
 
 

University of Birmingham

Public attitudes toward external democracy
promotion in Africa
Chacha, Mwita

DOI:
10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387

License:
Creative Commons: Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs (CC BY-NC-ND)

Document Version
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Citation for published version (Harvard):
Chacha, M 2023, 'Public attitudes toward external democracy promotion in Africa', Democratization, pp. 1-30.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387

Link to publication on Research at Birmingham portal

General rights
Unless a licence is specified above, all rights (including copyright and moral rights) in this document are retained by the authors and/or the
copyright holders. The express permission of the copyright holder must be obtained for any use of this material other than for purposes
permitted by law.

•Users may freely distribute the URL that is used to identify this publication.
•Users may download and/or print one copy of the publication from the University of Birmingham research portal for the purpose of private
study or non-commercial research.
•User may use extracts from the document in line with the concept of ‘fair dealing’ under the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988 (?)
•Users may not further distribute the material nor use it for the purposes of commercial gain.

Where a licence is displayed above, please note the terms and conditions of the licence govern your use of this document.

When citing, please reference the published version.
Take down policy
While the University of Birmingham exercises care and attention in making items available there are rare occasions when an item has been
uploaded in error or has been deemed to be commercially or otherwise sensitive.

If you believe that this is the case for this document, please contact UBIRA@lists.bham.ac.uk providing details and we will remove access to
the work immediately and investigate.

Download date: 17. May. 2024

https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387
https://birmingham.elsevierpure.com/en/publications/84b9472c-4985-4da1-b213-dfc0f1d015af


Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=fdem20

Democratization

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/fdem20

Public attitudes toward external democracy
promotion in Africa

Mwita Chacha

To cite this article: Mwita Chacha (25 Aug 2023): Public attitudes toward external democracy
promotion in Africa, Democratization, DOI: 10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387

© 2023 The Author(s). Published by Informa
UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis
Group

View supplementary material 

Published online: 25 Aug 2023.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 297

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=fdem20
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/fdem20
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/suppl/10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/suppl/10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=fdem20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=fdem20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387&domain=pdf&date_stamp=25 Aug 2023
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/13510347.2023.2246387&domain=pdf&date_stamp=25 Aug 2023


Public attitudes toward external democracy promotion
in Africa
Mwita Chacha

Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, Birmingham,
UK

ABSTRACT
The proliferation of democratic rule in Africa has been accompanied by external
involvement in fostering democracy. The African Union along with various regional
organizations have included clauses in their treaties calling for member-state
adherence to democratic governance. Moreover, African regional organizations
have used punishments such as membership suspension, sanctions, and military
force to motivate states experiencing democratic reversals to change course.
However, despite these trends, there has been no investigation into how Africans
perceive external involvement in fostering democracy. This study remedies this gap
by evaluating public attitudes toward such external pressure using the sixth round
of the Afrobarometer survey. Specifically, the study explores how individual
assessment of electoral practice and a country’s and its neighbours’ history of
unconstitutional changes of government influence approval of external democracy
promotion. This article lays the foundation for further investigating the roots of
legitimacy of actions taken by international organizations aimed at promoting good
governance and democracy.
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Introduction

On 2 December 2016, Yahya Jammeh shockingly lost the presidential elections in The
Gambia to the unknown Adama Barrow. Although having initially accepted this result
that marked the end of his 22-year rule, Jammeh later rescinded his concession and
demanded fresh elections arguing that the electoral process had been compromised.
Jammeh’s about-facewas surprisingparticularlybecauseTheGambia’s IndependentElec-
toral Commission along with African Union (AU) observers had concluded that the elec-
tionswere relatively free and fair. In response, theAUandEconomic Community ofWest
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African States (ECOWAS) condemned Jammeh’s actions, urged him to honour the
outcome of the elections, and initiated mediation talks to facilitate Jammeh’s departure.
Instead, Jammeh persisted in refusing to relinquish power and declared a state of emer-
gency. AU and ECOWAS responded by increasing pressure on Jammeh and ceasing to
recognize him as president of TheGambia. ECOWASwent further by indirectly threaten-
ing to use force to intervene militarily to ensure Barrow’s electoral victory prevailed if
Jammeh did not relinquish power. Still refusing to step down, ECOWAS endorsed the
inauguration of Barrow at The Gambian embassy in Senegal on 19 January 2017,
amassed troops on the border of The Gambia, and gave Jammeh an ultimatum to relin-
quish power or face ECOWAS’s military intervention in support of Barrow’s presidency.
With pressure from ECOWAS mounting, Jammeh finally resigned and fled the country
on 21 January 2017. In this instance, ECOWAS interventionwas instrumental in promot-
ing electoral democracy in The Gambia.

The involvement of regional organizations in the politics of African states has become
common since the end of the Cold War. The AU for example has developed formal
guidelines on how the organization should respond in cases of unconstitutional
changes of government such as coups d’état. ECOWAS along with other regional econ-
omic communities including the East African Community (EAC), West African Econ-
omic andMonetary Union (WAEMU), and Southern African Development Community
(SADC) have formalized their procedures aimed at promoting constitutional rule
through observing elections, mediating political crises in member-states, suspending
the participation of member-states deviating from constitutional rule, and imposing
sanctions on perpetrators of unconstitutional changes of government. Such involvement
has been heralded as complementing domestic efforts of consolidating democracy in
Africa. However, no study has considered how the potential beneficiaries of these exter-
nal democracy promotion activities perceive such efforts. Understanding and explaining
public attitudes toward these democracy promotion activities can help to shed light on
the legitimacy and necessity of these regional efforts. Importantly, an investigation of
public opinion towards external democracy promotion among citizens of states targeted
with such efforts can help us understand the extent to which and under what conditions
international policies resonate with and have the support of these citizens.

Recent public opinion data from the Afrobarometer1 reveal variation in public pre-
ference for such external actor involvement in promoting democracy. In the sixth
round of the Afrobarometer conducted between 2014 and 2015, respondents were
asked whether countries in their respective regions “have a duty to try to guarantee
free elections and prevent human rights abuses in other countries in the region”
through for example “political pressure, economic sanctions or military force” or
that these countries “should respect the independence of other countries and allow
them to make their own decisions about how their country should be governed”.
The responses, as summarized in Figure 1 below, denote cross-country variation in
approval of external democracy promotion activities and serves as another motivation
for this study. The figure shows that public approval of external democracy promotion
is relatively low. It is only in Burkina Faso where over 50% of respondents indicated
their approval of such activities. On average, only 38% of respondents in the 36
countries surveyed approved external democracy promotion activities.

To explain the variations depicted in Figure 1, I develop three related arguments on
how evaluations of past elections and a country’s experience with unconstitutional
changes of government influence public approval of external democracy promotion
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by regional actors. Specifically, I argue that individuals who have a negative evaluation
of past elections in their country will be more likely to approve external democracy
promotion since such intervention can facilitate improvements in a country’s electoral
process. Additionally, individuals in countries with a history of unconstitutional
changes of government such as coups d’état will also be more likely to approve external
democracy promotion activities since past illegal seizures of power may signal fragile
democratic institutions in need of third-party pressure to consolidate. Finally, approval
of democracy promotion would be higher among those individuals whose countries
neighbour states with a history of unconstitutional changes of government since
such a history would be indicative of potential challenges to democracy in their neigh-
bourhoods that regional democracy support can mitigate.

The article begins with a review of the literature on democracy promotion, specifically
studies on regional organization involvement in democracy promotion, to identify gaps
in this body of research that this article aims to fill. Following the literature review, I
develop the three related arguments explaining attitudes toward democracy promotion
among African citizens. I then test these arguments quantitatively by evaluating data
from the sixth round of the Afrobarometer survey. Following a discussion of the
findings, I conclude the article with implications and directions for future research.

Literature review

Democracy promotion involves “activities by external actors that seek to support
democratization [or] enable internal actors to establish and develop democratic insti-
tutions that play according to democratic rule”.2 These activities include democracy
aid targeting civil society and political institutions, political conditionality in foreign
aid, economic and other sanctions, and military intervention.3 Although not new,

Figure 1. Percentage approval of external democracy promotion.
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democracy promotion became particularly integral in the foreign policies of promoter
states since the end of the Cold War which was accompanied by the third wave of
democratization.4 Literature on democracy promotion has addressed various
themes, notably the motivations of promoters, processes, and activities that constitute
democracy promotion, and evaluations of the impact of democracy promotion.5

However, this review will focus on the place of regional organizations in democracy
promotion given this article’s interest. It will be observed that despite a growing
body of literature that has highlighted how African and other regional organizations
promote democracy among their constituent member-states, there is a lack of systema-
tic study on how the public perceives these democracy promotion activities.

Regional organizations have become key to the promotion of democracy. Peve-
house argues that those regional organizations whose majority of members are democ-
racies should be more likely to influence democratization through various processes.6

These include pressuring “member states to democratize or redemocratize after rever-
sals to authoritarian rule” and socializing elites, particularly the military, “not to inter-
vene in the democratic process by changing their attitudes towards democracy”.7

Genna & Hiroi further argue that regional organizations promote democracy
through democracy clauses embedded in their formal agreements.8 These clauses
serve a democratic conditionality function that clarifies to member-states what
would follow actions that breach their agreed commitment to democratic rule includ-
ing sanctions and suspensions. Yet, Donno observes that the enforcement of sanctions
and other punishments as a consequence of violating a regional organization’s democ-
racy clause is varied given that member-states may have competing geopolitical inter-
ests that take priority over democracy promotion and the possibility of having
incomplete information on violators.9 These enforcement challenges however can be
mitigated through effective monitoring that publicizes and reveals information
about norm violations, processes that pressure states to prioritize sanctioning norm
violations, and facilitating coordination of collective sanctions against violations.

The case of the European Union (EU) can help us understand how regional organ-
izations through the enforcement of democracy clauses can influence democratization.
One can observe the EU’s democracy promotion in its relations with potential
member-states, particularly during the accession of Central and Eastern European
states. In fact, Dimitrova & Pridham and Ethier argue that the EU has been more
effective in promoting democracy to these potential entrants compared to EU’s democ-
racy promotion in other states owing to the tangible reward of full membership that is
tied to democratic reforms.10 Interestingly, the EU’s record in ensuring democracy in
member-states does not backslide is mixed particularly for Central and Eastern Euro-
pean member-states. Although the EU has enshrined sanctioning mechanisms to
respond to democracy backsliding in member-states, the process of imposing sanc-
tions is complicated by supermajority and unanimity decision-making rules in the
European Parliament and Council.11 Moreover, others find that internal divisions
among EU member-states and institutions have limited the emergence of consensus
necessary to impose such sanctions.12

Regional organizations elsewhere have also variedly committed to promoting
democracy in their respective member-states. While some of these organizations do
include admission criteria urging potential members to be democratic, these are
rarely implemented to levels comparable to those of the EU described above.13

Instead, these regional organizations have focused on improving democracy
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amongst their bona fide member-states by adopting democracy clauses and treaties
specifying actions the organization should take when democracy is threatened.14 Yet
even here, we observe variation in the enforcement of these rules when democracy
is under threat. Closa and his colleagues for example observe inconsistencies in the
application of these democracy rules among regional organizations in Latin
America.15 Similarly, those examining the AU’s application of its rules against uncon-
stitutional changes of government note inconsistencies with coups receiving more
attention compared to other democracy threats.16

Different accounts have been offered to explain these variations in how regional
organizations react to threats to democracy. Some comparing the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and SADC and EU, Southern Common Market
(MERCOSUR), and SADC have argued that regional organizations are more likely
to respond to threats to democracy when reacting is in line with the interests of the
regional hegemon in the respective organization.17 Others have noted that such vari-
ations in democracy promotion particularly among African regional organizations
(AU and ECOWAS) may be due to the specificity of the actions to be taken as stipu-
lated in democracy clauses and/or treaties of regional organizations.18 Finally, in evalu-
ations of the AU’s inconsistent reactions to coups and other unconstitutional changes
of government, McGowan19 argues this may be due to weak capacity of the AU while
Engel20 andWitt21 conclude that inconsistencies are due to poor coordination between
the AU and other regional organizations in Africa.

The above literature has contributed to our understanding of interstate cooperation
aimed at advancing democracy. However, very few studies have systematically inves-
tigated public attitudes toward democracy promotion among respondents of potential
target states. For example, Marinov finds that “educated and politically sophisticated”
Lebanese respondents were more likely to reject external democracy promotion when
such promotion was deemed to be partisan.22 However, most studies that have exam-
ined the intersection between public opinion and democracy promotion focus on the
attitudes of respondents from democracy promoters such as the United States23 and
European Union.24 This article aims to address this discrepancy in the existing litera-
ture by exploring public attitudes among African citizens toward democracy pro-
motion efforts of African regional actors. As highlighted previously in this article,
African regional organizations have adopted and enforced various democracy pro-
motion activities following threats to democracy, yet little is known about whether
and why citizens of potentially targeted states hold certain perceptions regarding
these democracy promotion efforts.

Argument

Why would individuals approve of external actors potentially intervening in their
country’s domestic political affairs to promote democracy? I answer this question by
developing three related arguments extending from the literature on the consequences
of electoral history and unconstitutional changes of government on democracy. I argue
that one’s attitudes toward external democracy promotion are framed by their experi-
ence with electoral politics, their country’s political history, and the political history of
their neighbouring countries. Specifically, those that evaluate the conduct of elections
in their country negatively are more likely to approve of external democracy pro-
motion because a history of electoral malpractice signifies weaknesses in the electoral
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system and democratic institutions and deteriorates public trust and confidence in
these institutions to self-correct. The propensity to approve external democracy inter-
vention emerges from the possibility that external actors will motivate improvements
in electoral practices that help to strengthen democratic rule.

Concomitantly, individuals whose country has had a history of unconstitutional
changes of government and undemocratic rule are more likely to approve of external
democracy promotion. A history of coups d’état and governments that upend demo-
cratic norms signals the fragility of democracy and the possibility of future threats to
democratic and civilian rule for a given country. Individuals in countries with such a
political history would therefore be likely to approve of external democracy interven-
tion since external actors can provide additional pressure and more legitimate means
to motivate the institutionalization of democratic reforms in their country and region,
complementing domestic reformers.

Similarly, individuals may also be influenced by the political trajectory of their
neighbouring countries when forming attitudes toward external democracy pro-
motion. While individuals may not be fully aware of the internal politics of their neigh-
bouring countries, they may nonetheless be cognizant of broadly defined threats to
democracy, for example, coup occurrences and military rule in neighbouring
countries. Individuals from countries neighbouring those with a history of undemo-
cratic politics and rule would therefore be more likely to approve democracy pro-
motion to improve the region’s civilian and democratic rule.

As a quintessential feature of democracy providing the public with a means of
choosing their leaders, elections frame individuals’ evaluation of the quality of their
country’s democracy. Previous literature has observed that individuals associate elec-
tions with democracy and democratic reforms.25 And although elections do occur in
autocratic regimes,26 evaluating how they are conducted is important to better under-
stand the qualities of elections that make them democratic.27 Some of these democratic
qualities of elections include inclusive and fair participation both for voters and can-
didates, quality of competition, and legitimacy of the electoral process including
whether the election was conducted peacefully.28 These qualities have been found to
shape individual attitudes toward democracy in different ways. For instance,
Bratton29 finds a negative association between the time since the previous electoral
power transition and public attitudes toward democracy, a finding similar to that of
Moehler and Lindberg30 who report a positive association between elections resulting
in turnovers and improvements in public legitimacy towards the democratic process in
Africa. Others find that perceptions regarding electoral integrity and the freeness and
fairness of elections influence voter turnout and public satisfaction with and support
for democracy.31

If the conduct of elections influences public evaluations of democracy, then it is
plausible to expect such evaluations to also affect public attitudes toward external
democracy promotion. Negative experiences with elections signify weaknesses in the
electoral system and democratic institutions. Widespread perception regarding elec-
toral malpractice “can erode public faith in democracy itself, facilitating democratic
backsliding,”32 “undermines democratic stability” and corrodes “the democratic
body politic”.33 Moreover, trust in a country’s electoral and political institutions
including political parties is likely to be weakened owing to a history of electoral mal-
practice.34 These perceived weaknesses and mistrust reduce the public’s confidence
that meaningful reforms will be pursued by domestic actors toward strengthening
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democracy, increasing their likelihood of supporting democracy promotion activities
from external actors and institutions including regional organizations.

This above expectation is similar to that observed in evaluations of public support
for international human rights institutions. Zhou finds that democratic backsliding
increases public support for international human rights institutions presumably
because “[i]n countries undergoing a deterioration of democratic institutions, citizens
lose trust in national governments and place more faith in international institutions”.35

Elcheroth and Spini similarly conclude that in the former Yugoslavia “when commu-
nities collectively experience vulnerability created by systematic flouting of basic prin-
ciples, they become more critical toward local authorities and more supportive of
international institutions that prosecute human rights violations”.36 Finally, in explain-
ing attitudes toward the International Criminal Court among victims of electoral vio-
lence in Kenya, Cody et al report “[f]ew people trusted Kenya’s notoriously crooked
courts, […] and as a consequence respondents were more willing to invest hopes in
an international court, especially at the outset of proceedings”.37 Based on this expec-
tation, I propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Individuals who evaluate elections in their country to be marred by malpractices
are more likely to approve of external democracy promotion.

Along with electoral malpractice, a country’s history of unconstitutional changes of
government informs individuals’ evaluation of the extent of democracy consolidation
in their country. Violations of term limits through constitutional amendments reduce
fairness in electoral competition, epitomize abuse of power, and represent institutional
decay, structural vulnerabilities, and a general deterioration of democracy.38 Similarly,
a history of coups d’état suggests that a country’s democratic institutions may be
fragile.39 Previous research has noted that coups rarely motivate the emergence and
consolidation of democracy but can instead usher in further authoritarian rule and
repression.40 Importantly, past coups are argued to increase the risk of later coups,41

emphasizing the vulnerabilities post-coup democratization processes face.
Given the fragility that coups and other unconstitutional changes of government

inflict in democratizing states, I argue that a country’s history of illegal power seizures
will influence public attitudes toward external democracy promotion efforts. With a
history of unconstitutional changes of government, individuals are more likely to
have little faith that domestic institutions are sufficient to ensure illegal seizures do
not take place. Instead, individuals will be likely to approve external means of ensuring
democratic institutions are respected. These external actors not only complement
domestic efforts by providing an additional impetus for consolidating democratic
practices but also avail a supplementary and external check on democratic reform pro-
cesses that deters unconstitutional changes of government.

As noted earlier, most regional organizations in Africa have embraced processes
aimed at promoting democracy and discouraging coups and other illegal seizures of
power. Those evaluating sanctions of these African regional organizations against
coups have observed that member-states of these organizations perceive these punish-
ments as more legitimate compared to sanctions from actors outside Africa.42 It is
therefore plausible to expect citizens of states with a history of illegal power seizures
to also find democracy promotion activities of these organizations as legitimate and
be more willing to welcome them to safeguard their country’s fragile democracy. I,
therefore, propose the following hypothesis:

DEMOCRATIZATION 7



Hypothesis 2: Individuals from a country with a history of unconstitutional changes of govern-
ment are more likely to approve of external democracy promotion.

Beyond the politics of one’s country, regional trajectories may also matter in shaping
public attitudes toward external democracy promotion. Several studies have shown that
individual attitudes toward foreign policy decisions are shaped by events outside their
countries. For example, in their exploration of public support for military interventions,
Falomir-Pichastor et al argue that “the political regime of countries in conflict may also
constitute a central contextual factor in people’s support for military interventions”.43

Their survey experiments reveal that support for military intervention is low “when
the target country of the intervention was democratic [… but] support for such interven-
tion increased when a nondemocratic target population supported the belligerent pol-
icies of its government”.44 Closer to this article’s interest, Escribà-Folch et al use
survey experiments to find that support for specific types of democracy promotion
activities among U.S. citizens varies depending on characteristics of the potential auto-
cratic targets: citizens support coercive democracy promotion means when the potential
target is under unconstrained military rule while they support less harsh means such as
democracy aid for those potential targets that hold multi-party elections.45

A similar impact of potential target states’ characteristics may influence public
approval of external democracy promotion in Africa. Democratic and civilian rule
have become key features of post-Cold War African politics. In the past eight rounds
of the Afrobarometer survey, over 60% of respondents indicated their preference for
democracy. Additionally, the AU and other regional organizations have led efforts in
institutionalizing democracy at the regional and continental levels as an aspirational
norm for African states. As noted earlier, these African regional organizations have
included specific guidelines on democracy and democracy promotion in formal treaties.
Furthermore, African regional organizations have also increasingly observed elections in
their member-states and have, although variably, responded to threats to democracy and
civilian rule, such as coups in their member-states. Under such circumstances, the nor-
mative value attached to democracy motivates individuals to approve external democ-
racy promotion not only when their own country’s democracy is perceived as fragile,
but also when they observe similar fragility in their neighbours.

While it is unlikely that citizens have complete information on the domestic politics
of their neighbouring states, it is plausible that they are aware of drastic and dramatic
political trajectories and upheavals in neighbouring states. Military overthrows, for
example, receive more international media attention and are marked by the visibility
of uniformed armed forces illegally replacing the previous, at times civilian, government.
A history of such undemocratic rule in their neighbouring countries signals to individ-
uals the precariousness of democratization efforts in those countries. For individuals,
these neighbours could benefit from regional democracy promotion efforts that may
assist in strengthening civilian and constitutional rule. I therefore expect:

Hypothesis 3: Individuals from a country whose neighbors have a history of unconstitutional
changes of government are more likely to approve of external democracy promotion.

Research design

I test this article’s three hypotheses quantitatively primarily using survey data from the
sixth round of the Afrobarometer administered in 36 African countries between 2014
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and 2015.46 Afrobarometer is by far the most comprehensive public opinion data
source with a wide coverage of respondents from different African countries. The
sixth round of the Afrobarometer included questions relevant to this article including
individual attitudes toward external democracy promotion. Variables capturing
country characteristics such as coups are drawn from a variety of sources as will be dis-
cussed in this section.47 The assembled data are estimated using a multilevel logistic
regression model with robust standard errors clustered around countries.

The dependent variable is operationalized from the question asking respondents
whether or not they agreed with the following two statements: (1) governments of
regional/neighbouring states have a duty to intervene politically, economically and
militarily in order “to guarantee free elections and prevent human rights abuses in
other countries in the region” or (2) countries in the region “should respect the inde-
pendence of other countries and allow them to make their own decisions about how
their country should be governed”. The question aimed to gauge the strength of
respondents’ perceptions regarding the two statements. From this question, I devel-
oped a dichotomous variable where 1 indicated those respondents who agreed or
strongly agreed with statement 1 and 0 for those who agreed or strongly agreed
with statement 2. Admittedly, this question does not ask respondents directly
whether they would approve of regional actors intervening in their own country.
However, it nonetheless captures the attitudes this article investigates by distinguishing
between those likely to accept the involvement of neighbours in domestic political
affairs and the more nationalist individuals wary of violations of national sovereignty.

To measure individual evaluation of their country’s electoral practices (Hypothesis
1), I construct a latent variable using a Bayesian approach from an item response
theory (IRT) model for ordinal items. Like democracy,48 respect for human rights49

or media freedom,50 one’s perception of their country’s overall electoral history can
be understood as an unobserved attitude influenced by the individual’s experience
with different aspects of their country’s elections. Specifically, the IRT model estimates
responses from six questions in the Afrobarometer survey asking respondents to evalu-
ate the frequency in which certain (mal)practices occur in elections held in their
country. These (mal)practices include the frequency in which (i) votes are tallied
fairly in elections held in the country, (ii) opposition candidates are prevented from
competing in elections held in the country, (iii) media covers all candidates fairly,
(iv) voters are bribed, (v) voters have a genuine choice during elections, and (vi) pol-
itical violence accompanies elections.51 The predicted latent variable from the IRT
model, Electoral History, ranges between −2.1 and 2.8 with higher values indicative
of persistent occurrence of malpractices in a given country’s elections according to
the respondent.

To measure a country’s and its neighbours’ past experience with unconstitutional
changes of government (Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3), I rely on data from the
Global Instances of Coups dataset to develop four variables.52 Coups d’état have
been identified as one of the key challenges to democratic and civilian rule in Africa
in the African Charter on Democracy, Elections and Governance. Importantly, the
AU and regional organizations like ECOWAS have been particularly active in respond-
ing to coups since 1997. First, I code attempted coups, the total number of previous
coups attempted in a respondent’s country, and successful coups, the total number of
previous successful coups a respondent’s country experienced. Second, I develop indi-
cators of past coup activity for the neighbouring states of the respondent’s country.
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Neighbouring states are those that share a border with the respondent’s country. For
surveyed island countries, their neighbours are defined as those closest to them. Neigh-
bours’ attempted coups is the total number of previous coup attempts experienced by
neighbouring states while neighbours’ successful coups is the total number of successful
coups that have taken place in neighbouring states.53

I control for other potential factors that may influence individual approval of exter-
nal democracy promotion at the individual and country levels. At the individual level, I
control for an individual’s preference for democracy (democrat), satisfaction with
democracy in their country (democracy satisfaction), and demographic indicators
(age, female, and higher education). It may be the case that those that prefer democracy
are more likely to approve of means aims at enhancing democratic processes including
through external involvement while those satisfied with democracy in their countries
are less welcoming of such third-party support. Additionally, those satisfied with
democracy in their country may be less willing to support external democracy pro-
motion activities. These variables are derived from responses from the Afrobarometer
survey.

At the country level, I control for whether a respondent’s country is democratic and
the extent to which that country is neighboured by democracies, the percentage of
democracies neighbouring the surveyed country, using the dichotomous democracy
indicators of Boix et al.54 Citizens of democratic countries and those with democratic
neighbours may have been socialized to approve external actions aimed at promoting a
more open form of government that guarantees political and civil rights. Conversely, it
may be that those in non-democratic countries and regions would approve external
actions aimed at promoting forms of government that improve civil and political
rights.55 I also control for the extent to which a country’s regime is corrupt using indi-
cators from the Varieties of Democracy dataset.56 Citizens in a country where political
elites and institutions are characterized by corruption may be less trusting of these
institutions, as noted in this article’s argument, and also be more likely to view external
involvement favourably as a way of mitigating these poor-quality institutions.57

Summary statistics of these variables are presented in the appendix. In the next
section, I present and discuss the empirical findings.

Findings

Table 1 presents estimates of public approval of external democracy promotion in
Africa. Five models are presented: The first includes only individual-level variables
while the second to the fifth include country-level variables along with indicators of
previous coup activity in a respondent’s country and neighbourhood. The results
are supportive of this article’s arguments. Individuals who indicated a high frequency
of electoral malpractice in their country, those residing in countries that experienced a
high number of attempted and successful coups, and those with neighbouring
countries that also experienced a high number of attempted and successful coups
were more likely to approve of external democracy promotion.

Before discussing findings supporting this article’s arguments, three observations
can be made based on estimates in Table 1. First, the results indicate that those that
prefer democracy were more likely to support external democracy promotion.
Second, female respondents were less supportive of third-party democracy interven-
tion compared to their male counterparts. This finding is similar to that Gordon
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reports in their study on public attitudes toward free movement in Africa.58 Third, citi-
zens of democratic countries and those with a high percentage of democratic neigh-
bours were more likely to approve of democracy promotion by regional actors.
Although outside the scope of this study, these findings may be indicative of the nor-
mative impact of democracy on individuals motivating them to be more supportive of
actions aimed at strengthening democracy in their respective regions.

Perceptions regarding electoral malpractices affect public approval of external
democracy promotion. Estimates in Table 1 depict a positive relationship, implying
that those who deemed elections in their country to be frequently marred by mal-
practices were the ones more likely to approve of external democracy promotion
efforts. These estimates are summarized in Figure 2 which presents the predicted
probabilities for individual approval of external democracy promotion at
different levels of Election History. From Figure 2, those who scored lowest on
the latent election malpractice variable, that is, those that believed electoral mal-
practices never took place in their country, were 29% more likely to approve of
external democracy promotion. Conversely, those that perceived the highest fre-
quency of malpractices in their country’s elections were 49% more likely to
approve of external democracy intervention.

Table 1. Public approval of external democracy promotion in Africa.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Individual-level

Election history 0.188***
(0.07)

0.19***
(0.07)

0.19***
(0.07)

0.19***
(0.07)

0.191***
(0.07)

Democrat 0.085**
(0.04)

0.086**
(0.041)

0.086**
(0.041)

0.085**
(0.041)

0.085**
(0.041)

Democracy satisfaction −0.002
(0.024)

−0.001
(0.024)

−0.001
(0.024)

−0.001
(0.024)

−0.001
(0.024)

Age −0.001
(0.001)

−0.001
(0.001)

−0.001
(0.001)

−0.001
(0.001)

−0.001
(0.001)

Female = 1 −0.045***
(0.017)

−0.045***
(0.017)

−0.045***
(0.017)

−0.045***
(0.017)

−0.045***
(0.017)

Higher education −0.011
(0.042)

−0.01
(0.042)

−0.01
(0.042)

−0.009
(0.042)

−0.009
(0.042)

Country-level
Attempted coups 0.049**

(0.024)
Successful coups 0.11***

(0.039)
Neighbours’ attempted coups 0.017**

(0.007)
Neighbours’ successful coups 0.027**

(0.011)
Democracy 0.262*

(0.138)
0.259**
(0.117)

0.373***
(0.101)

0.343***
(0.107)

Democratic neighbours 0.731***
(0.222)

0.687***
(0.21)

0.796***
(0.208)

0.769***
(0.203)

Regime corruption 0.082
(0.418)

0.097
(0.326)

0.36
(0.3)

0.364
(0.298)

Intercept −0.540***
(0.0932)

−1.135***
(0.257)

−1.155***
(0.221)

−1.443***
(0.177)

−1.375***
(0.189)

Variance (Country) 0.201***
(0.0538)

0.128***
(0.043)

0.101***
(0.025)

0.113***
(0.034)

0.114***
(0.037)

Notes. N: 43,286 respondents (36 countries) for all models. Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Robust
standard errors clustered on countries in parentheses.
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Individual experiences matter in shaping their attitudes toward certain phenom-
ena. In their study on Kenyans’ attitudes toward the International Criminal Court,
Dancy et al find that those who directly experienced violence following the 2008
elections were generally less likely to perceive the ICC as biased against African
countries, a narrative that had been advanced by various politicians in Kenya fol-
lowing the indictments of Uhuru Kenyatta and William Ruto.59 This article finds
similarly that individual experiences with elections in their country, and specifically
the frequency of malpractices including electoral violence and unfair vote counting
influence the extent to which they will approve of external actions aimed at
advancing democracy and human rights. These experiences inform individuals’
assessment of their country’s electoral democracy, fostering confidence in their
democracy and its institutions when electoral malpractices are absent and distrust
when such malpractices are prevalent. Distrust in their country’s democratic insti-
tutions as a result of a history of electoral malpractices makes it likely that an
individual will welcome third-party actions aimed at motivating the consolidation
of democracy.

A history of unconstitutional changes of government in one’s country and neigh-
bours also increase the likelihood of public approval of external democracy promotion.
Individuals in countries and with neighbours that experienced a high number of
attempted and successful coups were more likely to approve of external democracy
promotion. As hypothesized, coups signal the fragility of a country’s democracy.
This fragility motivates individuals in countries with a history of coups to be more
willing to accept third-party intervention aimed at strengthening democracy. To illus-
trate, citizens of a country like Togo which had experienced seven coup attempts at the
time of the Afrobarometer survey were 41% more likely to approve of external

Figure 2. Election history and predicted probabilities of public approval of external democracy promotion.
Notes. Spikes depict 95% confidence intervals. The figure is based on estimates from Model 1 of Table 1.
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democracy promotion by their neighbours compared to a 33% likelihood for citizens
of Tanzania that has not experienced any coup attempts. More telling, for citizens of
Burkina Faso that had experienced seven successful coups by 2014, the probability of
approving democracy promotion activities conducted by their neighbours stood at
51% whereas Botswanans, whose country has not had any successful coups were
32% more likely to welcome their neighbours’ actions in promoting democracy.
Figure 3 presents these predicted probabilities of public approval of external democ-
racy promotion for the two types of coup events. The differences in probabilities
between attempted coups and successful coups are underscored in this figure.

Similarly, past coup activity in states neighbouring the respondent’s country
increases the likelihood of approval of democracy promotion by regional actors. Esti-
mates in the last two columns of Table 1 support this article’s third hypothesis: It is in
those neighbourhoods with a history of unconstitutional changes of government that
we are more likely to witness support for external democracy promotion. Figure 4 pre-
sents the predicted probabilities of public approval of external democracy promotion
for different numbers of attempted and successful coups in countries neighbouring the
respondent’s state. Interpreting the probabilities depicted in Figure 4, citizens of a
country like Zambia whose neighbours have only experienced five coup attempts in
the past were 33%more likely to approve of external democracy promotion. For Niger-
ians whose neighbours have experienced 21 previous coup attempts, the likelihood of
approving democracy intervention by regional actors was 39%. When successful coups
in one’s neighbourhood are considered, Malawians whose neighbours have not experi-
enced any successful coups were 32% likely to approve of external democracy pro-
motion compared to Beninese citizens whose neighbours had experienced 20

Figure 3. Coups and predicted probabilities of public approval of external democracy promotion. Notes. Spikes
depict 95% confidence intervals.
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successful coups and were 45% more like to approve of regional democracy promotion
activities.

Coups provide the background context in which regional actors in Africa have
sought to promote democracy. For example, regional and continental actors in
Africa responded to coups in Madagascar in 2009, Niger in 2010, and Mali in 2012
with suspensions of these states from participating in relevant regional organizations.
In some coup cases, particularly those in West Africa, regional actors have responded
with sanctions targeting specific coup plotters. For instance, ECOWAS responded to
coups in Guinea-Bissau in 2012, Mali in 2020, and more recently Burkina Faso in
2022 with measures that included targeted sanctions against the military junta.
These measures are employed to motivate coup perpetrators to relinquish power
and begin the process of restoring civilian and constitutional rule. The visibility of
coups as threats to democratic and civilian rule along with recent responses by the
AU and other regional organizations may be seen as not only informing the public
of the role regional actors can play in discouraging threats to democracy but also in
increasing public support for such measures in those states and regions with a
history of coup activity.

Additional evidence

Although the above tests provide empirical support for this article’s arguments, I
present further evidence using different configurations of the data.60 First, it could
be argued that the effect of electoral malpractice on public approval of external democ-
racy promotion is conditional on the extent to which an individual trusts their current
ruling party. Those trusting their country’s ruling party may be less inclined to perceive

Figure 4. Neighbourhood coups and predicted probabilities of public approval of external democracy pro-
motion. Notes. Spikes depict 95% confidence intervals.

14 M. CHACHA



a high frequency of malpractices in their country’s elections given that their party pre-
vailed in the most recent elections. This confidence would in turn suggest that the
effect of electoral malpractice on public approval of external democracy promotion
is lower for those that trust their ruling party. To test this conditional effect, I
include an interaction term consisting of Election History and ruling party trust, a
dichotomous variable recoded from the Afrobarometer’s question asking respondents
the extent to which they trust the ruling party. Figure 5 graphs the predicted probabil-
ities for public approval of external democracy promotion for those that overwhel-
mingly trust their ruling party and those that do not have such high confidence. As
the figure shows, the differences in probabilities between trusters and non-trusters is
not substantively significant to support the proposition that trust in the ruling party
mediates the effect of electoral malpractice on public approval of external democracy
promotion, although the gradient for the non-trusters slope is slightly greater com-
pared to that of trusters. Instead, both types of individuals are more likely to
approve regional efforts at strengthening democracy when they perceive a high fre-
quency of electoral malpractices in their country.

Second, an individual’s perception of electoral practice may equally be near-term,
meaning that their most recent electoral experience influences their attitudes toward
external democracy promotion. I re-estimated the model, substituting Election
History with a variable operationalized from the Afrobarometer’s question asking
respondents to evaluate the freeness and fairness of their most recent elections, Elec-
tion Assessment.61 Figure 6 graphs predicted probabilities for the different levels of
Election Assessment. As the figure reveals, it is among those who assessed their most
recent elections to be with major problems (Free & fair (PROBLEMS)) and those
that rated their most recent elections as neither free nor fair that support for external

Figure 5. Election history and predicted probabilities of public approval of external democracy promotion for
ruling party trusters and nontrusters. Notes. Spikes depict 95% confidence intervals.
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democracy promotion was more likely. For those that deemed their elections as either
free and fair or free and fair but with minor problems (Free & fair (problems)), support
for external democracy promotion was lower.

Third, while the latent variable Election History considers six components of elec-
toral malpractices, it could be argued that some of these components are more influ-
ential compared to others. I tested the effects of these six components separately to
evaluate which specific malpractices matter more for individuals.62 The estimates
reveal that a high frequency of unfair media coverage of candidates and voter
bribing are not statistically significant predictors of public approval of external democ-
racy promotion. Undoubtedly, media coverage and voter bribery influence the conduct
of elections by affecting how citizens vote. Yet it could be argued that these two
instances of electoral malpractice are encapsulated in some of the other four com-
ponents of manifestations of electoral malpractice. For example, unfair media coverage
may be seen as part of attempts to prevent opposition candidates from competing in
elections or the presentation of less genuine candidates in elections. Similarly, we may
expect less genuine electoral candidates to be the ones engaging in voter bribery.

Instead, it is a history of unfair vote tallying, opposition candidates being barred
from competing in elections, unauthentic electoral choices for voters, and a threat
of violence during elections that increase the likelihood of support for external democ-
racy promotion. Figure 7 presents the predicted probabilities of these four manifes-
tations of electoral malpractice showing that individuals who noted that elections in
their countries were frequently marred by these malpractices were more likely to
approve of external democracy promotion.

Figure 6. Election assessment and predicted probabilities of public approval of external democracy promotion.
Notes. Spikes depict 95% confidence intervals.
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Fourth, it may be the case that recent and cumulative threats to democratic rule
through unconstitutional changes of government resonate more with individuals com-
pared to those that occurred in the past. It has only been recently that organizations
like the AU have responded aggressively to such political upheavals making these
external reactions more memorable to citizens.63 Moreover, the effect of unconstitu-
tional changes of government this article examined may be cumulative: an individual’s
evaluation of the fragility of democracy in their region may consider both events in
their country and those in their immediate neighbours. As such, I re-estimated the
model by substituting the four coup variables in Table 1 with two indicators of the
total number of attempted and successful coups since 2003 in the surveyed country
and its immediate neighbours. As shown in Figure 8, individuals whose country and
neighbours had experienced a high number of attempted and successful coups since
2003 were the ones more likely to approve democracy promotion activities by regional
actors.

Fifth, whereas coup activity epitomizes a history of unconstitutional changes of gov-
ernment, an equally apt indicator may be the extent to which a given country experi-
enced military rule. Coups, particularly successful ones, are precursors to military
governments. Since military rule hardly signals respect for democratic norms and
human rights, a history of military rule may motivate citizens to be wary of potential
relapses and hence more likely to approve of external democracy promotion. To assess
the effect of military rule, I operationalize two variables from the Political Regimes of
the World dataset.64 The first measures the duration of military rule for the surveyed
country in years recoded as decades. The second identifies the percentage of the sur-
veyed countries’ neighbours where military rule had the longest duration compared to

Figure 7. Election history components and predicted probabilities of public approval of external democracy pro-
motion. Notes. Spikes depict 95% confidence intervals.
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other regime types.65 The results, as presented in Figure 8 and Figure 9, offer further
support to this article’s arguments. Individuals from countries with a long history of
military rule and those with neighbouring countries where military rule lasted
longer than other regime types were more likely to approve of external democracy
promotion.

In Figure 9, there is a notable difference between citizens from a country with no
history of military rule compared to those from countries that have endured
decades of a junta government. To illustrate, a citizen of a country with no history
of military rule such as Botswana, Kenya or Senegal was about 32% more likely to
approve of external democracy promotion. Contrastingly, a citizen of a country with
between 41 and 50 years under military rule such as Burkina Faso or Sudan was
49% more likely to approve of external democracy promotion.

Similarly, an individual whose country neighboured those with a history of military
rule was more likely to approve of regional actor’s democracy promotion as depicted in
Figure 10. For example, an individual whose country neighbours those that did not
have a history of a ruling military regime such as a Malawian was 32% more likely
to approve of external democracy promotion whereas those like Nigerians whose
country has 75% of neighbours with a history of military rule were 41% more likely
to approve external democracy promotion.

Finally, the models in Table 1 were re-estimated with the inclusion of regional fixed
effects and without respondents from Burkina Faso. Factors unique to particular
regions of respondents’ countries may influence their attitudes toward external democ-
racy promotion, for example, the extensive involvement of ECOWAS in democracy
promotion in West Africa compared to regional organizations in Central and North
Africa. Additionally, given that an exponential percentage of Burkinabes compared

Figure 8. Recent coup activity and predicted probabilities of public approval of external democracy promotion.
Notes. Spikes depict 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 9. Military rule and predicted probabilities of public approval of external democracy promotion. Notes.
Spikes depict 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 10. Military rule in neighbourhood and predicted probabilities of public approval of external democracy
promotion. Notes. Spikes depict 95% confidence intervals.
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to other countries’ citizens approved of external democracy promotion (see Figure 1),
it may be argued that this outlier case affects the presented results. The re-estimated
results presented in the appendix are consistent with those in Table 1 and support
this article’s arguments.

Conclusion

In this article, I sought to explain why citizens of African countries would approve
of external democracy promotion. The arguments developed and tested linked
experience with elections and unconstitutional changes of government with
public approval of external democracy promotion. Quantitative tests using the
sixth round of the Afrobarometer survey provided empirical support for this
article’s three hypotheses. Individuals that have a negative evaluation of their
experience with elections including those recently held in their country and those
from countries and regions with a history of illegal power seizures – coup attempts,
successful coups, and military rule – were more likely to approve of external
democracy promotion.

This article’s argument and findings make several contributions to the study of the
international relations of democratization. First, this article contributes to the litera-
ture on democracy promotion by situating the attitudes of citizens of potential recipi-
ents of external democracy intervention at the front and centre. Previous literature, as I
summarized, has paid little to no attention to how and why individuals whose states are
targeted for democracy promotion perceive these actions. Second, this article shows
how political events in neighbouring states affect attitudes toward democracy pro-
motion. In doing so, this article underscores the importance of considering factors
outside the respondent’s country when seeking to explain international actions such
as democracy promotion. While individuals in democratic countries may not necess-
arily expect democracy promotion activities to target them, they may nonetheless
support democracy promotion in neighbouring countries with a history of unconsti-
tutional changes of government.

Third, the article’s focus on public attitudes toward actions external states might
take provides means of understanding the legitimacy of international actors. Regional
organizations in Africa and beyond present themselves as guardians of democracy and
in some cases have taken actions to promote human rights and democratic rule. Yet,
little is known on the extent to which such organizations and their actions enjoy
popular legitimacy. In evaluating public attitudes, this article identifies possible
reasons why and under what conditions the actions of international organizations
may be deemed legitimate and enjoy popular support.

Yet in its investigation of public attitudes and popular legitimacy of international
organizations, this article highlights the need to further examine how citizens of
countries that have experienced external democracy promotion in recent years per-
ceive these actions. Admittedly, this article’s empirical tests rely on a measure of
potential third-party intervention, although, as noted, the African Union along
with regional organizations in Africa have been actively seeking to advance democ-
racy, particularly in countries that have experienced coups in recent years. Anecdotal
evidence so far suggests that the public in some of the targeted states is not keen on
these democracy promotion actions. For example, Malian citizens in January 2022
protested against further sanctions ECOWAS had imposed on the country’s military
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junta for delaying elections aimed at restoring civilian and constitutional rule. Exam-
ining the motivations of citizens to react to external democracy promotion efforts in
this manner helps us understand the sources of and potential ways of improving the
legitimacy of such actions of regional organizations. This is especially important at a
time when recent coups in Africa have either been preceded by mass protests against
the incumbent regime or followed by public celebrations welcoming the military junta.
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Appendix

Summary Statistics

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Democracy promotion 0.377 0.485 0 1
Election history −0.092 0.736 −2.092 2.799
Unfair tallying 1.232 1.092 0 3
Barred opposition 0.797 0.949 0 3
Unfair media 1.394 1.038 0 3
Voter bribing 1.469 1.087 0 3
Fake choice 1.037 1.04 0 3
Election violence 0.829 0.98 0 3
Election assessment 1.971 1.059 1 4
Ruling party trust 0.251 0.433 0 1
Democrat 0.742 0.438 0 1
Democracy satisfaction 2.39 1.033 0 4
Age 37.265 14.539 18 105
Female = 1 0.503 0.5 0 1
Higher education 0.158 0.365 0 1
Attempted coups 3.535 3.631 0 14
Successful coups 1.823 2.184 0 7
Neighbours’ attempted coups 14.841 11.6 0 42
Neighbours’ successful coups 7.443 7.028 0 26
Attempted coups (since 2003) 2.645 2.669 0 11
Successful coups (since 2003) 1.312 1.645 0 6

(Continued )
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Continued.

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Military period 1.468 1.821 0 6
Past military rule neighbours 0.438 0.369 0 1
Democracy 0.444 0.497 0 1
Democratic neighbours 0.355 0.289 0 1
Regime corruption 0.588 0.233 0.145 0.932

Table A1. The conditional effect of election history on approval of external democracy promotion.

(1)
Election history 0.240***

(0.0783)
Ruling party trust =1 0.0903

(0.0568)
Election history# Ruling party trust −0.115**

(0.0534)
Democrat 0.0799*

(0.0413)
Democracy satisfaction −0.0107

(0.0252)
Age −0.00116

(0.00121)
Female = 1 −0.0403**

(0.0190)
Higher education 0.0117

(0.0428)
Constant −0.595***

(0.0940)
Variance (Country) 0.161***

(0.0351)
Observations 39,707
Countries 33

Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Robust standard errors clustered on countries in parentheses.

Table A2. Assessment of recent elections and approval of external democracy promotion.

(1)
Election assessment 0.0806***

(0.0267)
Democrat 0.0787*

(0.0425)
Democracy satisfaction −0.0176

(0.0272)
Age −0.00125

(0.00119)
Female = 1 −0.0447**

(0.0197)
Higher education −0.00323

(0.0435)
Constant −0.675***

(0.108)
Variance (Country) 0.187***

(0.0511)
Observations 40,142
Countries 36

Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Robust standard errors clustered on countries in parentheses.
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Table A3. The effect of Election History components on approval of external democracy promotion.

Unfair
tallying

Barred
opposition

Unfair
media

Voter
bribing

Fake
choice

Election
violence

Election history
component

0.0734** 0.0819*** 0.0202 0.0170 0.0575** 0.0780***
(0.0297) (0.0292) (0.0279) (0.0231) (0.0267) (0.0273)

Democrat 0.0780* 0.0761* 0.0851* 0.0719* 0.0872** 0.0920**
(0.0410) (0.0431) (0.0439) (0.0426) (0.0418) (0.0427)

Democracy
satisfaction

−0.0173 −0.0292 −0.0363 −0.0374 −0.0321 −0.0342
(0.0274) (0.0294) (0.0298) (0.0289) (0.0305) (0.0297)

Age −0.00145 −0.00126 −0.00157 −0.00147 −0.00151 −0.00119
(0.00120) (0.00125) (0.00120) (0.00114) (0.00119) (0.00121)

Female = 1 −0.048*** −0.052*** −0.051*** −0.052*** −0.05*** −0.05***
(0.0182) (0.0187) (0.0186) (0.0192) (0.0182) (0.0183)

Higher education 0.00674 −0.00832 −0.00351 −0.0123 −0.00472 0.00747
(0.0466) (0.0479) (0.0444) (0.0431) (0.0435) (0.0437)

Variance (Country) 0.180*** 0.187*** 0.188*** 0.188*** 0.188*** 0.186***
(0.0505) (0.0538) (0.0517) (0.0524) (0.0527) (0.0534)

Constant −0.602*** −0.541*** −0.483*** −0.477*** −0.533*** −0.546***
(0.0968) (0.0925) (0.102) (0.0915) (0.0956) (0.0982)

Observations 40,964 40,260 40,394 40,541 41,631 41,111
Countries 36 36 36 36 36 36

Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Robust standard errors clustered on countries in parentheses.

Table A4. Recent cumulative coups and public approval of external democracy promotion.

(1) (2)
Election history 0.191*** 0.191***

(0.0698) (0.0698)
Democrat 0.0853** 0.0855**

(0.0405) (0.0405)
Democracy satisfaction −0.000956 −0.000841

(0.0236) (0.0237)
Age −0.00105 −0.00105

(0.00113) (0.00113)
Female = 1 −0.0447*** −0.0448***

(0.0170) (0.0170)
Higher education −0.00934 −0.00958

(0.0422) (0.0422)
Coups since 2003
- Attempts 0.0518**

(0.0202)

- Successes 0.0816**
(0.0366)

Democracy 0.316*** 0.329***
(0.118) (0.116)

Democratic neighbours 0.727*** 0.739***
(0.205) (0.215)

Regime corruption 0.452 0.467
(0.303) (0.303)

Variance (Country) 0.130** 0.132***
(0.0506) (0.0491)

Constant −1.340*** −1.331***
(0.221) (0.215)

Notes. N = 43,286 respondents (36 countries) for all models. Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Robust
standard errors clustered on countries in parentheses.
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Table A5. Military rule and public approval of external democracy promotion.

(1) (2)
Election history 0.191*** 0.189***

(0.0697) (0.0699)
Democrat 0.0868** 0.0856**

(0.0407) (0.0406)
Democracy satisfaction −0.00106 −0.00107

(0.0236) (0.0237)
Age −0.00105 −0.00104

(0.00113) (0.00113)
Female = 1 −0.0447*** −0.0446***

(0.0170) (0.0170)
Higher education −0.0104 −0.00945

(0.0424) (0.0422)
Military rule years 0.141***

(0.0470)
Past military rule neighbours 0.530**

(0.261)
Democracy 0.389*** 0.443***

(0.104) (0.128)
Democratic neighbours 0.847*** 1.067***

(0.220) (0.298)
Regime corruption 0.0296 0.442

(0.333) (0.304)
Variance (Country) 0.0996*** 0.129***

(0.0270) (0.0460)
Constant −1.239*** −1.599***

(0.193) (0.284)

Notes: N = 43,286 respondents (36 countries) for all models. Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Robust
standard errors clustered on countries in parentheses.

Table A6. Public approval of external democracy promotion in Africa with regional fixed effects.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Election history 0.190*** 0.191*** 0.191*** 0.191*** 0.191***

(0.0700) (0.0698) (0.0697) (0.0697) (0.0698)
Democrat 0.0833** 0.0843** 0.0847** 0.0845** 0.0846**

(0.0403) (0.0405) (0.0405) (0.0405) (0.0406)
Democracy satisfaction −0.00203 −0.00143 −0.00134 −0.00168 -0.00153

(0.0237) (0.0236) (0.0236) (0.0236) (0.0236)
Age −0.00105 −0.00105 −0.00105 −0.00106 -0.00105

(0.00113) (0.00113) (0.00113) (0.00113) (0.00113)
Female = 1 −0.045*** −0.045*** −0.045*** −0.045*** −0.045***

(0.0170) (0.0170) (0.0170) (0.0170) (0.0170)
Higher education −0.00853 −0.00846 −0.00794 −0.00849 −0.00824

(0.0423) (0.0423) (0.0424) (0.0422) (0.0422)
Attempted coups 0.0380*

(0.0230)
Successful coups 0.107***

(0.0398)
Neighbours’ attempted coups 0.0191***

(0.00706)
Neighbours’ successful coups 0.0282***

(0.0100)
Democracy 0.0941 0.0790 0.285** 0.246*

(0.182) (0.149) (0.130) (0.138)
Democratic neighbours 0.385** 0.286 0.524** 0.498**

(0.190) (0.191) (0.215) (0.198)
Regime corruption 0.0399 0.0232 0.352 0.351

(0.453) (0.344) (0.299) (0.310)

(Continued )

DEMOCRATIZATION 29



Table A6. Continued.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Eastern Africa −0.0848 0.0386 0.0969 0.236 0.201

(0.165) (0.110) (0.0992) (0.195) (0.160)
Southern Africa −0.178 −0.0916 0.0616 0.177 0.138

(0.166) (0.170) (0.154) (0.141) (0.151)
Northern Africa −0.688*** −0.482** −0.435** −0.118 −0.144

(0.189) (0.239) (0.190) (0.181) (0.184)
Central Africa −0.793*** −0.502*** −0.381* −0.368** −0.365**

(0.164) (0.191) (0.211) (0.154) (0.144)
Intercept −0.314** −0.745** −0.827*** −1.378*** −1.258***

(0.132) (0.346) (0.277) (0.245) (0.271)
Variance (Country) 0.124*** 0.105*** 0.0832*** 0.0952*** 0.0983***

(0.0380) (0.0371) (0.0237) (0.0337) (0.0370)

Notes: N = 43,286 respondents (36 countries) for all models. Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Robust
standard errors clustered on countries in parentheses.

Table A7. Models excluding Burkina Faso.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Election history 0.192*** 0.194*** 0.194*** 0.194*** 0.194***

(0.0707) (0.0703) (0.0703) (0.0702) (0.0703)
Democrat 0.0856** 0.0860** 0.0862** 0.0854** 0.0855**

(0.0410) (0.0411) (0.0412) (0.0411) (0.0412)
Democracy satisfaction −0.00285 −0.00136 −0.00132 −0.00133 −0.00124

(0.0243) (0.0242) (0.0242) (0.0242) (0.0242)
Age −0.00132 −0.00132 −0.00132 −0.00132 −0.00132

(0.00113) (0.00114) (0.00114) (0.00114) (0.00114)
Female = 1 −0.0403** −0.0403** −0.0403** −0.0403** −0.0403**

(0.0167) (0.0167) (0.0167) (0.0167) (0.0167)
Higher education −0.0106 −0.00937 −0.00922 −0.00866 −0.00842

(0.0428) (0.0425) (0.0426) (0.0424) (0.0424)
Attempted coups 0.0234**

(0.00988)
Successful coups 0.0599***

(0.0217)
Neighbours’ attempted coups 0.00952*

(0.00505)
Neighbours’ successful coups 0.0159**

(0.00745)
Democracy 0.374*** 0.354*** 0.427*** 0.412***

(0.0937) (0.0897) (0.0892) (0.0869)
Democratic neighbours 0.627*** 0.618*** 0.678*** 0.666***

(0.192) (0.186) (0.186) (0.187)
Regime corruption 0.500** 0.444* 0.607** 0.609***

(0.240) (0.254) (0.236) (0.229)
Constant −0.566*** −1.324*** −1.299*** −1.484*** −1.453***

(0.0917) (0.190) (0.191) (0.176) (0.178)
Variance (country) 0.159*** 0.0850*** 0.0791*** 0.0791*** 0.0781***

(0.0341) (0.0272) (0.0242) (0.0231) (0.0239)

Notes: N = 42,218 respondents (35 countries) for all models. Significance: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Robust
standard errors clustered on countries in parentheses.
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