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Citizen Perceptions of Local Government Responsivess in Sub-Saharan Africa

Abstract

This paper examines local government performarma the perspective of users, with special atterttion
guestions ofesponsiveness, representation and accountabilitye results both confirm and challenge
conventional wisdom. One one hand, we verify ffiogtular assessments of political accountabilitthat
local level are driven by instrumental attitudeswigovernment performance. In short, people incAf
judge the quality of local government primarilytérms of whether they think elected leaders “delitie
goods.” On the other hand, we discover that, wtitieen activism boosts the popular perception liheal
leaders are responsive, we discover that tax camggiis only weakly connected to responsivenesisthars
to representation and accountability. And, cogttarexpectations, a citizen’s experience as amwiof
corruption leads to perceptions of more, not lessponsive leadership.
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Introduction

The daily lives of Africans remain relatively untdhed by the agents and institutions of a centedi st
Ordinary people are more likely to experience dagdy interactions with local government entitiesvith
informal, traditional or religious leaders in thenemunity. Setting aside informal contacts for thement:
this paper focuses on the emerging, formal politielationships between citizens dondal government
authorities It examines local government performance as feenthe perspective of users, with special
attention to questions oésponsiveness, representation and accountability this end, we employ
systematic social survey data from a module omegitiperceptions of local authorities gathered ac20s
African countries in Round 4 of the Afrobaromet20@8-2009¥

Since little is known about the citizen-state ifdee at the local level in sub-Saharan Africa,pghper first
addresses a series of descriptive questions: @dvarrnmental and service delivery functions do &sfnis
attribute to local councils? How well do they thihese functions — from maintaining roads to @iy
taxes — are being performed? To what extent dreas think that elected councilors are qualified t
undertake local government functions? And how actaible are council officials seen to be in infargi
consulting and involving citizens in the managenwdrbcal affairs? Generally speaking, we findttha
citizens have a realistic understanding of thetéiohiscope of local government functions, but thayfind
fault with both the process of local decision-magkémd the substance of developmental outcomes.

Seeking explanation, the paper then tests hypahasmut the grounds for popular judgments about the
accountability of elected local government offisiaMWe ask which social, attitudinal and behavioral
characteristics of citizens are associated withufaerceptions that local councilors are resp@t the
preferences of their constituents. Our narrativi&db upon, but also aims to move beyond familaia
and attitudinal explanations. For example, itdmmonly argued that, because rural dwellers hawvero
expectations of service delivery, they are mordyeaatisfied than urbanites with government parfance
(Bratton 2009a). And because citizens often usst tn leaders as a shortcut to appraising ingitat
performance, it is unclear which of two attitudegserceptions of trust or expressions of satisfactidakes
causal precedence (Bratton 2009b).

In an effort to break the Gordian knot of endoggn@iranzese 200Evans and Andersen 2006), we make a
concerted effort to model objective political beloas — such as political activism, tax payment, and
experience with corruption — with a view to testafpcts on the perceived responsiveness of local
government leaders. The purpose is to avoid exippione subjective perception (e.g. political
responsiveness) solely in terms of other, closabted, and perhaps commonly derived attitudirditators
(e.g. political efficacy). As Schmitter has arguéte subjective data collected by opinion polisteave a
place in research on accountability, but only whemounded by more-objective measures of actual
behavior” (2004, 58). Accordingly, we explore wingt the concrete political actions of energetia)ds,
tax-paying citizens have positive effects on pubkatiments about the responsiveness of leadershort,
do public activism and the payment of taxes boo8tigal representation? And conversely, does syp®
to official corruption — having to pay a bribe dfer a gift to obtain a public service — undermaamfidence
in leadership accountability?

The results of analysis both confirm and challecgaventional wisdom. On one hand, we confirm that
popular assessments of political accountabilityhatiocal level are driven by instrumental attitsiddout
government performance. In short, people in Afjicige the quality of local government primarilyterms
of whether they think elected leaders “delivergbeds” (Shotton and Winter 2006). One the othedhave
discover that, while citizen activism boosts theuylar perception that local leaders are respongiee,
discover that tax compliance is only weakly conaddb responsiveness, and thus to representatébn an
accountability. And, contrary to expectationsjtzen’s experience as a victim of corruption legals
perceptions of more, not less, responsive leadershi
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Framework

This paper focuses on loggdvernmentunderstood as the set of formal institutions llggestablished to
deliver a range of specified services to relatisrhall geographic jurisdictions. In democratizaugieties,
these institutions typically take the form of aaated council representing an urban municipalitsuoal
district, supported by a small professional stadt tis responsible for the day-to-day management of
parochial affairs. To this end, and depending on the degree of ddimitive decentralization, central
governments delegate to local authorities ceraiimg, spending and regulatory functions. The pape
scope of analysis does not extend to all aspedtxafgovernancea broader term that encompasses the
organization and coordination of collective actainthe local level through government hierarchieisate
firms, voluntary associations and informal normsva#i as directly through the channels of local
government (Shah 2006; UNDP 2009).

The countries of sub-Saharan Africa display consigle variation in thastitutionalizationof local
government structures as marked by age, coveragesapacity. At one extreme, South Africa has gion
standing hierarchy of metropolitan, district anddbmunicipalities, some of which are located in
economically developed enclaves (Parnell and Riet2002; Lieberman 2003; Bratton and Sibanyoni 2006
Hoffman 2008; van Donk 2008). At the other extremmeomprehensive system of local government was
introduced only recently in Malawi, Namibia, Mozaiauee and Mali, resulting in institutional fragilignd
gaps in geographical coverage in some rural arethese countries (e.g. Seeley 2001; Hussein 2006g
2008). In between lie cases like Nigeria, Ketyganda, Nigeria and Zimbabwe, which have long hisso
of local administration stretching back to coloniaies but where mismanagement and resource coristra
have led to declining institutional capacity ineatyears (e.g. Suberu 2001; Fjeldstad 2001; Bpbksnd
Therkildsen 2008). In some extreme cases — repted here by outlying areas of conflict in Ugaadd
Zimbabwe- informal taxation at the hands of pdditigsredators and the collapse of services may preva
(Englebert 2009).

As for administrativéunctions local governments in Africa tend to have acqufied powers, attained

limited technical competencies, and often been mslibated — politically, organizationally and fislyat to
central states (Olowu and Smoke 1992; Olowu and3&fu2004; Chaligha et al 2007). Their operations
have been oriented more to top-down mandates thaottom-up demands. While donors now aggressively
promote reforms aimed at decentralization, pauitim and empowerment (Crook and Manor 1998;
Ndegwa and Levy 2004; Grindle 2007; Harrison 20@®)l government entities in Africa have rarely
attained the accountability, responsibility anchmassiveness envisaged as the outcomes of reforah(Sh
2006, 22).

A core assumption of this paper is that the praspiec the development of African local governments
depend on the establishment dbeal revenue baseAnalysts of Western European history have ntiied
affinity between the collection of taxes and thastauction of states (Levi 1988, Tilly 1990). Irder to
raise revenue for defending borders, protectindetrand waging war, rulers imposed taxes on thetgss
incomes and transactions of ordinary citizens. eBthings being equal, an abundant resource bakkigin
tax rates provide the wherewithal for building sfyetate institutions and set in motion a virtuoyde by
which these institutions are administratively cdpalf extracting yet more resources (Brautigamiske
and Moore 2008). In African settings, such asues®poor rural areas or overpopulated urban cgnter
however, public institutions lack the material amdanizational means to govern effectively. A canapive
study of thirty African countries estimated thatynore than half the cases, local governments aitedriess
than 5 percent of overall public expenditure (Nda@002). Low-capacity institutions of this sortica
neither reliably extract adequate resources nanfie the delivery of development services.

As well as leading to debilitating economic consawmes, the weakness of the local tax base also has
political implications. Analysts have noted thaimarchs in early modern Europe could secured a
guaranteed revenue stream by agreeing to addrpetapgreferences in policy making (Bates and Lien
1985; North and Weingast 1989; Ross 2004). Buetieprecious little evidence that African local
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governments have entered an equivdiisotl contractthrough which taxation begets representation.
Because these institutions rely on transfers frational treasuries rather than on parochial sowtes
revenue, local leaders do not have to justify spendecisions to their electorates, thus avoiding
accountability from below (Herbst 2000; Timmons 20Bates 2008). Instead, they tend to responketo t
preferences of the state authorities, internatidoabrs, or foreign-funded NGOs that provide theessary
resources.

Moreover, there is no guarantee that state officiall always uphold their part of any fiscal bargalf
those in power lack political will or administragicapacity, they may simply impose taxes but delittee
or nothing in return. For example, Englebert noltes:

Even in very weak African states, the extent toatsecurity and police functions endure, and aemev
apparently multiplied, is quite surprising...The Ieg€detail with which they purport to control ose’
activities stands in remarkable contrast with tlapiparent complete failure to provide any sec#609, 68).

We would therefore expect that, absent an enfoledaical contract, citizens would regard elected
government councilors as being insufficiently resgiee as political representatives. By contrdisbdal
authorities establish a reliable system for exingctees or taxes in return for services, andtifzens
voluntarily consent to comply, then we can expedde evidence of emerging political accountabilFpr
example, a recent study in Tanzania and Zambiadfthet local governments in both countries increhase
delivery of public services in proportion to thbirdget's share of local taxes (Gibson and Hoffi2805;
see also Joshi and Ayee 2008).

Another factor potentially favoring accountabilisythe global dissemination pblitical rights. In the post
Cold War era, African countries have undergone asuie of democratization as a combined result of
foreign and domestic pressures for open politiecatfBn and van de Walle 1997; Villalon and von Dmoep
2005; Mustapha and Whitfield 2009). Multiparty quetition has been introduced not only at the nation
level but also to the election of local municipatiaistrict councils. Independent of any reforrhkoal
government tax systems, elected councilors areipraisly exposed to a greater volume and wider afay
popular demands from constituents. These offidade a changed structure of incentives: no longar
they function entirely as the local agents of damirruling parties; instead, they must respondsiog
popular pressures for participation in decision-imgkaccess to budget information, and the delioéry
services (McNeil and Mumvuma 2006; Mattes 2008;d&ny2008). In principle, the ultimate sanction for
non-performance is defeat at the next local goveriralection.

Much depends, however, on whether local residakes advantage of newly available political
opportunities: do they behave as rights-bearitigetis? One encouraging sign is that Africangraoee
likely to see that voters are responsible for h@jdeaders accountable at the local government feaa at
the level of the national assembly (Bratton anddrg@009). On the other hand, voting in Africa is
encumbered by an institutional legacy in which mbents expect voters to express loyalty at thes @witl
to delegate all authority to representatives betvedections. Citizen-state linkages at the loeaél must
therefore be placed within the context of Africanlifical practice, a context that features informpalitical
processes and tendencies toward predatory rulelicRumployees at the front line, including thosected
or appointed to local government offices, sometitake advantage of their political positions torast
illicit payments from citizens. Englebert again:

The subversion of rules by state agents for revextieaction is particularly popular because the
implementation of state regulations is, with tas@ti one of the most decentralized forms of
sovereign command...Particularly interesting hertagsnotion that ‘people have little choice in the
matter’ of paying the fees. This is not so muctcamse of their fear of violence, but

because...sovereign agencies can legally harassdooabmic operators: ‘You can't refuse. If you

don’t pay, they arrest you and make you pay doUb2809, 86-7; see also von Soest 2009).
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From this perspective, corruption displaces taxadio the fiscal link between political principatise
citizens) and their agents (elected representativei participants come to regard dishonest restshe
normal costs of doing business and as obligatioaitsdo not necessarily carry with them any right to
demand accountability. People instead suffer thdgnunder illicit forms of “taxation” because ¢ly know
that the proceeds of graft are used to line th&gtswf government officials. In administrativestgms that
are distorted by widespread corruption, therefarewould expect that paying bribes would have atieg
impact on political accountability.

To Be Explained: Political Responsiveness

This paper seeks to explain whether and why citizemoss selected African countries regard eldoted
government councilors as politically responsivéir needs. The key dependent variable — pdlitica
responsiveness — is measured by a survey quektibadks: “How much of the time do you think edelct
local government councilors try their best to liste what people like you have to say?” Answees ar
classified on a closed-ended four-point ordinalesch“never,” “only sometimes,” “often” or “always

Strictly speaking, we distinguisiesponsivenesmeasured in this way from other, closely relatedcepts
such as representation and accountability. Irnvimw, political responsiveness refers to the wijtiess of
leaders to register the preferences of constitudrasis, by paying attention to their requests an
complaints. Responsiveness can be differentiated politicalrepresentationwhich refers to the role of
elected officials in conveying popular demands advta deliberative and decision-making bodies. &8se
direct “rule by the people” is not possible in lesgcale societies, it falls to elected represargatio project
constituent views into policy forums. Responsisnand representation are further distinguished fro
political accountability which refers to the willingness of leaders tagdically make their performance
available for popular evaluation, most commonlytlgh exposure to election.

Together, these three concepts — responsivengssseatation, and accountability — summarize tierea
of the intended relationship between citizens asliligians in a modern democracy. But since lisign
comes first and is foundational for the other caieethis analysis focuses on responsiveness. grReahag
that all three concepts are closely related, howewel that responsiveness is a first step toward
accountability, we sometimes use the terms intemgbably.

Based on Afrobarometer surveys in 2008, Table frgys mixed popular feelings about the political
responsiveness of local government councilors.p&edents across 20 African countries fell into ¢hre
groups of roughly equal size: 28 percent felt ttmtncilors “never” listen to people like themsalyd3
percent that they listen occasionally (“only somets”), and 31 percent that they listen “often” alwfays.”
At minimum, a normal distribution of this sort pides sufficient variation for analysis to proceed
productively; in other words, there is enough difece across individuals in perceptions of politica
responsiveness to warrant a search for explanation.
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Table 1: Perceived Responsiveness of Local Government Councilors, Mean Distribution, 20 African
Countries, 2008

Responsiveness of Local Councilor Percent of Survé&&espondents
Never 28
Only sometimes 33
Often 21
Always 10
Don’t Know 7

How much of the time do you think elected localegament councilors try their best to listen to whabple like you

have to say?
N = 27,713 (unweighted) 24,000 (weighted). Resaltsulated on weighted data.

Why do citizens have such divergent perceptiorth@fipproachability of their local government
councilors? One possibility is that country comteatters. Table 2 shows marked differences across
African countries in the proportions of citizensawind their local councilors responsive. At théremes,
residents of Burkina Faso (57 percent) are mone tiaee times more likely than Nigerians (17 petctn
think that councilors listen “often” or “always.Such profound cross-national discrepancies redidethe
macro-level characteristic of “country” be includadany comprehensive account of the origins of
responsiveness. As a first rough cut at intenpgettie content of this country “dummy,” we see wiglence
that the institutional age of the local governmsygtem has much bearing. For example, South Afritee
country with the longest history of local admingdion — scores below average on political resp@m&sgs in
2008 (25 percent). This outcome is probably adiitgy outcome of mass boycotts of local government
decisions and services in urban townships duriadate apartheid era. And countries with newly
established local government systems — for exaMple(52 percent) and Liberia (18 percent) — are
scattered widely across the responsiveness spectRather, a country’s level of urbanization mayabe
more formative factor. Citizens seem to perceivgetocal government responsiveness in predomipnantl
rural countries like Tanzania and Uganda than lranized places like Zambia and Nigeria (and South
Africa), a matter to be explored further as we pest
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Table 2: Perceived Responsiveness of Elected Representatives, by Country 2008

Country Responsiveness of Responsiveness of
Local Councilor National Representative
Burkina Faso 57 34
Mali 52 29
Botswana 44 30
Tanzania 42 23
Ghana 41 25
Uganda 40 23
Mozambique 35 25
Madagascar 32 19
Kenya 31 16
Zimbabwe* 29 24
Lesotho 28 16
Senegal 27 19
South Africa 25 21
Benin 26 12
Namibia 24 15
Malawi 22 14
Cape Verde 19 15
Zambia* 19 14
Liberia 18 15
Nigeria 17 13
Mean 31 20

How much of the time do you think elected localegoment councilors (Members of Parliament/Natiohgasembly
Deputies) try their best to listen to what pedjde you have to say?
Figures are percentages saying “often” or “always2009 data.

Can we characterize the observed level of locabgowent responsiveness — an average of 31 per®ssa
individuals and countries — as “high” or “low"? dll depends on the point of comparison. On omalha
when viewed against the indicator’s full range (@ percent), the fact that only one-third of indivéls
perceive that councilors are regularly responsaerss rather low. Along similar lines, regular
responsiveness is a majority sentiment in only dwbof 20 countries (Burkina Faso at 57 percentNali

at 52 percent). On the other hand, when respos@eatasked to compare local councilors with other
elected representatives within their own countrissich as members of parliament (MPs) or deputiései
national assembly (DNAs) — then the picture impsovAs Table 2 shows, survey respondents give local
councilors an average 11-percentage point advaotzgethese national leaders. The size of thie edgies
from country to country, but local councilors aees as more responsive than MPs or DiAavery
country surveyedFrom this perspective, it would appear that a agepping-stone to representation and
accountability — local government has an importalg to play in the development of responsive lesitip

in Africa.

Explanatory Factors: Sacial, Attitudinal and Beibeai
To explain citizen perceptions of local governm&sponsiveness, this paper tests three alterrato@unts:
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» asocialexplanation based on the demographic charactaristisurvey respondents;

» anattitudinal explanation based on people’s subjective evalostid local government and
politics;

» and abehavioralexplanation based on objective political actiondartaken by citizens in the
local government arena.

For reasons discussed above, these individualHdestd are nested within a multivariate model thlags
into account the fact that political responsiverase varies across countries.

Social Characteristics

The social explanation is based on a standard siethaographic indicators: gender, age, educagioverty,
and place of residence (urban or rural). Povertpéasured with the Afrobarometer’s Index of Lived
Poverty, which records how often over the past g@andividual's family went without five basic hiam
needs: food, household water, medical care, cgdkiel and cash income (Afrobarometer 200®lace of
residence is derived from the sampling frame faoBarometer surveys, which stratifies primary sangpl
units into urban and rural areas based on eachrggimost recent national census (see Table 3).

Table 3: Demographic Distributions of the Survey Sample Mean Distributions, 20 African Countries,
2008

Percent Percent

Gender Poverty (in past year)
Male 50 Ever went without food 57
Female 50 Ever went without water 48

Ever went without medical care 60
Age Ever went without cooking fuel 46
18-29 40 Ever went without cash income 80
30-45 36
46 or older 24 Religious Association

Not a member 26
Education Inactive Member 29
None 22 Active Member 38
Primary 34 Official Leader 6
Secondary 35
Post-Secondary 9 Other Voluntary Association

Not a member 61
Place of residence Inactive Member 14
Urban 36 Active Member 19
Rural 64 Official Leader 5
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Among demographic factors, we anticipate that pgvamd urban residence will have the strongesttffie
reducing citizen perceptions of whether local repreatives “listen.” The logic of these expectadits that
the voices of poorer people are rarely heard (Nar&p00) and that urban residents are more vocal in
expressing political demands than rural resideBaggs 1981).

We also expect that an individual’'s position inilcociety will impinge on satisfaction with the
responsiveness of leaders. The survey therefoasumes membership in both religious and secular
associations, with the former being far more comuham the latter. As Table 3 shows, active mentiiers
is twice as high in churches and mosques tharbir)grofessional or community groups (38 versus 19
percent). The argument here is that, by belontgingpluntary associations, individuals learn about
citizenship and possess a vehicle for collectivadMitlin and Satterthwaite 2004; but see Larghti
2007).

Political Attitudes

An alternative attitudinal explanation assumes &fetan citizens reason instrumentally about podik
institutions (Bratton and Mattes 2001). In otherds, popular assessments of leaders are driven by
considerations of institutional performance in dedivery of desired political and economic goods
demonstrated in related research, citizens are liketg to grant legitimacy to governments if thegrceive
the performance of public institutions to be effeztand fair (Levi and Sacks 2009).

The first step in uncovering popular views abogtlgovernmenperformancas to establish the scope of
council responsibilities as seen by citizens. fie énd, the survey asks respondents to envisagedious
public functions are distributed across tiers ofegoment — central, local and communal. Tabietd b
range of activities from “maintaining law and orttr “keeping the community clean.” Not surprising
and reflecting centralized policing in most Africeountries, citizens regard the maintenance ofdad
order primarily as a central government resporigibilQuite accurately, people also grant the @ntr
government a leading role in income tax collectod the management of clinics and schools, evargtho
they recognize that local authorities sometimeg plgpport roles in delivering the latter servic@sit they
seem confused about income tax collection, whizloutr knowledge, is never a local government fumctin
any of the countries studied here.

Table 4: Popular Perceptions of the Distribution of Governmental Responsibilities

Central Local Traditional Community

Government* | Government Leaders Members
Maintaining law and order 65 18 7 6
Managing health clinics 56 30 2 7
Collecting income taxes 53 32 3 3
Managing schools 51 30 2 11
Protecting rivers and forests 45 24 9 13
Allocating land 27 36 25 6
Solving local disputes 18 32 33 13
Keeping the community clean 11 30 5 50

Who do you think actually hgsimary responsibility for managing each of the followitagks?

Is it the central government, local governmentditianal leaders, or members of your community?
Cell entries are percentages of respondents dttrpprimary responsibility to this tier of goverenmt.
Where percentages do not add up to 100, the reeragay “none of them” or “don’t know.”

Popular perceptions of lead institutions are sigdifnbold.

*If applicable, as in federal systems, central gaweent is held to include state or provincial goveent.

From a popular perspective, local councils appéréedd the way among the various tiers of goveminire
relation to only one public function: the allocatiof land. This perception correctly reflects ¢gnadual
transfer of this responsibility from the handsraffitional leaders over recent years in many ciesitrNote,
however, that local governments usually controtilaffairs on behalf of central governments, which
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continue to hold land rights (Boone 2007). Moreolecal councils are seen to cede leadershipattittonal
leaders when it comes to solving local disputepdeially with reference to family law). And people
consider that their own communities bear the priesponsibility for maintaining the cleanliness o {ocal
environs. Therefore, all told, the African citizawe interviewed seem to view local councils asrav
sharply restricted powers.

Against this background of limited expectations,twm to institutional performance. We concepualhe
performance of local government councils along tivoensions: substance and process. The first
substantivalimension describes the “what” of local governmetivities. It captures council performance
at tangible tasks of service delivery and resoexteaction, such as the maintenance of roads, mpl&kees
and sanitation systems and the collection of feestaxes. The secomdoceduraldimension concerns the
“how” of local government operations. We make igatar reference to the council’s efforts to putaigits
activities, consult stakeholders, and involve eitig in policy decisions.

The distribution of political attitudes regardirgetsubstantive dimension of performance is shoviralrie
5. ltlists a set of six functions that are comigassigned to local authorities in African couesi The first
thing to notice is the negativity of popular evdioas. On average, there is no function — from
environmental sanitation to property tax collectioat which the general public thinks councils are
performing “well.” Indeed, absolute majoritiesrtkithat local councils are doing “badly” at mainiap
market places and local roads. Citizens are somembre forgiving with regard to the collectionlicense
fees and property taxes, where small pluralitiggess approval. But citizens cannot pronounceniiettly
on tax performance because one-third of the respuisdsaid they “didn’t know” or “hadn’t heard ergbu
to have an opinion.” Taken together with previeuiglence of popular uncertainty about who collects
income taxes, these data point to serious infoonagaps among citizens about the role of taxatidodal
development.

Table 5: Popular Perceptions of Local Government Performance (Substantive)

Well Badly Don’'t Know
Keeping the community clean 45 47 8
Maintaining local market places 39 51 10
Maintaining health standards in eating places 39 48 13
Maintaining local roads 37 58 5
Collecting license fees 36 33 31
Collecting property taxes/housing rates 35 31 34
How well or badly would you say your local govermtn@nunicipal or district council) is handling tHellowing
matters, or haven't you heard enough to have aniopP? “Well” = “fairly well” + “very well.” “Badly” = “fa irly

badly” + “very badly.”

What about local government procedures? Tablie@ays a set of six “best practices” of deceireal
governance to which most African governments atezst willing to pay lip service. These functioasge
from publicizing the council’s work plan to provigj public information on the council’s budget (Wbrl
Bank 2009). Popular performance evaluations osetipeocedural matters are even less positive thaheo
substance of the councils’ business. Absolute riti@® perceive “bad” performance on every indicato
except “consulting others before making decisionstd only a quarter or less of the adult populatitinks
that councils are doing “well” at handling complairallowing participation in planning, preventing
corruption, and providing budget transparency. €amain, citizens seem to lack information on fisca
affairs as evidenced by almost one in four who admait they are unable to comment on whether theab
is managing revenues in the public intefest.
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Table 6: Popular Perceptions of Local Government Performance (Procedural)

budget

Well Badly Don’'t Know
Making known the council’s program of work 31 52 17
Consulting others before making decisions 30 49 21
Effectively handling complaints 26 52 23
Allowing citizen participation in decision 25 58 17
making
Using revenues for public, not private, gain 24 53 23
Providing information about the council’s 24 58 18

How well or badly would you say your local govermtn@nunicipal or district council) is practicing ¢h following
procedures, or haven't you heard enough to havegnion?

Table 7: Mean Popular Assessment of Overall Local Government Performance, by Country, 2008

Country Mean Satisfaction Score*
Mozambique 2.58
Tanzania 2.55
Namibia 2.52
Ghana 2.48
Madagascar 2.39
Burkina Faso 2.33
Mali 2.23
Botswana 2.17
Cape Verde 2.16
South Africa 2.15
Uganda 2.14
Malawi 2.11
Liberia 2.10
Nigeria 1.97
Lesotho 1.90
Kenya 1.88
Zimbabwe** 1.82
Zambia** 1.80
Benin 1.79
Senegal 1.76
Mean 2.14

* Cell entries are calculated on a four-point scéle4) for 12 items (6 substantive and 6 proceduttzt together form

a coherent scale (Alpha = .906) of overall locavgmmment performance.

** 2009 data.
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As it happens, each dimension of performance ts8tally coherent, as is an overall measure of
performance containing both substantive and praeédimension$. We are therefore able to summarize
mass attitudes on a single scale of overall loogegnment performance. We use this indicator én th
analysis that follows.

In an aside, Table 7 shows the aggregate distoibuati overall government performance by countryaon
four-point scale where 1 = “very badly” and 4 =fyevell.” Only three countries — Mozambique, Tamiza
and Namibia — score above the midpoint (= 2.5ncS&these three predominantly rural countries itedéa
show up in Afrobarometer surveys as having thet ledtécal citizens, we can attribute these positbcores
at least partly to a political culture of accepwmand acquiescence (Chaligha et al. 2002; Matig@Shanga
2007). Otherwise, we are inclined to interpretvabaverage evaluations in places like Ghana, Mali,
Botswana, Cape Verde and South Africa, where ciizze more outspoken, to genuine achievements in
local government performance.

The performance of institutions depends in good gathe quality of the individuals recruited tacapy

key offices. The survey therefore also asked mdpots to comment on the qualifications of elected
councilors to hold local government office (seel&a). While citizens again lacked information tom
guarter “didn’t know” or “hadn’t heard”), they offed somewhat more favorable evaluations of |eatiers
of institutions. Twice as many citizens felt tkatincilors had attained enough education as thdhgkt
were educationally unqualified (50 percent verstuip@rcent). And, by small margins, more peoplé ket
councilors possessed the necessary commitmenéte about the community” and experience to “manage
public service programs.” When it came to “hondstizandling public funds,” however, people saw
councilors as unqualified rather than qualified p&Bcent versus 33 percent). So, as well as lmeingerned
that budget affairs lack transparency, citizens algparently worry that intentional opacity may kfraud
and mismanagement.

Table 8: Popular Perceptions of Councilor Qualifications

Qualified Unqualified Don’t Know
Level of education 50 26 24
Caring about the community 44 39 17
Experience at managing public service programs 41 8 3 22
Honesty in handling public funds 33 43 24

Looking at the group of elected councilors who airesently serving on your local government cout@ily qualified
do you think they are to do their jobs? Please them according to the following types of quadifien. Or haven't
you heard enough to have an opinid@ualified” = “fairly qualified” + “very qualified” “Unqualified” = “fairly
unqualified” + “very unqualified.”

For this reason, the Afrobarometer digs into pappé&ceptions oforruption Table 9 shows the proportion
of respondents who consider that “most” or “all’eifht types of public official are involved in copt
behavior. Interestingly, local government courrsilfall exactly at the mean (26 percent) for diloidls on
the list. They are seen to be less corrupt thambers of the police force (42 percent) but moreupd than
traditional leaders (16 percent). Because, in rAfrétan countries, police officers are agents eftral
government, their perceived dishonesty does nat bdiarect impact on evaluations of local government
councilors. But because, in rural areas, tradiiéeaders offer an alternative channel of politica
representation, elected councilors stand to lggiéirgacy in the eyes of their constituents in afemarable
head-to-head comparison on levels of corruptioh eltiefs or headmen.
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Table 9: Perceived Corruption among Public Officials,20 African Countries, 2008

Type of Official See Corruption
Police 42
Tax collectors 35
Civil servants 33
Judges and magistrates 27
Local government councilors 26
MPs/DNAs 25
Officials in the Presidency 23
Traditional leaders 16

How many (officials) do you think are involved orreiption, or haven’t you heard enough to say?
Cell entries are the percentages of respondentgpetoeive corruption among “most” or “all.”

Also important to the present inquiry is the strding in the popular imagination between officiab§ and
tax collection. Tax collectors are described i Atfrobarometer question as “officials of the Minysof
Finance or local government tax officers.” Morantone-third of citizens regard most or all of thes
officials as dishonest (35 percent), second ontéopolice. If citizens believe that collectors
misappropriate tax payments, then we can certaixgct to observe a negative effect on political
accountability.

Parenthetically, the cross-country distributiorpefceived local government corruption displayedable

10 has considerable face validity. Nigeria's stagd- 55 percent think most or all councilors avergpt —
confirms this country’s popular reputation for higlels of corruption. By contrast, only 14 peitcien
Botswana, a country associated with much cleanegrgance, expressed the same concern. (We dovaot gi
credence to the low corruption perception score€fpe Verde and Madagascar; almost half of all
respondents there claimed insufficient informatimform an opinion on graft among local councilors)

To conclude our discussion of relevant politicéitades, we draw attention to a citizen’s subjexense of
political efficacy In general, the concept refers to an individibElief in his or her ability to influence the
political system (Campbell 1954, Balch 1974, Mo2€103). Political efficacy is conventionally
conceptualized along two dimensions: internakaffy, or one’s personal sense of competence agiagho
animal, and external efficacy, the confidence thatpolitical system will react favorably when ividiuals
attempt to exert influence.

The Afrobarometer indicator of political efficacgntakes of the first, internal dimensibrBut it refers to
third persons in a local government context. Sjpadly, the survey question asks: “when there are
problems with local government in your communitgwhmuch can an ordinary person do to improve the
situation?” The four-point response scale runsffnothing” through “a small amount” and “quitea”lto
“a great deal.” Table 11 exhibits results. Abone third of all respondents across 20 African tes
think citizens can do “nothing” to solve problemishatocal government (36 percent), indicating lieait
efficacy within this group. But at the other endlué scale, a similar proportion (34 percent) thhmy can
accomplish “quite a lot” or “a great deal,” thugiching considerable efficacy. We predict that espe’s
sense that citizens are politically efficacioud Wé related to perceived responsiveness among loca
governors.
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Table 10: Perceived Corruption among Local Government Councilors, by Country 2008

Country See Corruption
Nigeria 55
Kenya 43
Mali 38
Uganda 37
Liberia 36
South Africa 34
Zimbabwe* 29
Benin 28
Zambia* 28
Senegal 26
Namibia 26
Malawi 24
Burkina Faso 23
Ghana 20
Mozambique 17
Lesotho 16
Botswana 14
Tanzania 13
Cape Verde 11
Madagascar 6
Mean 26

How many elected local government councilors dothimk are involved in corruption, or haven’t yoadrd enough
to say?
Cell entries are percentages who perceive cormitinong “most” or “all” local government councilors

Table 11: Popular Palitical Efficacy toward Local Government

An ordinary person can do: Percent
Nothing 36
A small amount 22
Quite a lot 19
A great deal 15
Don't know 8

When there are problems with how local governm&ntim in your community, how much can an ordinagspn do to
improve the situation?

As should be clear by now, political efficacy ig just a psychological disposition, but a preludadtion.
A subjective feeling of efficacy, an attitude tligually increases with age and education, can jpectad to
correlate with participation in social and polititife. Some analysts even see political efficasy
reciprocally related to action, with engagememtatitics feeding back into a sense of competenath b
internal and external (Finkel 1985). As such, tomdl efficacy promises to link attitudes and bebes; our
next topic.
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Political Behaviors

Do ordinary people take advantage of the politicddts implicit in democratic forms of local govenent,
for example by voting in elections, discussing ficdi affairs with one another, and registeringtpmal
complaints with political leaders? And do theyksteenforce their demands by making paymentsdicall
government services, either in the form of offidfeds and taxes, or through illicit bribes andt&ji?

The most basic expression of active citizenshimting in elections. Unfortunately, the Afrobaraeredoes
not have a direct measure of an individual's votiecprd in local government contests. So we emaloy
proxy indicator that asks whether respondents viotélde “the most recent national elections.” The
percent of survey respondents across 20 counthiesclaim to have done so excludes those who were no
registered to vote, were afraid to vote, were pneae:from voting, could not find a polling statian,
otherwise did not vote. While this proxy is impet, we assume that people who did not vote ironati
elections would also abstain from local electiomisere voter turnout is always lower.

However, the survey does contain plentiful datgpopular political activisnibetweerelections. Of great
relevance are personal contacts between consstaadtcouncilors. Asked how often these contacts
occurred in the past year, some 27 percent oégfiondents mentioned at least one instance. This
unexpectedly high figure implies a regular relasioip between political principals (in this caseteve) and
their agents (in this case local councilors). Bseghis relationship is prompted and driven byéssas they
arise, it is even more intimate for persons whagiee “problems with how local government is ruryaur
community” (see Table 12). For this subset, solpe3cent had contacted a councilor, includingehelso
had done so “a few times” (16 percent) or “ofte®’percent).

Table 12 also shows the frequency with which peapliertake other participatory initiatives in respe to
perceived problems with local government. Theegax)cludes the 58 percent of the adult populatiba w
“saw no problems” with their local council in thagt year. Some 28 percent of all respondents tegpor
“discussing the problem with others in the commyhi24 percent said they “joined with others to eefs$
the problem,” and 19 percent “discussed problentis &community, religious or traditional leadeBut
fewer than 10 percent lodged a formal complainhwaigovernment official or contacted the mass mdia
To summarize the data in Table 12, we createdgirt-point (0-7) additive scale pblitical activism which
is a simple count of the number of the above autiettaken by each individual.

Table 12: Popular Political Activism in Local Government

Never Once or Several Many
Twice Times Times
Contact a local councilor about a problem 7 11 16 8
Discuss problem with others in community 14 11 12 5
Join with others to address the problem 19 10 10 4
Discuss problem with community leaders 22 8 8 3
Make a complaint with a local govt. official 33 4 3 1
Make a complaint to other govt. official 35 4 2 1
Write to newspaper, call radio show 36 3 2 1
If you have seen problems in how local governmemtin in the past year, how often, if at all, dadiydo any of the

following?

Cell entries are percentages of respondents clgitoihave taken these actions.

Percentages exclude the 58 percent of respondéat$saw no problems,” who “didn’t know.”

But do citizens put their money where their mowttes? Do they actually pay some of the associaists ¢

of addressing local problems?

In an effort to document the extent of local infiutaxation, the survey asked respondents to repoidus
payments made in the previous year. Table 13abekicthat service fees — which are reportedly ppaid
more than two-thirds (70 percent) of all responglenare by far the most common contribution. Tgihyc
these fees apply to private goods like schooldnitir educational materials or to consultationdrags
provided by health clinics. Note also that sucynpents usually accrue to central government mieistr
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rather than to local governments. In addition,adtrhalf of all respondents (46 percent) — rismgéarly
three quarters (73 percent) in urban areas — repgihg public utility fees, for example for prieaservices
like piped water, electricity, or telephone. Omgmin though, apart from the possible exceptionaiér
supplies, household services are usually deliveyeckntralized utility companies (often public, simes
private) rather than by local authorities. Andcofirse, income taxes — reportedly paid by onlyiorieve

Africans interviewed — are a source of revenuerveskexclusively for central government.

Table 13: Reported Tax Payments

Yes No Don't
Know
Fees for a government service (e.g. health, echrgati 70 29 1
Charges for public utilities (e.g. water, electgictelephone) 46 53 1
License fees to local government (e.g. bicyclet, caarket stall) 25 73 2
Property rates or taxes (e.g. land, housing) 24 74 2
Income taxes 21 76 3

Have you made any of the following payments dufiegpast year?

As far as we can determine, the main sources efhwa routinely controlled by local government calsnc
are license fees (e.g. for bicycles, carts and etatalls) and property taxes (e.g. on fixed adéetdand
and housing). Yet, according to our data, onlyualaoquarter of the population makes these types of
payments. Whereas there is no significant diffeeein license fee payment by residential locatizhan
dwellers are twice as likely as rural dwellers &y property taxes (34 percent versus 17 percémum,
local government tax systems suffer from limisetpe being restricted for rural councils mainly to ieais
fees on small-scale enterprises. Moreoverrahehof tax collection is also truncated, since councdse
induced only a small minority of citizens to actyahake direct payments of this kind.

Table 14 provides summary information on tax redtheports an additive, six-point (0-5) scaledzhsen
the number of tax payments made by individualsuinsurvey. Only six percent of respondents nalke
possible payments, that is, ranging from servies fe income taxes. Not surprisingly, twice asynarban
as rural dwellers pay all five charges.

Table 14: Number of Reported Tax Payments
Number of Taxes

Percent
20
26
25
14
9
6

O B WIN| | O

The problem of limited tax reach is not so much that Africans regard taxation as illegitimateine 65
percent agree that government “always has the tigintake people pay taxes.” Rather, low yieldsnfro
local tax regimes result from a range of otherdesct the narrow legal authority of local councils,
underdeveloped tax bases, difficulties in taxirfgrimal enterprises, and high rates of tax avoidamzk
evasion. In this paper, we pursue one furtherdingnalysis, namely that tax extraction is undebgu
corruption.

Unlike before, the focus is no longer on mpseceptionf official corruption but on populgrarticipation
in actual corrupt transactions. The Afrobaromstéghavioral indicator measures experience with
corruption with a two-part question that asks:the past year, how often (if ever) have you hapltpa
bribe, give a gift, or do a favor to a governmefficil in order to (a) get a document or permit(loy get
water or sanitation services?” We hold that Iggalernments usually perform the functions in questi
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Table 15 reports raw results. While almost onfivim Africans (19 percent) said they had recenthdem a
side payment of one sort or another, they were ilkely to do so to obtain documents (14 perceather
than services (9 percent). Actual experience waituption is reportedly most rife in Uganda (wh2ge
percent paid a bribe within the last year for watesanitation), Mozambique, Nigeria, and Kenyadmeh27
percent paid a bribe within the last year for awheent of permit). Reinforcing its reputation adacp
where few perceive corruption, Botswana ranked &iwwe both forms of political behavior because side
payments for documents and services were virtualtietectable there.

Combining the above indicators, we derive an avecagstruct oéxperience with local government
corruption, reported at an aggregate level in the last colafiirable 15. This construct is used in the models
that follow. Our expectation is that experiencéhvdgorruption will lead to disillusionment aboutal
governance. We therefore predict that it will legatively related to the perceived responsiventlxal
government councilors.

Explaining Political Responsiveness

Previous research has shown that democratizatiooniducive to good governance at the national lievel
Africa. But political responsiveness is a critiogissing ingredient, “the weakest link in the chidiat
connects democracy to good governance” (Brattot 208):

“Democratic elections do not reliably guaranted tlacted leaders will subsequently be more respens
their constituents. A principal challenge in dag@pg democratic governance is to strengthen praesdor

ensuring that representatives listen to the popuad respond to their needs between electi@ibid. 16).

Numerous reasons underpin citizen opinions that Miesassembly deputies are unsympathetic. These
include: physical isolation of many localitiestndhe capital city, social distance between pdlitaites
and ordinary folk, scarce resources for constityesgrvice, and overwhelming demands by clients on
patrons. Whatever the reasons, principal-ageatioek are marked by a “representation gap” betwieen
expectations of citizens and the performance afteteleaders.
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Table 15. Reported Experience with Local Government Corruption, by Country 2008

Count Pay bribe for Pay bribe for Experience local govt.

ountry document or permit water or sanitation corruption*
Uganda 24 22 453
Mozambique 21 13 .382
Nigeria 21 15 .348
Kenya 27 12 .332
Zimbabwe** 23 8 .327
Senegal 20 4 .301
Burkina Faso 16 8 .299
Liberia 19 13 .270
Benin 14 6 .269
Mali 13 7 .187
Ghana 11 8 .184
South Africa 8 7 .169
Zambia** 13 5 163
Cape Verde 9 8 135
Tanzania 9 4 133
Namibia 7 6 124
Lesotho 10 3 .094
Madagascar 8 <1 .083
Malawi 7 3 .080
Botswana 1 <1 .010

Mean 14 9 231

In the past year, how often (if ever) have you togplay a bribe, give a gift, or do a favor to a gavment official in
order to (a) get a document or a permit (b) getevatr sanitation services?

Cell entries (middle two columns) are percentadgmeosons who report an experience with each tyjzibery

* Average construct on a 0-1 scale. ** 2009 data.

Local government would seem to offer a more congusetting than national politics for bridging the
representation gap. Councils are convenientiytémtat local populations centers and councilongimate
from much the same social milieu as constitueAtsd leaders who live in the locality need few reses in
order to make themselves available for consultatiodeed, the data presented so far seems tabedicat
citizens find local leaders more politically redgptthan national leaders (see Table 2). To hwildhis
encouraging insight, it is worth exploring the @asthat seem to lead to political responsivenessg
elected local government councilors.

Table 16 presents a multivariate OLS regressionetnaftthe perceived responsiveness of councilamssac
20 African countries in 2008. To test hypothesgfireed earlier in this paper, the model weighsriiative
impacts of social, attitudinal and behavioral iefiges. Taking into account country fixed effeats (
shown), it offers an explanation encompassing amws-fifth of the variance in the reputed amerighdf
councilors.

As indicated in the introduction, we are especiaitgrested in whether leadership responsiveness is
susceptible to popular political behavior. In atherds, by what active means do citizéadd leaders
accountable? In so doing, we wish to break otih@fpotentially circular argument that bedevils muc
public opinion research: that is, explaining attés with attitudes. Our goal is to focus on thmeén types
of mass behavior: citizen activism, tax payment affers of bribes. In order to assess the reddthpact
of these behaviors on councilor responsivenesdirstaneed to report the effects of more converaion
social and attitudinal explanations.
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Social Explanations

Just four social indicators are relevant in theatned model in Table 16. Other things being egiahdard
demographic indicators like age, education and gip\ae not significantly associated with political
responsiveness so are not reported here. But waneeslightly less likely than men to regard local
councilors as being politically responsive, perhagflecting their relative exclusion from a malerinated
preserve of local politics.And membership in a religious association hdiatgpositive effect on
perceived leadership response, perhaps becaussheband mosques provide conduits for contacticg lo
officials and demanding attention.

Only two social characteristics have strong effed®espondents who live inral areasreport significantly
higher perceptions of councilor responsivenesse @rssible reason is that, in contrast to socraiked and
mobile urban areas, residents of tight-knit ruibkhges may have closer ties with others in the
neighborhood, including the local councilor. Moren people who belong to a seculatuntary

association- like a farmer’s organization, a trade uniona@ommunity work group — are significantly more
likely to think that they can register their demsifior political accountability with a local goverent
councilor. In this regard, citizens who belongtganized groups in the countryside feel themseiés to
take actions to back up any political demands.

Attitudinal Explanations

Our attitudinal data confirm the common notion tAftcans reason instrumentally. Popular consitiens
aboutthe performance of local government institutians uppermost in the entire model. Citizens juitige
political responsiveness of elected councilorsgpially in terms of whether local government colseie
seen to perform “well.” This rational calculatisnshaped partly by acknowledgment that local aitike
sometimes deliver substantive improvements likd-mealintained roads and clean market places (sele Tab
5). Butitis also driven by popular approval geoness in local government procedures, for examipén
councils publicize work plans and budgets and wwaitizens in decision-making (see Table 6).

Thus, popular conceptions of institutional perfontarefer to political goods as well as to econogoiods.
Indeed, a basket of political procedures is mangly associated with political responsiveness tba
battery of substantive servic®sThis result suggests that, while citizens expletivery on both economic
and political fronts, the processtodwcouncils operate is even more important to the lamguthan the
substance oivhatcouncils actually deliver. In other words, whenames to designing and implementing
local-level development activities, citizens mayivae willing to trade off a measure of economic
performance in return for guarantees of politicablvement. If they feel they have an ownershikstin
the political process, they are more likely to featisfied with substantive outcomes.

Perceptions of official corruptiotend to undermine such positive sentiments. tifams associate local
government councilors with corrupt practices theytdiscredit them as responsive leaders. Streggtive
relationships between perceived corruption andatisgfaction with the performance of political leesland
institutions is consistent across African countfiaghis survey) and across time (as measuredaviqus
rounds of Afrobarometer surveys). Indeed, popabarcerns about official corruption are sufficiergtyong
and corrosive to partially offset — even if theyrdi completely counteract or eliminate — positive
performance evaluations. It is worth noting, hoarethat perceptions of official corruption basedromor
or presumption may not be well founded. For te&spn it is necessary to complement attitudinal déth
behavioral indicators of involvement in corruptsactions, as we do below.

But before leaving the discussion of politicaltatiies we wish to comment political efficacy Not
surprisingly, and as predicted, citizens who fegbpnally competent to make councilors listen aneem
likely to report that, in fact, councilodo listen. While this is a statistically significapibservation, it
epitomizes the problem of mutuality (“endogeneitgihong political attitudes that this analysis sdeks
escape. That being said, it is nonetheless wartihgnthat responsiveness among councilors isdegaee
dependent on the existence of a self-confidertesitiy. If citizens feel powerless, then the protpéor
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political responsiveness, representation, and axtability are surely dim. By contrast, if citizefeel sure
of themselves in making political demands, leadeesmore likely to respond. And if, as we expect,
political responsiveness depends in good part\dn participation, then a precondition for citizens
undertake objective political actions may well battthey harbor a robust subjective sense of paliti
efficacy.

Behavioral Explanations
Thus we turn, finally, to behavioral explanatiotssthere evidence that self-reported political védva are
positively linked to responsive leadership in logaVernment?

At first, the evidence seems positive, but weake Significant coefficient fovoting has the correct positive
sign, but it is small. We attribute this resulthe proxy indicator; it measures a respondentisatut in the
last national, not local, election. All we canfdothe moment is speculate that appropriate datadv
provide a more forceful finding.

A scale ofpolitical activismbetween elections provides a much more compaléiaglt. To recall, this index
captures a range of citizen initiatives from cotitegca councilor, though joining others in colleetiaction,
to getting in touch with the mass media outlete (Bable 12). Table 16 demonstrates that citizers ave
politically active between elections are strongig aignificantly more likely to regard local goveraent
councilors as being responsive.

This relationship — the second strongest in theaftbd suggests key mechanisms whereby activism helps
prepare the way to accountability. The most effeanethod of securing responsiveness is for cisze
use formal channels to make in-person overturetettied representatives. Direct, face-to-faceéamis
reportedly elicit the strongest response amongaiibns considered. They work best when citizens
approach councilors in a group (rather than orr then) and raise community-wide (rather than peagon
problems (not shown in Table 16). In additiontolsformal approaches, other effective forms ofverh
circumvent official channels of representationtizens who independently “join with others in the
community to address a problem” or who take théler to “other community, religious or traditional
leaders” are also likely to perceive high levelsafincilor responsiveness (noOt shown in Table V&g
infer from these results that local government cilars are most likely to respond to mass demartusw
faced with collective requests to solve communightems. Moreover, these leaders are susceptible t
organized mass mobilization and popular presswsserted indirectly through informal leaders.

Does taxation help to obtain representation? Fesssthis perennial question in the context ofcafrilocal
governments we employ our scalgaf paymentwhich measures the number of taxes reportedty Ipai
each survey respondent (see Table 14). Our exjmetcthased on a prodigious literature on the pasitnk
between taxation and representation, was thaeogizvho complied with their tax obligations woull b
more likely to successfully insist on responsiveagoance. But we must report that, as modeled teexe
payment hasio observable effect whatsoevendeed, our indicator for this behavioc@mmpletelyunrelated
to the dependent variable.

The implications are potentially profound. Othgings equal, we can find no evidence that Africidizens
employ payments for public services as leverage iwgr local government representatives. In toal
government arena, the processes of meeting tagatioihs and holding leaders accountable seem to be
entirely disconnected. Several interpretationgpassible. Perhaps Africans correctly perceive lteal
authorities have limited functions and that itusilé to demand responsiveness from local lea@sysecially
when central government ministries are the mairefigiaries of the school and clinic fees that npesiple
pay. Or perhaps everyone knows that only a mipofiadults — we estimate about one quarter — Hgtua
hands over any kind of payment directly to a lgmlernment council. With such a narrow tax base,
taxpayers may feel aggrieved that they carry aaiubfirden in paying for the provision of widelspersed
public goods.
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Alternatively, the citizen-councilor linkage may bistorted bycorruption Is the universal right to demand
accountability based on tax compliance displaced pgrticularistic claim for special treatment ésponse
to bribe payment? Table 16 reports trace evidemtigs effect. Note that we now employ a behalior
indicator of corruption that measures whether iitlils actually participated in corrupt transacsidny
offering “bribes, gifts or favors” to public offials during the past year. While the relationskamwieen
corruption experiences and perceived responsivesess especially strong, it is statistically sfgrant.
More to the point the connectionpssitive a result that runs counter to conventional exgigzts. In other
words, citizens who try to purchase special treatrfrem a public official by offering some sort sitle
payment, are usually satisfied with the outcombe more frequently they offer bribes, the gredter t
responsiveness they perceive among local governocoimicilors.

Taken alone, this troubling result might seem arloosa But it confirms findings from other studigfs
service satisfaction, democratic supply, and tolee=of graft that corrupt behavior sometimes bémefi
supposed “victims” (Bratton 2009a; Bratton 2009bha@g and Kerr 2009). The net implication for A#m
local governments is that experience with corruptisrupts the taxation-representation rule. SoiiEens
are able to gain preferential access to politiepfesentation by making payments outside of thedbtax
system. And those who are honest enough to pag taave reason to worry, either that their contiiGing
will be misappropriated by corrupt officials, oattcompliance with the tax laws will not lead te tolitical
responsiveness they seek. Or both.

Table 16: Perceived Responsiveness of Local Government Councilors, Multivariate Regression, 20
African Countries, 2008

B S.E. Beta p

Social Characteristics

Rural Resident 122 .022 .062 .000

Female -.034 .020 -.017 .089

Member of religious association .021 .012 20.0 .080

Member of voluntary association .060 .011 62.0 .000
Political Attitudes

Perceives positive local govt. performance .336 .016 .239 .000

Perceives corruption among councifors -.095 .012 -.082 .000

Feels politically efficaciods .048 .010 .055 .000
Political Behaviors

Voted in last election .062 .022 .029 .006

Is active politically between electidns .048 .005 .100 .000

Pays taxés -.002 .007 .000 .997

Has experienced corruptfon .037 .017 .023 .029
Constant .400 .079 .000

Adjusted R squared = .193
Standard error of the estimate = .872
Trimmed model (most non-significant predictor vatés are excluded)
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Coefficients calculated with country fixed effe@®t shown)

Zimbabwe (median responsiveness score) is theergfercategory for 19 country dummies.
Average scale of 12 items (6 substantive apmb6edural) (see Tables 5, 6 and 7)

For question wording, see notes to Table 10

For question wording, see notes to Table 11

Additive scale of number of political actiorseé Table 12)

Additive scale of number of taxes paid (sebl@d4)

Average construct of two bribery indicatorse(3able 15)

ok whpE

Conclusions

This paper has explored the link between citizemsealected leaders within the local governmentaren
across 20 African countries. We have sought tetstdnd the conditions — especially the behavioral
conditions — under which ordinary people might cambelieve that local government representatives a
responsive to their needs.

The main findings are as follows:

* Africans interviewed by the Afrobarometer in B)Bave mixed feelings about the responsiveness of
elected local government councilors. Only abowt thrird feel that these leaders listen regularhyiat
their constituents have to say. Another one tthinak they listen occasionally, but a final onédhreport
that councilors never listen. On balance, howdeerl councilors are seen as more responsiveldaalers
elected to national political office.

* Citizens regard local government councils askieatitutions with limited functions. They atttite
responsibility for most governmental tasks, inchgdiocal service delivery, to central government
institutions. And they regard certain other fuoot — like dispute resolution and environmentahicig — as
the prime responsibility of traditional and comntyrirganizations. Land allocation is the only ftioe
seen as the main preserve of local government.

* The Africans we interviewed seemed to lack infation on the fiscal foundations of local admiratibn:
up to one third of respondents say “don’t know” wigced with questions about tax collection or keidg
management.

* In general, local governments are seen to perfoetow par. Indeed, there is no function or praceddn
which a majority of citizens consider that theirrosouncil authority is performing “well.” Peoplesa
especially unhappy with council performance atgraéing citizens into the agenda-setting and deagisi
making processes of local self-government.

* Perhaps as a result, the Africans we interviehade instrumental views about political responsass.
In other words, they tend to assess the openndgsadfieaders to popular demands mainly in terfns o
institutional performance at “delivering the godds this regard, people regard the provision of
opportunities for political participation even mdrighly than the delivery of concrete benefits hiiell-
maintained roads and markets.

* While our main aim was to explore whether leatigr responsiveness is susceptible to popularigalit
action (i.e. behaviors), we cannot discount thaiptnt influence of mass attitudes. Our multiari
analysis shows that local government councilorggasen credit for listening to the extent thatzdtns feel
politically efficacious and see their leaders asaurupted.

* But mass behavior matters in at least one ingmbrivay: the more that citizens are politicallyivaein the
local political arena between elections, the mesponsiveness they attribute to local council@sect,
face-to-face contact with these leaders — espg@alimatters of communal interest — is the mostotiffe
measure that citizens can take to ensure a polisgsponse. But indirect efforts at collectivei@etin the
community and lobbying through informal leaders aseful methods too.
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* Against expectations, we find that taxation doetlead to representation in African local goveemt.
Other things equal, there is no connection betweemumber of taxes or fees that a citizen payshandr
her perception that councilors are responsive.ré@ard the absence of this conventional tax linkegthe
most important factor limiting political accounthtyiin African local government arenas.

* Also against expectations, but consistent witteeerging literature, we find that corruption iy
displaces taxation in linking people and leadéfitizen behavior includes offering bribes to fiab
officials, then perceptions of political responsiess rise. Disassembling this perverse link iiga priority
item for governance reforms in African local govaent.
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! See a parallel analysis by Carolyn Logan undepthsent contract. Thanks are due to Carolyn LagahOlufunmbi
Elemo for comments on an earlier draft of this pape

2 The Afrobarometer is a joint enterprise of the @efidr Democratic Development (CDD-Ghana), theitas for
Democracy in South Africa (Idasa) and the InstifoteEmpirical Research in Political Economy (IREE@nin).
Michigan State University and the University of @apown provide technical and advisory support sesii
Fieldwork, data entry, preliminary analysis, and tlissemination of survey results are conducteNdijonal Partner
organizations in each African country. Fieldwook Round 4 Afrobarometer surveys was conducted®iAftican
countries between March and December 2008 andritbizaand Zimbabwe in mid-2009. All Afrobarometer
interviews — totalling 27,713 in Round 4 — are asetdd face-to-face by trained fieldworkers in theguage of the
respondent’s choice. Respondents are selected asandom, stratified, multistage, national prolitsgtsample
representing adult citizens aged 18 years. Eachtopsample yields a margin of error of +/- 3 menage points at a
95 percent confidence level. The pooled, crossyrgisample is equally weighted to standardizeomatli samples at n
=1200, yielding a weighted sample size of 24,080te that Afrobarometer surveys can only be coratliot the
continent’s most open societies. Hence the redolisot represent the continent — or Africans a aole.

% In some countries — including Botswana, GhandaMia— a minority of councilors are appointed (Usuby the
President or the Minister of Local Government, pgshin consultation with local interest groupsgnjoyex officio
membership (for example, traditional leaders or N@fZials).

* Using 2008 AB R4 data, factor analysis (principaiponents) extracts a single poverty dimensiahdhptures 53
percent of the variance and is reliable (Alpha83)7

® There is less variance in the scale of procequggbrmance than in the scale of substantive pmdace. This
regularity suggests that respondents find it paldity hard to discriminate among items of procedlperformance,
perhaps because they lack enough information. eshdbe remarkably high reliability statistic or ghrocedural
dimension (see next footnote) suggests that thesesicontain a response set bias.

® Factor analysis produces a coherent scale ofanth& performance from the six items in Tablé\pha = .824)
The same goes for procedural performance baseukosix items in Table 6 (Alpha =.946). When the tlimensions
are combined, factor analysis also generates aeathecale of overall local government performaf#dpha =.906).

" This approach is preferable to using an indicaf@xternal efficacy, which would run dangerousiyse to measuring
governmental responsiveness, thus risking a cirewgument in the current analysis.

8 One possible reason is that more than one-thirdspondents (35 percent) fear that “people capuéshed by
government officials if they make complaints abpobr quality services or misuse of funds.”

° Gender (and religious group membership) are fogmit only at a relaxed level (p<.100).

19 The political goods basket contains the iteniBahle 6 (r =.289). The economic goods batteryides the items in
Table 5 (r =. 201).

1 Compare beta coefficients for performance (.28®) activism (.100). If performance is disaggredanto its
substantive and procedural components, howevar ttieeexplanatory power of the activism scale eddesd of (or at
least equals) a purely economic or material (ubstantive) interpretation of performance (bet@$8).

12 =197
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