevhas an influence on party outcomes (Brockington
2009; Norris 2002; Powell 1986). A second and eeldactor is the effective number of political
parties, which captures the number of competitaeigs within a multi-party system. On the one
hand, a higher number of parties theoreticallyeases turnout because there are both more options
and more parties involved in electoral mobilizati8milarly, a higher number of parties offer vater
the opportunity to express a higher level of partihip. On the other hand, the existence of more
parties can impose higher information costs onrgdte determine what each party represents, and
this might be especially true in party systems #natin flux (see Blais 2006). In addition, a highe
number of parties may be meaningless if they doemtesent distinct alternatives (Kittilson and
Anderson 2011). Third, rational choice theory peesithat the greater the degree of competition
around an election, the more likely voters willtgapate because the outcome is less predictabée (s
Riker and Ordeshook 1968). However, Blais (20@gs that the cumulative findings on this
variable remain mixed.

With respect to protest activities, the degrea@ddom within the overarching political environment
is critical. Some social movement scholars havpharsized the importance of ‘political opportunity
structures’ in explaining when protests occur. Fara perspective, opportunities for protests and
other types of extra-institutional activities oftare greater in more open and liberalized envirarisme
where governments tolerate protests and therebgats to collective action are lower (see McAdam
1982; Tarrow 1998). Others, however, note thateneincumscribed political environments might be
more conducive to protest. With limited meansdoess and influence policymakers through
conventional means, people can only demonstratedissatisfaction through protest (see Kitschelt
1986; Brockett 1991).

12 The economic voting literature now also recognthesimportance of political institutions, alongthva
variety of other factors, which may shape votessessments of incumbent responsibility for economic
performance (see Anderson 2007).

3 There are certainly other variables than thoseriesi here. Jackman (1987), for instance, pointhe role
of compulsory voting. However, only two African atties (Central African Republic and Gabon) have
compulsory voting and neither one can be considaneglectoral democracy.
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DATA AND MODELS

In order to analyze these various theories of ipaliparticipation with respect to Africa’s youthie
employ a series of multilevel models that incorpetaoth individual- and country-level data. Our
individual-level data come from Round 4 of Afrobareter, which is an independent research project
that collects demographic and public opinion datgalitical, economic, and social conditions within
the region’s major electoral democraclésThe Round 4 survey data we employ covers 19 African
countries, namely Benin, Botswana, Burkina FaspeG#erde, Ghana, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia,
Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Namibia, NigeSenegal, South Africa, Tanzania,
Uganda, and Zambitb Data for these countries were collected betweerciM2008 and June 2009
through nationally representative samples draworaatg to a multistage, stratified, clustering
procedurel6 Collectively, our sample provides us with dataapproximately 26,500 individuals

aged 18 years and older across the 19 countriean#er of external data sources were used for our
country-level data, and these are described inl dietAppendix Table Al.

As noted earlier, we primarily are interested i@ ylouth’s involvement in three main forms of
political participation: voter turnout, partisanieethments, and protest behavior. To explore the
behavior of the youth vis-a-vis that of their oldeunterparts, we therefore estimate three
multivariate regression models. For all three congmts of the empirical work, we first estimate the
model using the full sample of respondents andidelge as an explanatory variable to identify
whether younger individuals are more or less likelgngage in that form of participation. We then
estimate the same model separately for a youthpgamed 18-30 years inclusive, and a non-youth
group, who are 31 or more years of age. This allgsv® examine whether the relationship between
our explanatory variables and the outcome variadeg across these two age cohorts.

Given our interest in both individual- and counleyel determinants of political participation, our
regressions are estimated using Generalized Llratant and Mixed Model¥. This modeling
approach allows us to introduce a random intertepi for the countries, controlling for the
likelihood that individual observations within cdtias are not independent of each other. Failure to
control for this intra-class correlation can leadtandard errors which are underestimated, ragulti
in a higher propensity to reject the null hypotedbkat a variable demonstrates no impact on our
various measures of political participation. Wenaasure that all of our models incorporate both
individual and country survey weights to accoumttfee survey design used by Afrobarometer.

Voter Turnout

For the first model on voter turnout, we estimategit regression in which our dependent variable,
V;, takes on the value of one if the respondent tedaroting in the last national elections, and dkro
they did not. Our sample is restricted to elighabgers, which we define as those who were 18 years

old in the year prior to the last electicksThe estimation is specified as follows:

Prvi=11X;Y)

* More information about Afrobarometer can be foandittp://www.afrobarometer.org.

' Even though Zimbabwe is part of the Round 4 dafiection, we excluded it from our sample sincerent
political conditions in the country prevent an aete analysis of the youth's political participatio

'8 All of the surveys were conducted over the coafs2008, except for Zambia, where the survey was
conducted in 2009.

" This is thegllammcommand in Stata.

'8 On the voter turnout question in Afrobarometespandents who did not vote have the option of cingos
‘You were not registered or you were too youngdtet By tying these two categories together in mwponse
option, it is difficult to disaggregate which resents were, indeed, too young to vote in thedbesttion.
Since Afrobarometer does not collect data on lietes, we therefore use the approach detailed hiei®.
approach will exclude some eligible individuals wdauld have turned 18 in the months prior to tleetbn of
that year, but we believe that this is more appad@than including individuals who were not eligib
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whereX; represents a vector of individual-level varialilest vary by individual andY; represents a
vector of country-level variables that vary by coyi.*

Insofar as our data allowed, the choice of indepahdariables was informed by the extensive
literature that exists on voter turnout. We incltlde standard set of demographic variables, i®. ag
gender, urban or rural residence, and educéli®n.identify the impact of civic engagement, or
social capital, on voter turnout, we include a dunvariable equal to one if the individual reported
being an active member of a religious group or otaduntary association or community group.
Access to information is captured in a variablen@dia access, which is coded as one if the
individual reported accessing the news via radievision, or newspapers or using the internet at
least a few times a month. As a measure of ext@aldical efficacy, we include a variable on
whether the individual reported feeling satisfiethvthe way democracy functions in his/her country.

Due to the nature of the survey data, a numbetharandividual-level indicators used in much o th
literature are excluded here. Specifically, soaimernic and employment data are only available at
the time of the survey, precluding us from usingnttto predict earlier voting behavior. Likewise,
self-expressed closeness to a political party aftédentified as a determinant of voter turnouuea
the distance between survey and election time imygauntries, and given that opposition parties
and independent candidates emerge and disappé¢aifrggjuently in the African context, a
respondent may be close to a party today thataliexist at the time of the last electich&y
contrast, many of the individual-level variables rs&ain typically vary little over time. Unlike
household income and an individual’s employmertusteor instance, which would both be affected
by broader economic conditions in the country, smkecision to join a religious or voluntary group
more likely reflects underlying behavioral charaistics that would not be expected to change very
much over time2

Our voter turnout model also contains a set of tgtlevel variables representing the economic and
institutional environment within which the individuoperates. We include real GDP growth per
capita prior to the election to identify whethemtout is affected by retrospective evaluationshef t
macro-economy3 This variable was calculated from the World Bankerld Development
Indicators. Based on data from the Administratiod €ost of Elections (ACE) Electoral Project and
the International Institute for Democracy and Eeak Assistance (IDEA), we included a dummy
variable if a country’s last national electionlad time of the survey depended on
majoritarian/plurality, rather than proportionapresentation, electoral rul&The effective number
of parties that competed in the last national @estis calculated according to the well-known de
introduced by Laakso and Taagepera (197%e also examine whether incumbent advantages,
measured as the number of years that the incunplagtyt was in office at the time of the last eleatio

191t is important to note that surveys traditionakgult in respondents over-reporting their rateatér turnout

because they may feel that there is a social walweting and therefore may be embarrassed to atatithey

did not vote. We highlight why we do not belietéstis problematic for our findings in the followgrsection.

20 Education is captured as a nine-level index rap@iom no formal schooling to postgraduate educatio

21 For instance, President Bingu wa Mutharika of Malttlormed a new party after he was re-elected.

22 \We were also unable to explore whether experieincadolescence, family background or parentaigpti

behavior, for example, affect turnout amongst thetly, as has been done in some developed countiere

panel or retrospective data are often availabtg (dcFarland and Thomas 2006; Pacheco 2008).

% pacek and Radcliff (1995) note that this meassthé most appropriate for inter-temporal and comasitry

comparisons because it takes into account bothrdifites in inflation and population size.

4 In much of the literature, concurrency is usesval to capture the impact of electoral institusoflowever,

we found that majority/plurality systems were higbobrrelated with concurrency in our sample andefoze

chose to retain the former variable in our regmssinalysis.

%5 This index is calculated by dividing one by thensoation of the square of each party’s proportioalbf

votes (N:n;z). The inclusion of variables capturing both theetyf electoral system and the effective
i=1Fi

number of parties in the same analysis is commanuich research on turnout (see Blais and DobryhSR8;

Kuenzi and Lambright 2007; and Norris 2004).

@ Copyright Afrobarometer



based on data from the African Elections Databiafiegnces turnout® A country’s political rights
rating measured by Freedom House at the time da#tenational elections provides a second
measure of external efficacy. We would expect Wiztn elections are deemed free and fair, and
involve genuinely competitive parties, individuplessess greater faith that the electoral system
functions properly.

Lastly, we include a variable identifying, at ti@é of the survey, the number of months that had
passed since the last elections in that countrgutrsample of countries, this variable ranges from
just under four months in the case of Madagascaveo four and a half years for South Afrtawe
include this variable as a way of accounting fasgible differences across countries in individual
reporting of voter behavior as a result of recalkB8

Partisan Attachments
In our second model of political participation, imgestigate current partisan attachment among our
sample of adults, using a multinomial logit regr@ssnodel that is specified as follows:

PrPA=1|R:S)
PrPA=2|RS)
Pr PA =0 |R ;S) base category

wherePA represents the polychotomous dependent variadtdsgn attachment, equal to one if the
individual was not close to any party, equal to tiwbe individual felt close to an opposition part
with the base category set to those who felt doske incumbent party.

As in model one abov® includes age, gender, education, location, groembership and media
access. Since we are estimating current feelingsudisanship, we are also able to examine the
impact of the individual's labor market status &meir household’'s socio-economic status. The
former is coded as equal to one if the individeglarted being either unemployed or employed but
still looking for work. This allows us to capturgetimpact of dissatisfaction with one’s currentusta
better than a simple dichotomy of employed/not @ygd would allow. Following Bratton (2006),
the latter is measured by using the Lived Povertlek (LPI), which captures whether anyone in the
individual's household had gone without enough famean water, medicines or medical treatment,
fuel for cooking, or a cash income, over the presigear. Higher scores on the index imply greater
deprivation. Since, as noted earlier, ethnicity sn identified as an important determinant of
partisanship in Africa, we also include a variamleasuring whether the individual belongs to the
same ethnic group as the leader of the incumbetyt aathe time of the survey. The ethnicity of th
incumbents was determined by using a range of scgrsources, which are detailed in Table Al.

We further explore how incumbent performance affgetrtisanship by using individuals’ perceptions
of how the government is performing on a rangepetsic issues, such as job creation, educational

needs, basic health services, keeping prices damehcorruption. These variables are coded equal to
one if the respondent felt that the present govenirhad not handled the issue well. In addition, we

%6 One commonly-used measure of party competitivenesish is the point spread during the election, is
highly endogenous to turnout (Geys 2006). As sughfelt that incumbent advantage provided a useful
alternative measure.

%" The last elections that Afrobarometer capturecevinid in 2008 for Madagascar; 2007 for Benin, Bak
Faso, Kenya, Lesotho, Mali, Nigeria and Senegdgdor Cape Verde, Uganda and Zambia; 2005 forriabe
and Tanzania 2005; and 2004 in Botswana, GhanawildMozambique, Namibia and South Africa.

% More detailed descriptions of how each of thealslgs was coded, as well as the questions or sothee
data were drawn from, are available in Appendixl&@ai. The means and standard errors of the indalid
and country-level variables are presented in Appehdbles A2 and A3 respectively.
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retain our measure of retrospective evaluatiortadider macro-economic performait&ffective
number of parties and the length of party incumpexiche time of the survey also are included in
this model. Lastly, we retain the number of mordinge the last elections in this model because
partisanship is likely to be heightened for votghen parties are actively campaigning.

Protest Activities
Our third and final model examines extra-institnibpolitical participation, captured here as
attendance at demonstrations or protest marchedo@itiregression model is specified as follows:

Pr® =1]|L ;M)

whereP; is equal to one if the individual had participaie protest march or demonstration at least
once in the preceding year, and zero otheriiseontains our standard set of individual-level,
demographic variables, age, gender, and urbanfes&lence. By also incorporating education,
group membership, media access, employment statdghe household deprivation index, we
collectively are testing both the grievance anduese mobilization theories on protest. In addition
we include the variable on whether or not the iitlial reported being dissatisfied with the way
democracy works in his/her country, as we wouldeexghat those who feel the political system is
not functioning in a way that represents their se&duld be more likely to express their
disappointment through channels other than voting.

Our vector of country-level variabldsglj, incorporates real GDP growth per capita in the ye@r to
the survey. Consistent with findings from Gurr (836ve would expect that poor economic
performance at the macro-level would have broadeacts on individuals’ well-being and thereby
increase the likelihood of protest. Given that we r@ow focusing on protest activity rather than
elections, we employ Freedom House's civil libextiedex in order to determine how the political
opportunity structure affects the likelihood of f@st action.

RESULTS

Tables 1 to 3 present the results of the regressialysis for the three sets of models explained
above. For ease of exposition, the tables displaytlds ratios in the case of the logit modelsthad
relative risk ratios in the case of the multinonhiggit models rather than the coefficient valuesede
ratios can be interpreted as the odds (or relaisk® of obtaining the relevant outcome for a oné u
change in the explanatory variable. An odds ottikedaisk ratio greater than one corresponds to a
positive coefficient, a ratio less than one coroesls to a negative coefficient, while a ratio edqoal

or close to one signals that there is no appreziafgbact of that variable on the odds of obtairihey
outcome. The first column of each of the resulbdesishows the regression for the full sample while
the remaining two columns focus on the youth anadtyauth groups, respectively.

Voter Turnout

In model one, we find that the individual-level iednies are the strongest predictors of voter turnou
As seen in Table 1, age demonstrates a positieetaff the voter turnout model, indicating thatewld
individuals are more likely to vote. The ratio 0039 implies that with each additional year, thdod

of voting compared to not voting are increasedtoyua4 per cend0 In addition, members of a
religious or community group are more likely to&othose who express dissatisfaction with the way
democracy works in their country are more likehabstain, as are those who live in urban areas.
Gender is only weakly significant for the full salmpand for the youth and non-youth sub-samples, its

29 While we would have liked to include a measuregdtropic perceptions of living conditions, thisiaale
was highly correlated with our LPI. Since the LIPdyides us with a multi-dimensional, objective measof
socioeconomic status, we preferred this varialdeead.

%9 We also included a quadratic term for age in thenturnout model since, after a certain ageettierly may
face physical and other challenges that precludiicmation at the polls (see Nie et al. 1974). Eixpected
negative effect on this variable was obtained, @ndother results were robust to the inclusiorhefquadratic
term.
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influence disappears. The variable representingitineber of months since the elections in that
country has no significant effect in the regressidithile not conclusive, this provides some eviéenc
that recall bias has not produced higher (or lowar)out among individuals depending on how long
ago elections were held in their country.

When comparing the youth to the non-youth samplesuncover some interesting differences. In
particular, media access increases the likelihdagting among the youth, compared with the non-
youth. This might be because frequent access toeiws media provides important information on
where and how to vote for first-time voters, wheréee non-youth group are less reliant on the media
for logistical information regarding voting. It éso possible, however, that the type and quafity o
news media accessed varies across the youth argbotimgroups. In addition, we find that the
longer the incumbent party has been in office Jélss likely the youth are to vote. The fact tha th
variable demonstrates no impact on the older caignifies that the youth see incumbent dominance
as a disincentive to vote because the outcomepiscted to be a foregone conclusion. Older Africans
who experienced pro-democracy movements may stillevthe act of voting regardless of the
expected outcome. Instead, the non-youth groupsatisfaction with the quality of democracy in
their respective country, rather than incumbentidance, plays a more significant role in their
decision not to vote when compared with the youth.

Notwithstanding the propensity to over-report twrhia surveys, it is highly likely that if this oke
reporting is present, it is not biasing our resimtdhe wrong direction. Karp and Brockington (2p05
find that this problem is most related to age agacation, such that younger and more educated
people are the most likely to over-report turndinus, if fewer young people actually voted tharythe
reported here, then the age variable would contiole negatively correlated with turnout while the
odds ratio would be substantively larger. Likewisstead of finding that education is significantly
and positively associated with turnout, we foundsigmificance™

31 Neither the effective number of parties nor magoian electoral systems exerted a significant thpa
voter turnout. While electoral systems sometimgsact the number of parties, we found that multiioearity
was not a problem between these two variables.
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Table 1: Voter Turnout in Last Elections, Odds Ratios

All Youth (18-30) Non-youth (31+)
Individual
Age 1.039*** 1.101%** 1.015%**
(0.006) (0.031) (0.004)
Male 1.162* 1.219 1.127
(0.106) (0.153) (0.108)
Urban 0.797*** 0.826* 0.762**
(0.063) (0.086) (0.081)
Education 0.984 0.967 0.100
(0.023) (0.034) (0.023)
Member of religious/other group 1.511%** 1.488*** 1.591 %+
(0.068) (0.127) (0.108)
Media access 1.135 1.203* 1.056
(0.092) (0.119) (0.161)
Not satisfied with democracy 0.775** 0.863 0.665***
(0.055) (0.094) (0.049)
Country
Real GDP growth prior to election 1.021 1.007 1.052
(0.034) (0.033) (0.052)
Electoral rule 0.983 1.025 0.828
(0.251) (0.252) (0.260)
Effective no. of parties 1.019 1.007 1.031
(0.131) (0.135) (0.124)
Length of incumbency at election 0.975 0.967** 0.983
time (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)
Political rights index 0.958 0.988 0.918
(0.076) (0.073) (0.080)
Months since last elections 1.003 1.002 1.000
(0.008) (0.009) (0.008)
No. of observations 21,084 7,971 13,113

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. The datanagighted using both the within-country and
across-country weights provided. The sample induddy those who were eligible to vote in the last
elections, which we identify as individuals who evat least 18 years old in the year prior to the

election.

*** Significant at 1 per cent level ** Significarat 5 per cent level * Significant at 10 per centdle

Source: See Appendix, Table Al.

Partisan Attachment

In our second model on partisan attachment, wisidhown in Table 2, we find that the results are
largely consistent with the picture that emergemfthe voter turnout model. Younger individuals

and those living in urban areas are more likelgXpress no attachment to a party, or closenes®to t
opposition party, rather than closeness to thentb@nt. Being a member of a religious or voluntary
group and media access both reduce the chances porting a party attachment, although only in
the case of media access does this also transtatstpport for the opposition party over the
incumbent. A robust finding is that an individuwaio belongs to the same ethnic group as the
incumbent party leader is more likely to have aadiiment to the incumbent party over no party
attachment or an attachment to the opposition.
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With respect to other indicators of socioeconontatus, we find that dissatisfaction with one’s
current labor market status and higher levels akbold deprivation have no effects on partisan
attachment. By contrast, individuals’ perceptiohB@wv the current government is handling certain
socio-economic issues in the country as a whole kavy strong and significant effects.
Dissatisfaction with the way the incumbent governtng managing a variety of issues, from job
creation to corruption, significantly reduces theaimces of the individual reporting an attachment to
the incumbent. Instead, those respondents are likelgto express non-partisanship or an
attachment to the opposition. Therefore, subjecissessments of performance on specific issues
play an important role. By contrast, our objectiveasure of macro-economic performance, which
was real GDP per capita growth in the year prigdhtosurvey, demonstrates a null effect on
partisanship.

The other country-level variables we include alldnaignificant effects on partisanship. For inseanc
the greater the effective number of parties, theerfikely the individual is to report no partisan
attachment. At the same time, this variable detnatezl no impact on closeness to the opposition.
This suggests that for some individuals, the erteof more parties does not necessarily imply that
these parties represent a genuine alternative tihermcumbent. In addition, more parties could
impose high information costs on individuals aneréfiore increase detachment from the party
system. By contrast, the longer the incumbent gza/been in power, the more likely individuals are
to report an attachment to the incumbent rather tioa-partisanship. In all cases, the greater the
number of months since the last elections impligeeater affinity to the incumbent. This is most
likely because the greater the distance from tiedlections, the closer to the next elections when
partisan attachments are likely to be molded affaiks parties begin campaigning, the incumbent
will be the best known among all competitors.

A few differences emerge when we analyze the tveocadports separately. While media access
increases the likelihood of reporting an attachnetihe incumbent rather than to no party for both
the youth and non-youth groups, only the non-yautiup is also more likely to report being close to
the opposition rather than to the incumbent if thegessed news through the

%2 |n fact, most of the surveys were in 2008 and theyeyed respondents about elections in 2004 @%5.20
This means that for a number of countries, the akdtions were in the same year, or following yeathe
survey.
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Table 2: Partisan Attachment, Relative Risk Ratios

Explanatory variables

Outcome 1: Not close to party

Outcome 2: Close to opposition

All Youth (18- Non-youth  All Youth Non-youth
30) (31+) (18-30) (31+)
Individual
Age 0.991**  (0.969*** 0.999 0.993** 0.991 0.992*
(0.003) (0.009) (0.004) (0.003) (0.009) (0.004)
Male 0.812***  0,780*** 0.847** 1.235%** 1.258** 1.228***
(0.055) (0.060) (0.069) (0.082) (0.131) (0.065)
Urban 1.605***  1.624*** 1.550%** 1.271%*  1.335*** 1.200***
(0.123) (0.123) (0.135) (0.068) (0.133) (0.069)
Education 1.021 1.032 1.021 1.033 1.037 1.037
(0.024) (0.029) (0.024) (0.027) (0.033) (0.028)
Member of religious/other group 0.742%* 0.717*** 0.782%** 0.960 0.950 0.977
(0.047) (0.056) (0.066) (0.078) (0.088) (0.094)
Media access 0.821*** 0.839** 0.810* 1.136* 1.077 1.167**
(0.055) (0.063) (0.066) (0.083) (0.116) (0.082)
Ethnicity of incumbent 0.718*  0.750** 0.670** 0.445**  0.409 ***  0.471***
(0.105) (0.103) (0.124) (0.104) (0.092) (0.115)
Unemployed/employed and 0.944 0.981 0.941 0.999 0.993 1.010
looking (0.067) (0.067) (0.084) (0.071) (0.090) (0.086)
Household deprivation index 0.949 0.932 0.975 0.966 0.959 0.977
(0.034) (0.050) (0.042) (0.028) (0.042) (0.041)
Dissatisfaction: job creation 1.179%* 1.270*** 1.110 1.482**  1.610%** 1.391%**
(0.062) (0.095) (0.091) (0.111) (0.191) (0.101)
Dissatisfaction: education 1.062 0.982 1.133* 1.148* 1.034 1.243*
(0.052) (0.099) (0.076) (0.087) (0.099) (0.135)
Dissatisfaction: basic health 1.166** 1.121 1.212* 1.129 *** 1.164 1.107
(0.081) (0.100) (0.127) (0.044) (0.114) (0.072)
Dissatisfaction: inflation 1.154** 1.036 1.263*** 1.237* 1.165 1.288**
(0.070) (0.090) (0.081) (0.149) (0.186) (0.154)
Dissatisfaction: corruption 1.256%** 1.241%** 1.275%* 1.424*%*  1.446*** 1.418%**
(0.0712) (0.088) (0.091) (0.088) (0.115) (0.114)
Country
GDP growth prior to survey 0.949 0.936 0.955 0.904 0.888 0.912
(0.044) (0.049) (0.046) (0.086) (0.091) (0.079)
Effective no. of parties 1.274%%* 1.243%** 1.305%** 1.143 1.173 1.119
(0.071) (0.069) (0.090) (0.106) (0.124) (0.109)
Length of incumbency at time of 0.972*** 0.978* 0.965*** 0.981 0.985 0.978
survey (0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.016) (0.015) (0.019)
Months since last elections 0.982*** (0.980** 0.983*** 0.981** 0.980* 0.982*
(0.006) (0.008) (0.006) (0.010) (0.011) (0.009)
No. of observations 22,622 10,087 12,535 22,622 0810, 12,535

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. The datanaighted using both the within-country and acrosaentry
weights provided. The reference category for thgeddent variable is ‘close to incumbent'.

*** Significant at 1 per cent level ** Significarat 5 per cent level * Significant at 10 per centde
Source: See Appendix, Tables Al.

media frequently. There seems to be no obviourefas this cohort difference, which again draws
attention to the fact that we do not know anythabgut the type of news that individuals are
accessing. We might be able to shed more lighherisssue if we were able to capture, for example,
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whether individuals are accessing the news thrabginnels that act as government spokes pieces or
through more independent sources, and which typeswves items (i.e. local, national, and
international) they follow most.

There are some noteworthy differences betweendhthyand the non-youth groups in the impact of
the government’s handling of various socio-econassaes on partisan attachment. Along with
corruption, dissatisfaction with job creation apjsda be the issue that is most significant for
determining the youth’s partisan affinities. The#® are dissatisfied with job creation are
significantly more likely to express either no jahship or an attachment to the opposition. Ngtabl
when comparing the size of the odds ratios actassdrious issues, dissatisfaction with
government’s handling of job creation also haddhgest substantive impact for the youth group with
respect to their support for the opposition. Thipeérhaps not surprising given the poor employment
prospects among the youth in many African countfies the non-youth group, dissatisfaction with a
broader range of issues is associated with pasiiganSurprisingly, however, those over the age of
30 are more affected by the government’s handIfribeeducation system compared to the youth
group. This might reflect that during many of Afiis democratic transitions, leaders removed
primary school fees as an election tactic (seea8tae 2005). As such, today’s youth most likely
possess greater access to at least some edudetiotheir older counterparts. Moreover, those over
the age of 30 will have children of school-going @md possibly be more attuned to the challenges
with their country’s education system.

Protest action

In our final model, we explore which factors afféoe likelihood of an individual having attended a
demonstration or a protest march over the preweas. In contrast to the other two models and to
our own initial expectations, we find that the yoare not significantly more likely to engage in
protest action. Although this contradicts the fimgh from Bratton et al. (2005), who uncovered a
significant relationship between age and protesigusnly individual-level variables, it reinforcése
importance of incorporating country-level variabéesl appropriate weights for understanding
political participation across countries.

In particular, by using only individual-level vahbias, we also found a highly significant relatiapsh
between age and protest behavior. However, tha-hauél model results in Table 3 illustrate that
protest is much less likely in countries with wocsél liberties, and a predominant share of thatio

in our 19 country sample is concentrated in suemt@s® Thus, while age is an important influence
on protest behavior on its own, the youth are natetikely to protest than their older counterparts
once a country’s political opportunity structurgaken into account.

33 Our countries only span the 1-4 range on the Em@adouse civil liberties index. However, only Caperde
had the highest ranking, 1, in our sample. Sixbemercent of the sample’s youth are concentriated
categories 3 and 4.
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Table 3: Participated in a protest march or demonstration, odds ratios

All Youth (18-30) Non-youth (31+)
Individual
Age 0.996 0.995 0.994
(0.004) (0.017) (0.007)
Male 1.317%** 1.274%* 1.382%**
(0.094) (0.094) (0.183)
Urban 1.088 1.118 1.1034
(0.108) (0.165) (0.100)
Education 1.083*** 1.074** 1.077
(0.031) (0.034) (0.049)
Member of religious/other 2.061*** 2.052%** 2.138***
group (0.276) (0.295) (0.390)
Media access 1.258** 1.593*** 1.056
(0.135) (0.297) (0.151)
Unemployed/employed and 1.108 1.083 1.164
looking (0.081) (0.114) (0.162)
Household deprivation index 1.061 1.112* 1.034
(0.047) (0.054) (0.077)
Not satisfied with democracy 1.153* 1.277* 1.054
(0.092) (0.133) (0.107)
Country
Real GDP growth prior to 0.956 0.945 0.964
survey (0.056) (0.060) (0.059)
Civil liberties index 0.733*** 0.760*** 0.704***
(0.070) (0.078) (0.095)
No. of observations 22,816 10,168 12,648

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. The datanaighted using both the within-country and acrosantry
weights provided.

*** Significant at 1 per cent level ** Significarat 5 per cent level * Significant at 10 per centdke

Source: See Appendix, Table Al.

At the individual-level, we found evidence for batie resource mobilization and grievance theories.
Along with gender, we found that individuals witlgher levels of education, who belong to religious
groups or other voluntary associations, and whe lgggater access to media are all more likely to
protest. As predicted by Putnam (1993) and othkis signals that those who are more engaged in
civic associations and are attuned to current evaret more likely to employ other forms of politica
participation in addition to voting in order to egps their preferences to policymakers.

Notably, however, the impact of these resourceasicpéarly media access and education, are limited
to the youth cohort. This suggests that youngvegitteducated Africans are more likely to express
dissatisfaction with the status quo through prsetesthaps because they are the ones who possess
greater expectations about their futures. Thidteworthy given that education did not play a role
the youth’s other modes of participation.

Grievances also are a driving feature of protesaber for the youth but not the non-youth.

In particular, higher household deprivation, as snead by the LPI, tends to drive the youth out into
the streets to protest. Again, this is probabikdd to aspirational goals by the young for a béifee
Drawing from past experience, older citizens maydaad feel that protesting about material
grievances rarely has resulted in improvementsftividual households.
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Individuals who report being dissatisfied with thay democracy functions in their country also
report a greater likelihood of engaging in progedtvity, perhaps reflecting a sense of
disenchantment with the ability of more formal nueth of participation to address their interests.
Again though, this variable only demonstrates $iggmce for the youth. In other words, when the
youth possess a lower sense of external polititiabey, they are more likely than older citizeos t
feel the need to express their views through ati@ne informal channels. Older cohorts who are
likewise dissatisfied with democracy may view aiegive and less confrontational means of
participation as more productive in such environts&n

Summary of results

Overall, we find that compared to their older cauparts, the youth are less likely to vote and less
likely to form a partisan attachment. In additismen the youth do feel an affinity towards a
particular party, they have a greater chance afrtgy an attachment to the opposition compared to
the non-youth. Contrary to expectations, howeveasy tare not significantly more likely to engage in
protest activities.

Importantly though, the differences between thely@and non-youth are greater with respect to some
types of political participation than others. Tabblpresents the mean predicted probabilities fer th
three outcome variables for the youth and non-ygublups. These estimates provide a more nuanced
picture of our findings, because they not only déscthe age effect for each of the models, but als
show the magnitude of the effect for the differeatcomes. The largest age effect is evident in the
voter turnout model, where youth predicted turriswver thirteen percentage points lower than for
the non-youth. There are also sizable differenesésden the youth and the non-youth in terms of
reporting either non-partisanship or an affinitythe incumbent. However, there are only quite mal
generational differences with respect to oppositittachment and protest activity. This suggests tha
the youth’s response to any feelings of disenchantwith the political system is mostly one of
withdrawal from the party system, with only someaker signs of a greater alignment with the
opposition and participation in extra-institutiofiatms of political action.

A few interesting generational differences also ryeé. With respect to voter turnout, the length of
time that the incumbent party had been in officthattime of the last elections significantly
influenced the decision of those in the youth grtaupote while demonstrating no impact on the non-
youth group. In the partisan attachment modelytheh were found to be particularly concerned with
the issue of job creation. Dissatisfaction with Weaey the incumbent government was handling job
creation meant that the youth were more likelyitioeg express non-partisanship or to instead farm a
attachment with the opposition. A key result frdma final model, which is that the youth who live in
more deprived households are more likely to prosestilarly supports the idea that the youth are
driven by their personal economic prospects toeatgr degree than the non-youth. Lastly, the figndin
that a lower sense of external political efficaaises the odds of protesting among the youth giroup
particular suggests a greater disenchantment héttiormal political system as a channel through
which needs are met.

% For instance, according to the Afrobarometer daitder individuals are significantly more likely &tend a
community meeting than to protest, compared ta f@inger counterparts.
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Table 4: Predicted Probabilities for the Youth and Non-youth Groups

Youth (18-30) Non-youth (31+)
Voted in last election 0.690 0.827
Not close to any party 0.404 0.357
Close to the incumbent 0.358 0.417
Close to the opposition 0.238 0.226
Engaged in protest activity 0.144 0.136

Source: Authors’ calculations based on model ressult

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Despite Africa’s youth bulge, a majority of the i@gs presidents are over 60 years old. Some
African scholars believe that this prevents theceons of the youth from being brought into the
political arena and therefore advocate loweringvibteng age to 16 so that older politicians are enor
responsive to this sizeable constituency (see A@ha)> Our findings suggest however that such a
decision would not necessarily result in highetipgration of the youth in elections. The level of
youth voter turnout is significantly lower than tlud older Africans, and age consistently represent
a robust predictor of voting behavior. In addititie youth were more likely to express a complete
lack of partisanship than older citizens.

The fact that these patterns largely mirror thosgeveloped countries suggests that Africa’s youth
are not acting in a manner that is characterisyickiferent from those in other regions of the Vdor
Moreover, based on our findings with regards tdgstactivities, pessimistic claims that
disillusioned, African youth will foment instabylitdo not yet appear warranted in many of the
region’s electoral democracies. In fact, the youttie not more likely to protest, and the predicted
probabilities illustrated that their absolute legéprotest was only 14 per cent, which as notelieea
is even lower than for European youth.

Yet, in order to determine whether there is caosedncern about the youth’s political preferences
and modes of participation, there are at leastargas that warrant further research. First, we teed
explore other factors that might be simultaneoaslsociated with both youth and voter turnout in
particular. For instance, since the youth ofterdrteeregister for the first time in order to vatieeir
lower turnout might reflect greater logistical bars rather than higher disillusionment with party
options and the electoral system. In Zambia, tleetBral Commission effectively disenfranchised
many young voters by refusing to re-open the etattegister in the 2008 elections for those who
had turned 18 years old since the prior electiee Gheeseman and Hinfelaar 2010). Almost forty
years ago, Nie et al. (1974: 334) also observeddhgounger age groups, length of residency in a
community is an important determinant of politipakticipation. This is significant in Africa becaus
of high rates of rural-to-urban migration, espdgiamong the youth. Often, the youth may still be
registered in faraway rural communities at the tohelections, which creates a disincentive to vote
Therefore, future survey data and analyses shauigider how migration patterns impact the youth’s
political participation.

Second, the literature on youth political parti¢ipa highlights an important distinction between
generational and life-cycle effects. A generatiiac means that even as the young become older,
their generation possesses certain characteraiatistorical experiences that determine their
political behaviors and preferences (see Daltor8L98 life-cycle effect implies that as people age,
they adopt the political behaviors of their predsoes through greater socialization and experience

% Within the 19 countries in our sample, only thpeesidents are younger than 60 at the time ofwgiti
Benin’s Yayi Boni (59), Botswana’s lan Khama (58)d Madagascar’s Andry Rajoelina (37).
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with the political system (see Nie et al. 1974)tMWJut panel data, it remains difficult to disentieng
which effect has greater explanatory power in tfr&cAn context.

Notwithstanding these caveats, our research reiegothat demographic and socioeconomic changes
hold important political implications. Africa is lb@nizing rapidly, and the youth bulge will continue

to remain a prominent feature in the years to cd®esidency in urban areas demonstrated the same
pattern as the youth effect across two of our tbrgeome variables. This suggests that voter
abstention and low partisanship might grow oveetfor Africa as its current demographic trajectory
continues. In turn, this questions whether thetetat process remains a legitimate means of
conveying the youth’s concerns and whether polipeaties are accurately representing their younger
citizens’ interests. Furthermore, it is meaninghat we found performance on job creation a key
determinant of partisanship for the youth and soaioeconomic deprivation influences protest
behavior among this cohort. Given existing highelevof unemployment and poverty among Africa’s
youth, these influences could remain highly relévarmolitical participation for the foreseeable
future.
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Appendix

Table AL. Description of Variables

Variable name | Question and Coding | Source
Dependent variables
Voted in last “With regard to the most recent, (date, type) ébect, which | Afrobarometer
elections statement is true for you?” 2008/09
0= "You were not registered or you were too youmgdte’;
‘You decided not to vote’; “You could not find tipelling
station’; ‘You were prevented from voting’; ‘Youdinot
have time to vote’; ‘Did not vote for some otheasen’; ‘You
could not find your name in the voter’s register’
1="You voted in the elections’
Party attachment “Do you feel close to any paréicplolitical party?” “Which | Afrobarometer
party is that?” 2008/09
1=not close to any party
2=close to the incumbent party
3=close to an opposition party
Engaged in protest/ | “Here is a list of actions people sometimes takeitizens. Afrobarometer
demonstration For each of these, please tell me whether youppally, 2008/09
have done any of these things during the past ye¢tanded a
demonstration or protest march.”
0='No, would never this’; ‘No, but would do if | dathe
chance’
1="Yes, once or twice’; ‘Yes, several times’; ‘Yexten'.
Individual
Age “How old are you?” Afrobarometer
Age in years 2008/09

Male Gender of respondent Afrobarometer
O=female 2008/09
l=male

Urban Area of residence Afrobarometer

O=rural 2008/09
1=urban

Education index Afrobarometer

Highest level of education completed. 2008/09
0=No formal; 1=Informal only; 2=Some primary; 3=fRdry
completed; 4=Some secondary; 5=Secondary completed;
6=Post-secondary, other than university; 7=Someeusity;
8=University completed; 9=Post-graduate
Member of Afrobarometer
religious/other group 2008/09
“Member of religious group.” “Some other voluntary
association or community group.”
0=Not a member of either or an inactive memberathb
1=An active member or official leader of eitherbath
Media access “How often do you get your news frobenfollowing Afrobarometer
sources: Radio? Television? Newspapers?” 2008/09
“How often do you use the internet?”
0=Accessed all of these sources ‘never’ or ‘leas thnce a
month’.
1=Accessed at least one of these sources ‘a fegstam
month’, ‘a few times a week’ or ‘every day’.
Not satisfied with “Overall, how satisfied are you with the way denamyr Afrobarometer
democracy works in (country)?” 2008/09

O='fairly satisfied’; ‘very satisfied’
1='(country) is not a democracy’; ‘not at all séitsl’, ‘not

very satisfied’
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Ethnicity of incumbent

“What is your tribe? You kmpyour ethnic or cultural
group.”
0=Not of the same ethnic group as incumbent prasie
time of survey.
1=Individual is of the same ethnicity as incumbgr@sident
at time of survey

Ethnicity of
respondent from
Afrobarometer
2008/09; Ethnicity of
incumbent from:
Baker (2006), Chege
(2008), Dunning and
Harrison (2010),
Englebert (1996),
Foster (2009), Good
(2005), Limwanya
(2010), Moser
(2008), Nugent
(2001), Seely (2007)
Smiddy and Young
(2009), Young
(2009),
http://www.britannical
.com/EBchecked/top
¢/1304117/Umaru-
Musa-YarAdua,
http://www.africaalm
anac.com/history.htm
1#3

Unemployed/
employed and looking

“Do you have a job that pays a cash income? Ldlitime
or part-time? Are you presently looking for a javén if
you are presently working)?”

0=No (not looking); Yes, part-time (not looking)ge¥, full-
time (not looking)

1=No (looking), Yes, part-time (looking); Yes, filme
(looking)

Afrobarometer
2008/09

Household
deprivation index

“Over the past year, how oftémyvier, have you or anyone
in your family gone without: Enough food to eat?Hgh
clean water for home use? Medicines or medicatrtreat?
Enough fuel to cook your food? A cash income?”
Values ranging from 0 to 4 based on additive respsmo
the 5 components: O=never; 1=just once or twicspferal
times; 3=many times; 4=always

Afrobarometer
2008/09

Govt. handling of:
-job creation

“Now let’s speak about the present governmentisf th
country. How well or badly would you say the cutren

Afrobarometer
2008/09

-education government is handling the following matters, ovérat
-basic health you heard enough to say: Handling creating jobs?
-inflation Addressing educational needs? Improving basic thealt
-corruption services? Keeping prices down? Fighting corrupition
government?”
0= ‘Very well’; ‘Fairly well’; ‘Don’t know/haven’theard
enough’
1="Fairly badly’; ‘Very badly’
Country

GDP growth prior to
election

Change in real GDP per capita growth in year prieceithe
last national election.

Calculated from World
Development
Indicators

GDP growth prior to
survey

Change in real GDP per capita growth in year prieceithe
survey.

Calculated from World
Development
Indicators

Electoral rule

Electoral rule for the country’s shoecent elections
(legislative, presidential, or both) at the time th
Afrobarometer survey occurred.

IDEA Electoral
Handbook and ACE
Electoral Project

O Copyright Afrobarometer

29



0 = PR or mixed system, 1 = plurality/majoritargrstem

Effective no. of parties

Laasko-Taagepara indegwated on the vote shares
obtained by each party during the most recentielestt
the time the Afrobarometer survey occurred.

Calculated based on
data from African
elections database
(http://africanelections
.tripod.com/)

Length of incumbency
at election time

Number of years that the incumbent party had been i
power at the time of the last elections.

Calculated based on
data from African
elections database
(http://africanelections
.tripod.com/)

Length of incumbency
at time of survey

Number of years that the incumbent party had been i
power at the time the Afrobarometer survey occurred

Calculated based on
data from African
elections database
(http://africanelections
.tripod.com/)

Political rights index

Index capturing aspectstef electoral system, including
whether elections are free and fair, involve coritipet
parties, and ensure that minority groups havepiiitical
rights. The index ranges from 1-7, with 1 beingo%n
free.”

Freedom House

Civil liberties index

Index capturing the extertfieedom of expression and
belief, ability to participate in organizations gnablic
demonstrations, and an independent judiciary thaepts
the rights of citizens. The index ranges from ith 1
being “most free.”

Freedom House

Months since last
elections

Number of months between the election date anduhey
date.

Calculated using the
IFES Election Guide
and EISA
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Table A2: Meansfor Individual-level Dependent and | ndependent Variables

All Youth Non-youth
Dependent variables
Voted in last electioris 0.78 (0.003) 0.68 (0.006) 0.84 (0.004)
Not close to party 0.38 (0.004) 0.41 (0.006) 039@5)
Close to opposition 0.23 (0.003) 0.23 (0.005) {2B804)
Close to incumbent 0.39 (0.004) 0.36 (0.006) 0atQapb)
Engaged in 0.14 (0.002) 0.14 (0.004) 0.13 (0.003)
protest/demonstration
Independent: Individual
Age 36.39 (0.111) 24.09 (0.043) 45.94 (0.126)
Male 0.51 (0.004) 0.47 (0.006) 0.55 (0.005)
Urban 0.38 (0.004) 0.42 (0.006) 0.35 (0.005)
Education 3.14 (0.015) 3.61 (0.021) 2.78 (0.021)
Member of religious/other
group 0.54 (0.004) 0.49 (0.006) 0.57 (0.005)
Media access 0.84 (0.003) 0.85 (0.004) 0.82 (0.004)
Not satisfied with democracy 0.45 (0.004) 0.48(06)0 0.43 (0.005)
Ethnicity of incumbent 0.25 (0.003) 0.23 (0.005) 25)(0.005)
Unemployed/employed and
looking 0.52 (0.004) 0.60 (0.006) 0.46 (0.005)
Household
deprivation index 1.25 (0.007) 1.17 (0.010) 1.32 (0.009)
Govt. handling of job creation 0.69 (0.004) 0.69D(5) 0.70 (0.005)
Govt. handling of education 0.33 (0.004) 0.33 (8)00 0.33 (0.005)
Govt. handling of basic health 0.37 (0.004) 0.30(@8) 0.38 (0.005)
Govt. handling of inflation 0.80 (0.003) 0.79(0.005 0.80 (0.004)
Govt. handling of corruption 0.50 (0.004) 0.51 (®BY 0.49 (0.005)
No. of observations 22,884 10,183 12,701

Notes: The data are weighted. Standard errors rtggbin parentheses.
& Voter turnout is based on the population eligituerote (defined as those who were 18 in the ygar  the
election). The rest of the estimates are for thleshmple of adults, aged 18 years and older.
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Table A.3: Meansfor country-level variables

Independent: Country Mean

GDP growth prior to election 3.86(2.560)
GDP growth prior to survey 3.14 (1.828)
Electoral rule 0.68 (0.478)
Effective no. of parties 2.62(1.179)

Length of incumbency at election time
Length of incumbency at time of survey
Political rights index

Civil liberties index

Months since last elections

11.16 (9.269)
12.63(10)404
2.95(1.311)
2.90 (0.875)
30.17 (16.28)

No. of observations

Notes: Standard deviations reported in parentheses.
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