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The Roots of Resilience:
Exploring Popular Support for African Traditional A uthorities

Abstract

By 2010, it has become clear that in most of Africaditional authorities are a resilient lot, jast much a
part of the “modern” political landscape as any stibation, legislature or local council. Analystave
proposed a wide array of possible explanationsttits phenomenon, focusing variously on sources of
legitimacy, issues of performance or function, deddership qualities. They draw sharply different
conclusions, most notably with regard to whetherythelieve that traditional authorities survive ahdve
because of the preferences of the mass publicplgrat the behest of the state, and in fact in sjgjom to
the popular will. Data collected in 19 countriesidg Round 4 (2008-2009) of the Afrobarometeraiais

to explore these hypotheses more systematicallyoaral larger scale than previous analyses. Tiknfis
are somewhat startling in the intensity of the supfor traditional authority that they reveal, gpeating a
stark challenge to those who still argue that tiawial leadership is an unabashedly negative acitieldly
undemocratic force in Africa. While Africans finldese leaders to be flawed, they nonetheless leefieat
traditional authorities have an essential roleltty fin local governance. They place considerableeson
the role traditional authorities play in managimgl aesolving conflict, and on their leadership dfied and
their accessibility to ordinary people. There isoaevidence to suggest that traditional leadeay pin
essential symbolic role as representatives of canitinidentity, unity, continuity and stability. Ifact, the
evidence suggests that traditional leaders dehe# support at least as much framho they areas from
what they do
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Introduction

By 2010, it has become clear that in most of Africaditional authorities are here to stay, attléasthe
foreseeable future. They are just as much a paned'modern” political landscape across mosthef t
continent as any constitution, legislature or lamalncil. The nature, scope, and sources of ¢hehority,
as well as their titles, their official status, ahd perks of office that they enjoy, vary widety@ss
communities and countries. But traditional leadeesclearly a resilient lot: they still exerciagbfic
authority in at least the rural zones of most df-Saharan African, and often well beyond. Moreptrezy
have in many countries been resurgent. They hacaessfully reasserted themselves under the asspice
political liberalization, democratization, and detalization, frequently succeeding in carving netv
political space for themselves, especially, thonghonly, in the arena of local governance.

What is far less clear is why this should be sowHlid these institutions manage to survive deshite
frequent efforts of authoritarian states to mariggeaor even eradicate them, efforts that sometispesined
decades? And why, in an era in which electordtipslhave swept across much of the African comtine
has this explicitly non-elected form of leadershd only survived but quite evidently thrived, dissphe
fact that their very existence is seen by somedmbenge, if not an open threat, to democradésfalysts
have proposed a wide array of possible explanafmrthis phenomenon, focusing variously on sounfes
legitimacy, issues of performance or function, sadlership qualities. They draw sharply different
conclusions, most notably with regard to whethegtbelieve that traditional authorities survive dmdve
because of the preferences of the mass publiglprad the behest of the state, and in fact in sjtjpm to
the popular will.

To date, most of this research has relied on astasly approach, taking an in-depth look at thefthincy
in particular countries or communities. But thioimal interviews and small-N surveys often conddais
part of these studies do not necessarily allovowahieve a clear and unbiased view of the broatiqu
perspective on traditional authorities. Moreotke high degree of variability often observed agros
traditional authority areas (Oomen 2000; Willian®@d.@) highlights the need to test some of these thgses
more systematically and on a larger scale. Ddtaated during Round 4 of the Afrobarometer in 2008
2009 in 19 African countries allows us to do jugttt The Round 4 survey instrument containedgetad
module of questions on traditional authority thadlkeles us to explore these questions comparatiwesiing
alternative hypotheses about resilience.

The findings are perhaps somewhat startling irirttemsity of the support for traditional authorihat they
reveal. Large majorities believe that the insititutshould still play a significant role in locabgrnance,
and this support cuts across essentially all sdefmographic groups. These results present adtatlenge
to those who still argue, in the “modernist” maldat traditional leadership is an unabashedly megaind
decidedly undemocratic force in Africa, represemtincollection of unpopular collaborators with co&d,
authoritarian and apartheid regimes. Instead,meethat while Africans find these leaders to lzeviéd,
they nonetheless feel that traditional authoritiage an essential role to play in local governardest
importantly, the public places considerable valathton the role traditional authorities continuglay in
managing and resolving conflict, and on their leakigp qualities and their accessibility to ordinpgople.
In fact, the evidence suggests that traditionaldes derive their support at least as much frdmo they are
as fromwhat they do There is also evidence to suggest that traditiaders play an essential symbolic
role as representatives of community identity, yrébntinuity and stability.

In exploring these issues, we will begin with arwew of recent debates about the sources of<hief
continuing support. We will then highlight recé&ftobarometer findings, after which we will usedidata
to examine resiliency and test a number of thehygptheses concerning its sources.

Explaining Resilience

Mamdani (1996) offers one of the harshest and inéigential critiques of traditional leaders, debarg
them as the institutional embodiment of “decerzedidespotism.” He argues that the colonial state
captured traditional authorities by designatingnhies agents of indirect rule in rural Africa. $o doing, it
made chiefs upwardly accountable to the colonakssimultaneously divorcing them from rural
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communities. All vestiges of downward account&piliere eliminated, and with them went any local
legitimacy the chiefs may have enjoyed. MoreoireMamdani’'s view, the post-colonial state hastfe
most part replicated these patterns of authorityiateraction, continuing to use traditional autties as
their instruments of control over the vast ruraitbilands. He sees traditional leaders as, irt,shathing
without the state and the authority it bestows ugh@m, having no “independent or autonomous saofrce
legitimacy” (Williams 2010: 13), that is, no lodafitimacy.

But Mamdani’s argument is not without its contrdidics. It is true that in the last two decadetesthave
increasingly offered formal recognition and evestitationalization to traditional authorities, atidt they
have often done so with an eye toward capturingtlegiances of these leaders, and with it thessofeheir
constituents. But prior to 1990, as Mamdani hifnsetes, the record of African states’ treatment of
traditional leaders was much more mixed, and adtenot involved efforts to marginalize or even @bothe
chieftaincy, rather than use it to serve state @eep (although there are many examples of the &stevell).
Yet Mamdani fails to offer an adequate explanatorhow the chieftaincy has survived in the face of
sometimes overt and extended state attacks, ihghi¢ution is indeed as dependent on the statiésor
survival as he suggests.

Englebert (2000) offers a sharp counter-argumendm Englebert’s perspective, far from being therse
of any chiefly legitimacy, African states have bistally been in competition with traditional authies for
popular legitimacy. Rather than finding that chidérive what authority they have from the stageatyues
instead that the fundamental problem of the staféfiica has been its inability to establish itsrolbase of
legitimacy and draw support away from chiefs arfeotustomary sources of political authority. Hi¢es
that the efforts of historically illegitimate pospionial states to establish themselves often sook
revolutionary turn, aimed at “imposing the newetam the lives and minds of their citizens. . Il .tllese
regimes had in common their desire to quash comgetnters of institutional allegiance (ethnic
identification and ethnic-based political partiesravoften banned, as were customary chieftaindie$yrce
their societies into a new mold . . .” (97). Howe\Englebert observes that most of these revalatio
undertakings failed to meet their goals, most rigtabcause “the resilience of alternative loyaltiemained
too high.”(98) According to Englebert, Africa’samatrimonial politics in fact arises from the rexdition of
the states’ efforts toward co-opting customary arities after their attempts to overthrown thenhef@i with
an eye toward capturing the loyalty of their maoiofvers. Most importantly for the purposes ofthi
discussion, he finds that far from ruling merelyta behest of the state, the authority of custgreaders is
independent of the state, resilient, and rootetiérhistorical continuity of the institution and inoral claim
to rule.

Williams (2010) delves further into the claims biefs in South Africa to historical and moral |legiacy,
regarding the moral claims of the chieftaincy &ew source of sustained popular legitimacy. Heeus
that much as Mamdani may have been correct thatdlomial use of indirect rule changed the insiitutof
traditional authority in fundamental ways, this diot sever the moral and ideological connectiona/den
chiefs and their communities. He finds evidenc8auith Africa that communities “wanted the chieftai

to continue not only for what did on a daily basis, but because of whatéantto the community in the
broader sense.” (26, emphasis in original) Intédto resolving disputes or helping to provide
development (and to a lesser extent, maintain fehvoader and allocate land), he found frequentegefee to
the role of the chieftaincy in securing “disciplirtgnity, and respect” for the community, and pdinvg the
foundations for communal harmony and unity (26).

At the same time, Williams asserts that chiefs2rad a symbol of unity is neither uncontested nfficgent
to secure their position in society. He preseritaw@tiple legitimacies” framework, with importanbots in
Ekeh’s (1975) work on the “two publics” in Africad Galvan’s (2004) analysis of institutional syrtisma
(see also Schaffer 1998; Schatzberg 2001; and $8f8). He argues that the public assesses timesotd
both the state and traditional leaders to moratitegcy alongside of their claims to “performance
legitimacy,” which in South Africa, and likely in@st of Africa, is rooted in the delivery of devetnent and

2
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social services. He identifies this as a secoadaaof both cooperation and conflict between tatesind
the chieftaincy (though perhaps in Williams’ vievora often the latter) as both seek to claim criedit
successes and shift blame for failures. But nmopbitantly, he cites performance legitimacy asritical
part of the overall legitimation process” (29) aditional leaders, he argues, cannot survive oraimor
authority alone.

This issue of performance is in fact an increasipgévalent, perhaps dominant, thread in the neaxstnt
literature on the role and resilience of traditicsathorities. The crux of the performance arguniethat
the main reason traditional leaders continue torpeortant to rural communities is because of tlilera of
the state, at both central and especially locallevo perform or provide an effective alternati@éonne
2010, LiPuma and Koelble 2009; Brattenal. 2005; see also Williams 2010: 14-16). Local gawegnts,
on average, receive very poor performance ratimgsdst of Africa (Bratton 2010). The explanatidois
why this is so are varied. Ntsebeza (2005) focosebe impacts of globalization. He argues thatglobal
dominance of the neo-liberal agenda, which minisitbe role of the state in the economy, has pratiuce
weak states that may control the instruments ofcdae, but that are helpless when it comes to déling
services and development in rural areas. Othetssfon the lack of elite commitment to decentréitira
leaving nascent local governments powerless ardglitrelevant (Ribot 2001), or the lack of suffidietate
resources and capacity — both human and finand@kstablish a fully functioning local governmegstem
(Brattonet al. 2005; Keulder 1998). Still others highlight fhefficiency and ineffectiveness of a corrupt
and often anti-developmental state. In some caseb, as Malawi and Namibia, functioning local
governments have simply never been introducedawee been established so recently that traditic@aldrs
still remain virtually the only source of publictaority in rural areas.

But whatever the sources of poor government pediaag, an often implicit, and sometimes explicit,
assumption of performance-based explanations igahtack of a better alternative, local commugstiare
essentially forced, often against their will, tdyren traditional authorities to help them secureit most
basic needs. According to Ntsebeza, for examplee ‘argument that traditional authorities and their
structures are popular because rural residentseutiem is specious because using alternative ritigh s
not practical and the options of rural residentsgpose the present structures are very limit&i104: 85-
86). But whether or not local communities are \@dvas willing or unwilling followers of chiefs i
absence of an effective state, the implicatiorhisf €xplanatory framework is that, if and when goweent
institutions, especially at the local level, becamare effective in the delivery of public goods asavices,
this will signal the beginning of the end for triaminal authorities. They will no longer be a nesigsfor
survival, and their resilience would thus be theaat.

Ntsebeza (2004, 2005) focuses the core of his aegtyrhowever, not on performance but on function.
Taking Mamdani as his starting point, he arguesttaditional authorities are accountable upwad, n
downward, and are often feared by local communite®ly respected by them. But he moves the
discussion out of the realm of macro-level exis&ntebates about morality and legitimacy, and thi®
much more pragmatic realm of the incentives pefgile in their day-to-day struggles for existen@¢ith
reference especially to South Africa, he arguesttteability of traditional authorities to surviirethe face
of such adversity, including what he perceivesdalhostile rural peasantry, as well as a sometirossle
state, can be directly measured by the extent tohadhiefs continue to control land allocation. stsuthern
Africa, he finds that “traditional authorities degitheir authority from their control of the landbaation
process, rather than their popularity amongst thdifects . . . the need for land . . . compellgdlresidents
willy-nilly to cooperate with traditional authoris.” (2005: 22)

Linking functional and performance-based argumeritsot (2001) has drawn similar conclusions. Angui
that traditional authorities are “not necessamgresentative, legitimate or even liked by locglulations”
(70) he likewise concludes that it is chiefs’ caogd control over land and other resources thatvalthem
to maintain their leadership positions. He sugg#st local governments have been left in the bgld
central governments unwilling to take the risk efdlving real powers — including control over resau
management — to them, and “An elected body thavti€mpowered to effectively address the needs of i

3
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constituents is not likely to be highly respectedhie community’(45). In short, in Ribot’s vieveditimacy
follows power; as long as chiefs continue to cdrtritical resources, community members will tuon t
them, not because they like or respect them, eause it is the only way to get things done anck ritnexdr
critical needs, especially for access to land.

A similar functional argument, albeit usually leegatively cast, might be made about the critiok chiefs
still play in adjudicating disputes and managingftict, at the family, intra- and sometimes intemamunal
levels. The specifics of chiefs’ duties vary wigdatross countries and communities. But with their
particular knowledge of community histories andlitians, as well as, in many cases, of the indialdu
involved, traditional authorities are often regat@s much better suited for handling dispute remoiand
conflict management than formal organs of the stath as the police and courts, or local countidgén
2008). We could therefore posit that it is chigfde in resolving local disputes and managing comah
conflict, rather than, or in addition to, their ¢t over land, that makes them indispensable éneyes of
community members.

Alternatively, chiefs’ role in representing and ggeving the culture and identity of community mensbe
may be a key driver of popular support. Traditideaders may fulfill this function not just throughe
specific cultural and ceremonial roles that thegypbut through their very existence as an ingbinz
symbol of an enduring community and the norms axides that have shaped it (however changed they may
be from the pre-colonial era). Williams (2010) gests that: “The notion that the people are boagdther
with the chieftaincy and that the chieftaincy givasaning to the identity of the people is an exalgm
powerful idea that might be difficult for many take seriously” (26). Of course, it is also possiiol cast
this chiefly function as a symbol of communal idignin a more negative light as well, since the
communities that traditional authorities symbolael represent are, most of the time, sub-natianal,
ethnically-based. To the extent that allegianca ¢hief and the community he or she representgsain
the expense dalllegiance to national identity, support for chiefight be regarded as bad for political
stability and the African nation-state. And thisicern may be especially pronounced in those cesntr
where ethnic tensions are high. However, the ndtiat “identity” is a zero-sum concept, and that
allegiance to one identity only comes at the expafisnother, is open to question. As MacLean@201
notes, “Local identities are not being definitivelpished or progressively replaced with attachreetite
nation-state, but instead being reconstructed impticated and particular ways. . . . citizenshigetpis not a
simple, linear zero-sum competition between natiand other competing identities.” (212) We wéturn
to this issue later in the discussion.

Finally, we turn to explanations that are basedomathatchiefs do but ommowthey do it, i.e., a set of
explanations that privileges the characteristicsaafitional authorities and the ways in which thatgract
with their communities, rather than the outcomésaditional leaders’ “closeness to the peopleymdally
regarded as one of the key advantages of theditistit Chiefs usually reside in close physicabqroty to
the communities they serve. But even more impdytatiese institutions tend to function according
norms and rules — both formal and often informalith which people are deeply familiar. Proximityc
familiarity are likely to enhance participation aaccessibility (Logan 2002; Oomen 2000; Owusu 1992)
People know, for example, how and when they camcagi chiefs to raise problems or voice their needs
And closeness and familiarity may also yield acdahbitity in some forms, albeit rarely in an electcsense.
Certainly, as Williams (2010) makes clear, communiembers do havexpectation®f what the
chieftaincy should do for them. And to the exténatt people understand the (mostly informal) ruieder
which chiefs operate, they know when those rulesvanlated, and they know what steps they cantiake
achieve redress. At the same time, proximity aigans that chiefs tend to be intimately familiattwtheir
communities and the needs of their constituentsr{be 2010).

Politicians and civil servants, on the other hard, often further removed from the communities thay
are supposed to serve. They tend to be more edtliaatl “modernized” than chiefs (Logan 2002), often
answer to their political parties or to central gmuments more than to local communities (Ribot 208dd
frequently come from outside these communitieserattian being embedded within them (Helle-Valle
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2002). Helle-Vvalle (2002), for example, paintsietyre of stark contrast between how chiefs and civ
servants operate in rural Batswana communitie$, ebitefs operating far more in the open — bothditg
and figuratively — than their formal government etasparts. And Logan (2009) reports survey finding
showing that Africans tend to rate their traditibleaders modestly higher than elected leadersring of
their trustworthiness and willingness to listerotdinary people, as well as their freedom from aption.
Moreover, politicians and civil servants operatéhin a system of local government — possibly, thongt
necessarily, democratic and decentralized — thatliatively speaking, a recent innovation in nafsAfrica.
They are thus governed (officially at least) byeaaf formal rules and norms that are not deeglyamed in
local culture. As such, in at least some respaete institutions of local governance may be es®ssible,
participatory, and accountable than institutiongraditional authority. In short, then, this expdéion
suggests that it is the familiarity and accessibof traditional authorities that fundamentallydemlies the
continuing value that local communities place iarth

Finally, it is worth noting yet another alternatierplanation for resilience that emerges from diissussion
of leadership attributes and the prior review of@renance-based explanations. In short, as notedy of
the performance-based arguments for the resiliehtraditional leaders focus on the failures ohfiat
government institutions, leaving traditional auities as the only viable alternative. Howeverigmiicant
variant of this argument takes a more positive yigwggesting that, because chiefs may have bettessito
and awareness of their communities, it is therelf@meficial — perhaps even essential — that ek
togetherwith local governments in order for communitiesithieve development. In short, from this
perspective chiefs are valued not ask@rnativeto local government, but rather as a critmainplemento
it (see e.g., Williams 2010; Logan 2009; Oomen 2@Ausu 1996).

We now turn to a review of recent Afrobarometeadat attitudes relating to traditional authoritiebjch
will serve as the basis for testing may of theserahtive hypotheses regarding the resilienceanfitipnal
leaders in the following sections.

Traditional Leaders and the Exercise of Local Authoity, Circa 2008

The data reported on here were gathered in oveb@6ace-to-face interviews conducted in 19 coestin
2008-2009 during Round 4 of the Afrobarométéfhe Afrobarometer implements nationally represtve,
clustered, stratified area probability samples miclh every adult citizen has an equal and knowmchaf
inclusion. Sample sizes range from approximat20ito 2400 respondents per country. Howevehen t
statistics reported here, the data are weighteepie@sent each country equally (n=1200). The cgdatel
margin of sampling error never exceeds 3 perceatd&t percent confidence level. We caution thdeea
that because Afrobarometer surveys are concentiratzlintries that have undergone at least somesdeg
of political and economic liberalization in thetlaso decades (although there are exceptions)e ttessilts
generally represent the continent’s most open sesiand cannot necessarily be taken as representét
sub-Saharan Africa as a whdle.

What Functions?

We begin by examining the roles currently playedrbgitional leaders in managing key public tasked
the results indicate that popular perceptions e$¢troles largely conform with the conventionaldeis.
We asked respondents, “Who do you think actualbpninary responsibility for managing each of the
following tasks? Is it central government, locatgrnment, traditional leaders, or members of your

*In Round 4, Afrobarometer surveys were conduate2i countries: Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Gégrele,
Ghana, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Mal&lalj, Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria, Senegal, Soitfica,
Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe. This anabsitudes Cape Verde since there are no traditieumlorities in
the country, and questions about traditional lea@are not asked.

2 For more information on the Afrobarometer, vikié website alvww.afrobarometer.org
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community?® The question referred to eight areas of respditgitincluding: keeping the community
clean, managing schools and health clinics, catigéhcome taxes, solving local disputes, allogatand,
protecting rivers and forests, and maintaining ¢aa order.

Not surprisingly, the influence of traditional lesad is most evident with respect to solving lodspdtes,
where they are perceived to play a greater role dither local or central government (Figure 1t Bere
are enormous cross-country differences in theiligton of this task (Figure 2). In six countriegesotho,
Botswana, Ghana, Malawi, Kenya and Zimbabwe — thdipbelieves that traditional leaders still doati®
the resolution of local disputes, far surpassingaher actor. And while they are less dominari¥iali and
Zambia, they are still far more important than lggavernment. In several other countries, inclgdin
Senegal, Liberia, Uganda, Nigeria and Burkina Faadjtional authorities and local governmentsaire
roughly equal importance. But in four — Benin, Mgédscar, South Africa and Tanzania — the role of
traditional leaders appears to be relatively maigiocal governments play the dominant role irohésg
local conflicts in these countries.

Figure 1. Perceived Digribution of Responsihility for Managing Key Public Tasks

70
60
50
40
30 - [
20 -
10 4
0 -
Solving Local Allocating Protecting Maintaining  Keeping Collecting Managing Managing
Disputes Land Rivers and Law and Community Income Schools Health
Forests Order Clean Taxes Clinics
B Traditional Leaders OLocal Government B Central Government
“WWh

o do you think actually has primary responsibifity managing each of the following tasks? s iitcal government,
local government, traditional leaders, or membergaur community?”

% In Nigeria, “state government” was also mentioitethe list of options. In Mozambique, the optiafitraditional
leaders was inadvertently left off of the questaine, so results for Mozambique are not availabteHis question.
6
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Figure 2: Role of Traditional Leadersvs. Local Government in Resolving Local Conflicts
(% primary responsibility)
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As is widely understood, traditional authorities@mtontinue to play a key role in allocating laakhough in
this case, on average, local governments are sesonzewhat more important, and overall resporsilfdr
this task appears to be relatively equally dividetbss traditional authorities, local and centmlegnments.
Respondents report that traditional leaders domitias task in only three countries: Ghana, Maland
Zimbabwe (Figure 3). In Tanzania and Madagasoarpntrast, they play virtually no role. Other oties
reflect more mixed patterts.

In contrast, the public reports that traditionathauities play only a small role in environmentabtection,
and in maintaining law and order, perhaps throbglr ieadership of customary courts that in sonsega
handle petty crime as well as domestic and cigesa But the public perceives almost no roleHent in
managing schools and health clinics, nor even liecting taxes — once a primary responsibility atrm
traditional authorities under colonial rule. Thare, however, occasional exceptions. Most notaitly
Lesotho fully 29 percent credit local chiefs wittinpary responsibility for maintaining law and org2b
percent with the task of protecting rivers and $tseand 21 percent with keeping the communityrcle@nd
roughly one in four also attributes responsibiliy preserving rivers and forests to chiefs in Zabte (28
percent), Ghana (24 percent), Malawi and Zambig€r8ent each).

How I nfluential ?

But this is not necessarily the whole story withanel to the role of chiefs. While “local governrtiemay
play a greater role than traditional leaders ontrigssies, and in some countries it is the domiaattr even
in the key traditional domains of chiefly authorityand allocation and conflict resolution — in ngan
countries traditional leaders are playing a growislgwithin local government, rather than separately from
or alongside of it. As chiefs increasingly adviseal councils, occupy seats (albeit often advismrpon-
voting ones), or even run for office themselves, dfstinctions between local government and traioiti
authorities may become somewhat blurred. Thug) #ve a given community chiefs are not regarded a

* As noted by Baldwin (2010), there can also beiiamt cross-regional differences in responsesiatie role of
traditional leaders within each country.
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having primary responsibility for a task, they nmpnetheless be involved in managing it indiredtiptigh
their participation in organs of local government.

Figure 3: Role of Traditional Leadersvs. Local Government in Allocating Land
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To explore this issue further, we turn to a questiat asks more broadly about the role of tradiio
leaders. “How much influence do traditional leadaurrently have in governing your local commuriity?
Half of respondents (49 percent) report that trawl@tl authorities wield significant influence (edtt'some”
or “a great deal”), compared to 39 percent who riepo or only low levels of influence (Table 1).0N
surprisingly, urban respondents are less likelgapthat traditional leaders are important (42 get)cthan
their rural counterparts (53 percent). But giviem general assumption that traditional leadership i
predominantly a rural phenomenon (see e.g., Mant86), it is perhaps more surprising that the nrba
rural difference, while sizeable, is not far greateoughly equal proportions of urbanites ratditranal
leaders as having significant (42 percent) verslatively insignificant (44 percent) influenceAt the same
time, fully one-third of rural Africans (36 percgto not rate the role of their traditional autties as
important in governing their local communities.

® We cannot necessarily rule out the possibility,thénen asked about traditional leaders, some urespondents
might have been referring to their ancestral hamreiial communities. However, these items abaditional leaders
were placed immediately after a set of questiokBigsabout various assessments of the respondeamtisicipal or
local council” on the questionnaire, clearly refesiag the local community where the interview wagly conducted.
We therefore find it unlikely that many urban resgents would have then shifted their point of refiee to rural
communities when asked about the influence of ticathl leaders “in governing your local communityCopies of
Afrobarometer questionnaires can be found at
http://www.afrobarometer.org/index.php?option=comntent&view=category&layout=blog&id=42&Itemid=28
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Table 1: Influence of Traditional Leaders (percent)

Urban Rural Total
None 20 15 17
A small amount 24 21 22
Some 22 23 23
A great deal 20 30 27
Don't know 14 11 12

How much influence do traditional leaders curreritBve in governing your local community?

It is unsurprising that there are again very sutithcross-national differences on this questigigire 4).
Roughly three-quarters of Malawians (74 percerithbabweans (73 percent) and Batswana (71 percent)
report that their traditional leaders wield sigegfint influence (“some” or “a great deal”), compateglst 20
percent in Tanzania, and a mere 13 percent in

We note an emerging pattern: while it is quite cteat the authority of traditional leaders is hetthering
away” in most of these countries, it is equallyaclthat this does indeed appear to be the casvara of
them, most notably Tanzania and Madagascar. Nyerefforts to unify Tanzania’'s many disparate &thn
groups by building a common sense of linguistic amtural identity appear to have succeeded omaben
of levels in Tanzania. One result appears to h&en the near total marginalization of traditional
leadership. In Madagascar, the roots of this figdire still unclear, and warrant further explanafi

® We note that responses on this question are hagithelated with the average level of responsipéitributed to
traditional leaders across the eight individuak$asovered in the previous question. That ishatdountry level, the
mean number attributing responsibility to traditibleaders across eight tasks is highly correlé®@edirson’s r=.851**)
with the percent saying they have “some” or “a gdEal” of influence in their local communities.

” In fact, we note that several analysts quite faamith Madagascar have questioned these resufising that in their
own experience, traditional leaders still play anenportant role in the country. But there is nohsensus on this.
We are still exploring these findings to come toetter understanding of what explains Madagascartiger status on
this issue.

9
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Figure 4: Perceived I nfluence of Traditional Leaders, by Country (2008-9)
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Moreor Less?

Now we turn to the question that perhaps bestaisfldne current popularity and resilience of tiadil
leaders, at least in the eyes of ordinary AfricaWhen asked whether they want more or less of thei
traditional leaders, the clear and (almost) unaomig answer is: more. We asked simply: “Do yonkthi
that the amount of influence traditional leadengehia governing your local community should inceastay
the same, or decrease?” Across 19 countriesjcarsalority of 58 percent indicate that they wolike to
see the influence of traditional leaders increasdiding more than one in three (36 percent) wWtiokt that
their influence should increase a lot (Figure Bhis compares to a mere 8 percent who feel thélirdnce
should decrease. One in five (20 percent) seeead for change, while 14 percent are uncertaire eXtent
to which this resulboverwhelminglyfavors a strong continuing role for traditionaldees is hard to overstate.
It presents particular challenges to those sudiaaadani (1996), Ntsebeza (2005) and Ribot (20019 wh
have argued most forcefully that traditional leadme unpopular, often reviled as past collabosatord
viewed with suspicion as instruments of often-stilpressive states.

1C
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In fact, Table 2 makes it clear that the shardno$¢ who might be characterized as “anti-chieiii ifact a
very small minority. About one in five (21 percgaither think that chiefs already have limiteduehce
and want it to stay this way (10 percent, with Arot3 percent uncertain), or would like to seerthei
influence decrease from its current levels (8 pajce Another 10 percent seems entirely uncertaiaple
to answer questions about either their currenesirdd level of influence — we can probably assthagthis
indicates that traditional authorities are fairlinor players in these communities as well. Bus thaves
fully 70 percent either content with a chieftaintbgt already has significant influence (i.e., higinrent
influence and “stay the same” in future), or whéieébee that it should have more influence than iesloFar
from indicating a waning chieftaincy ruling a popce that is essentially coerced into relying omrtlolele to
lack of alternatives or to their dependence onfsHi@ land and survival, this suggests a chieftaithat is
indeed resurgent, and, in a word, popular, enjotliegsolid backing of a considerable majority ofiédns.

Figure5: Influence Traditional Leaders Should Have

OIncrease
B Decrease

O Stay the same

ODon't know

58

Table 2: Current Influence vs. Preferred I nfluence

Influence Traditional Leaders Do Have

Influence ,
Traditional Leaders None A small Some A great Don't Total

amount deal know
Should Have
Decrease a lot 2 1 0 1 0 4
Decrease somewhat 1 1 1 1 0 4
Stay the same 4 6 5 5 1 20
Increase somewhat 3 7 8 4 1 21
Increase a lot 4 8 8 17 1 36
Don't know 3 0 0 0 10 14
TOTAL 17 22 23 27 12 100

This reflects an astonishing level of consensuthsnquestion. In 16 of the 19 countries, majesitiavor
increasing influence (Figure 6), with overwhelmigpport for this position evident in Botswana, Lteso
and Mali (79, 78 and 76 percent, respectively)erEwm South Africa and Tanzania — two of the cdeatr
where chiefs are least influential at present +gtiies are in favor of increasing their role Kaligh nearly
as many — 31 percent in South Africa and 28 pelicehanzania — say they “don’t know”). Malagasy
responses stand out, and are again somewhat caliviguas fully 55 percent responded that they “don’
know” how much influence traditional leaders shoodde.

11
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Figure6: I nfluence Traditional Leaders Should Have
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“Do you think the amount of influence traditionakblders should have in governing your local comnywstibuld
increase, stay the same, or decrease?”

Pro-chief attitudes are also remarkably resilienbss all socio-economic and demographic categories
(Table 3). Although there are significant diffecen, especially across education categories, riiagom all
groups, even among the most educated, would liseéahe role of traditional leaders increase. Wathen
and youth appear to be no less attached to thituitien than men and the most elderly respondents.
Moreover even where there are differences in levetsipport, they are accounted for primarily byst
who say their role should stay the same. Acrdsgrailips, equally small numbers — less than 10gugiin
all cases —think their role should decrease. Féerences are evident across either gender or agese
initial results suggest that while there may be atining to the standard modernization thesis suggettat
that urbanization and education will reduce supfmrtraditional leadership, the power of this exption is
likely to be limited. We will test these relatidmgs more thoroughly in the following section.
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Table 3: Socio-Demographics and Support for Traditional Leadership (percent)

Do you think the amount of influence traditional
leaders should have in governing your local
community should increase, stay the same, or

decrease?
Stay the Don't
Increase Decrease
Same know
Gender
Men 59 21 9 12
Women 57 20 7 16
Age
18-30 58 21 8 14
31-45 58 20 9 14
46-60 57 20 8 15
Over 60 58 20 8 14
Location
Urban 53 22 9 16
Rural 60 19 7 13
Education
None / Informal only 64 16 6 14
Primary some/complete 58 19 8 15
Secondary some/complete 55 23 9 14
Post-secondary 52 26 9 13

L eadership Qualities

Analysis of earlier rounds of Afrobarometer dataering seven countries revealed two key findingsgédn

2009). First, traditional leaders on average rdrdansistently above other leaders with respetttei

trustworthiness and other positive attributes (witme minor exceptions), but not usually by widegimes.

Second, evaluations of traditional leaders andedlocal government representatives were stroaigtly
positivelylinked. Individuals seemed to display a “leadgrstifect” that inclined them in similar ways
toward all leaders, whether positively or negativah other words, rather than evidence of contipeti
between traditional and elected leaders in a zenogame for public support, we found evidence of

complementarity. The fortunes of traditional le@dend elected councilors appear to rise anddgéther.

Do these findings hold up in the Round 4 data di¥wEo a fair extent, they do. If we compare, for

example, trust in traditional leaders and trusboal government councilors (Figure 7), we see ithatost
countries, traditional leaders are somewhat maorgtdd. On average across 19 countries, 61 pdragat

considerable trust in traditional leaders, and &t@nt feel the same about local government caanscil
Traditional leaders are more trusted in all coesteéxcept Mozambique and our two regular outliers,

Tanzania and Madagascar, where local governmemicdots receive much higher ratings. Very similar

patterns prevail with respect to the level of pesa corruption, where there is a 7-point gap betwe

traditional leaders and local government councidm®ss 19 countries (not shown). Thus, in theoritgjof

countries, traditional leaders appear to be helbmewhat higher regard than local councilors.
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Figure7: Trustin Traditional Leaders and Local Government Councilors
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At the same time, ratings of the two are positivayrelated. Those who trust traditional leadeesadso
more likely, not less, to trust their local councd. As in the previous analysis, we see thatéminds of
our respondents, the fates of the two are posytiteked, rather than diametrically opposed aisften
assumed.

Traditional leaders’ greatest apparent advantage local councilors, however, is that people redhein as
markedly better listeners. There is a 14-pointlgetveen the number who rate traditional leadegoad
listeners (46 percent), and those who offer a aityilpositive assessment of local government cdonsc{32
percent) (Figure 7). The only two countries, agaihere local councilors outscore traditional atities are
Tanzania and Madagascar. And if these two outbentries are dropped from the count, the average
perceived “listening gap” climbs to fully 20 poin&4 percent versus 34 percent say they listereidfor
“always”).

Being “good listeners” (or at least, “better listesi’) may be a particularly valued trait of traoiital
authorities. Logan and Mattes (2011) link the ekte which people perceive their elected repregivmes to
be good listeners to the degree of regiegponsivenessr the extent to which governments actually
respond to popular demands and do what people viziatnond and Morlino (2005) identify responsiveses
as a core democratic quality, but Logan and Mditelsthat most Africans give their governments vpopr
ratings in this regard. African governments maylbimg a much better job of protecting individual
freedoms, and even advancing the rule of law anidming the quality of elections. But their alilib
interact with and respond to popular needs, présritnd demands lags far behind. Traditional ailtb®

may thus be filling a particularly glaring gap iretpractice of politics in many of these countries.

8 pearson’s r for trust in traditional leaders amttin local government councilors is .343**; fwrruption it is
A15%*,
14
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Figure7: Who Listens: Traditional Leadersvs. Local Government Councilors
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“How much of the time do you think the following their best to listen to what people like you hiveay?” (percent
often / always)

Thus, it appears that as suggested above, tragifiseders benefit from a substantially better éeslip
reputation, and show signs of being more accouatat “closer to the people” than politicians inesal
core respects. In the next section, we will turtesting whether this difference, or any of theeotpossible
causal factors discussed, can help us to understaypdraditional leaders are so resilient, and Wigre is
such widespread support for further revitalizingitlole in local governance.

Exploring the Roots of Resilience

These findings offer clear evidence that traditideaders are still considered very important — and
apparently undervalued and underutilized — plaiyelscal governance across much of the continémt.
short, we find strong evidence of their resilieratdeast from the popular perspective. We now hack to
the question of explaining why this is so. Doesplblic prefer them, regarding them as more aitdess
more effective than elected politicians and cieihvants? Or does it dislike them but essentiaiy it has
little choice but to back them because of theirticdrover resources? Certainly the strength dirigeon the
issue seems to suggest more of the former viewtti@latter, but to systematically test this wealep a
model of resilience that examines several of thehiggotheses outlined above.

The model uses ordinary least squares (OLS) ragressith the preference for increasing the role of
traditional authorities serving as the object gflaration. We then test several of the key hymshabout
the roots of resilience using the following indmat (details of the construction of each indicatm be
found in Appendix A):

» StateL egitimacy —To test whether chiefs’ resilience runs with statgtimacy or counter to it, we
use a standard Afrobarometer indicator of statititegcy, based on three items: the public’'s
willingness to submit to state demands by respgatiurt decisions, obeying police, and paying
taxes.

» Performance — To test whether resilience is rooted in thee&dhilure to perform, we develop and
test three performance indices. The first is basedopular ratings of central government
performance across six key sectors (the econorhg, fealth, education, crime and fighting
corruption). We construct the second from ratiofglcal government’s substantive performance
across six key sectors (e.g., managing marketsreiutaining local roads), and the third is based on
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six indicators of the procedural performance o&lagmvernment (e.g., openness to public input and
responsiveness to complaints).

* Functions: land, conflict management — To test the importance of what chidfsfor their
resilience we utilize responses to the questioasgmted above on the distribution of responsibility
for allocating land and for resolving local dismitelrhose who attribute primary responsibility to
traditional authorities for each task are compaoeithose who instead attribute responsibility tg an
other actor. Secondly, we also test whether theotiamount of influence enjoyed by traditional
leaders affects perceptions about how much infleehey should have.

* Functions: identity — The available indicators only allow us to condupartial test of the
interactions between traditional leaders potemtild in representing and protecting community
identity and their resilience. In particular, we ribt have any direct measures to test whether the
role chiefs often play as “guardians of their comitias’ culture” affects their standing. But wenca
test for interactions between the strength of ethiarsus national identities and allegiance tofshie
as well as the effects of a sense of ethnic griezan

» Leadership characteristics— We test the effects of two indices, one createshfmeasures of trust in
traditional leaders, the level of perceived coriuptamong them, and assessments of how well they
listen to constituents, and a second constructed the same measures for local government
councilors. We also test the frequency of contattt both traditional authorities and local
government councilors to assess the effects okaitiikty.

»  Socio-demographics— Finally, we also include standard socio-demograppiticators, including
gender, age, education status, urban versus raipgtbkion, and poverty. These are standard
controls, but they also allow us to test one furthgothesis about resilience, which is a simple
modernization explanation.

» Finally, we have also added to the model a numbAafrobarometer indicators afemocratic
attitudes and assessments, including both the support for and satisfactiathwdemocracy, indicators
of election efficacy and quality, and several measwf basic political attitudes about authority.
These indicators will allow us to test whether supjor traditional leaders is associated with -anti
democratic orientations as some would suggesteidraps arises out of disappointment or
disaffection with democratic outcomes.

Table 4 shows the model results. Note that caeffts for each indicator are only reported in TablEthe
relationship between the indicator and supporirforeasing traditional leaders’ influence is sigrht;
otherwise the cell is left blartk As such, Table 4 is at least as revealing fortvughaot there, as for what is.
In particular, blank cells mean that we find nangfigant relationship between the independent and
dependent variables — i.e., between resiliencdtagroposed explanation for ieAd there are many blank
cells In short, many of the proposed explanationsvoy African publics still show strong affinity for
traditional leadership doot find support in our data. We take each of thgpsed explanations in turn.

First, with regard t@ociodemographics, we note that only education and age have sigmifieffects. The
effects of education are in the expected diredtioore education leads to less support), but tredfithe
effects is quite small. The effects of age, howgeass theoppositeof what we might have expected: all other
things being equal, younger respondents are someadra likely to support traditional leaders thaeo
ones, although the effects are even smaller thasetfor education. None of the other variables is
significantly related to attitudes about the rdléraditional leaders. When other factors are wled,
urbanites and rural dwellers are not significadifferent, nor does poverty have any effect. largha
modernizing population does not necessarily sheleind for traditional leaders. Especially notablibe

lack of a gender difference, given the fact thi @ften assumed that traditional leadershiptimstins are
inherently bad for women. Women themselves dappear to see it this way. While this may in part

° The large size of the pooled sample means thasumes of association easily qualify as statistjcsiijnificant at
conventional levels of 0.05 or even 0.01. We tfoeeeuse a more rigorous standard for the pooléd lofareporting
significance only at p =<0.001.
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reflect an inherent conservatism that some belidnegacterizes women'’s attitudes, overall we fititeli
evidence to support the contention the African wormee significantly more conservative politicalhah
men (Logan and Bratton 2006). Alternatively, wornesly be more conflict averse than men, or find othe
aspects of traditional leadership such as its aduéty to be particularly beneficial. But in stipthis

finding in particular bears further exploration.

Turning tostate legitimacy, we find that support for traditional leadersrifactstronger in more legitimate
states While the effects are again quite modest, thisanetheless an interesting finding in severgeets.
First, it suggests that, however much Englebe?09?) thesis about the legitimacy problems of stated
thecompetitionfor popular legitimacy that he posits between ausixy institutions and the state may have
been a factor shaping state development in theqodshial era, this relationship does not appedraid in
the present. But neither does it support Mamdd4hR96) thesis that chiefs derive all of their pofvem
the state, but haveo popular legitimacyt all. Instead, in the modern era, this resudgests that,
consistent with earlier findings (Logan 2009),sang tide lifts all boats to at least a modest degrRather
than being a zero-sum commodity, popular legitimaggears to be mutually reinforcing. If the siate
perceived as legitimate, then all of the leadelis-reven traditional leaders who may have a tohibr
purely informal role — are also perceived as megitimate, and states likewise benefit from thétilegcy
of traditional leaders (see Logan 2002).

Our findings also sharply challenge the increasicginmon assumption that allegiance to traditionkdrs
is based in significant part on the perceiperformance failures of central and especially local
governments. In fact, we findho significant associatiohetween support for expanding the influence of
traditional leaders and the substantive performafieither local or central governments. This prgs a
direct challenge to an increasingly prevalent aggiom that it is state weakness and ineffectiveiress
delivering public goods and services that drivespbeto align with or hang onto traditional leadefhere
is, however, a very modest negative relationshiprden the procedural performance of local governsmen
and support for traditional leaders: to the extbat local governments are doing a better job tfracting
with and being responsive to the communities tleeyes support for traditional rulers decreases bynall
amount.

Our findings also present a clear challenge toéza’'sfunctional claim that control over land allocation is
central to chiefs’ standing. He argued that tradél authorities’ control over land is the keytfac
determining resilience by effectively forcing pespb rely on their chiefs. But he also claimed tha

public gave at best reluctant acquiescence tolghige because of their dependence on them farssco
the means of survival, and that they would essigntihandon chiefs if only they could. In sharp
contradiction to these claims, we find both that plublic willingly accedes to a chiefly role in gamance,
and that while chiefs’ responsibility for allocagitand in their communities is a significant extory

factor, the effects are relatively marginal in camigon to a number of other factors.

Other functions matter far more. In fact, beariegponsibility for managing local conflict is onktlee most
effective predictors of the perceived importancetdéfs. Not only is resolving local disputes grgnary
responsibility of chiefs, it is also the most higlihlued function that they serve in the eyes efrth
communities. It is a role that is critical to commity success and survival, and one that perhapsotde
played as effectively by any other institution. eiftrole in protecting community stability is thas
cornerstone of the resilience of traditional auities.

Although it is not linked to a specific functiongvalso note that the factor with the strongestamatbry
power to predict how much influence people thinkitichiefsshouldhave is the measure of how much
influence they currentlgdowield. In short, the more traditional leadershgople already have, the more
they want, andice versa And as shown in Figure 8, this relationship Battongly at the macro-level as
well: those countries that, on average, reporhtbbest levels of present influence are, for thetpart, the
same ones that would like to see the influenceadfitional authorities increase.
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What about traditional leaders’ function as repnéstéves of their communities — especially ethnic
communities — and as symbols of their identity? five that people who are inclined to identify witteir
ethnic groups more than their national identityiateeed marginally more likely to support strengiing
traditional leaders. This suggests modest badkinthe thesis that strong traditional leaders ddag bad
for national unity. However, we also find thatemse of ethnic grievance does not impel the agggiev
towards traditional leaders. Those who believé then group has been treated unfairly are no nikety
to support chiefs than others. This suggeststhigalink between ethnicity and the chieftaincy nrajeed,
as Williams (2010) suggests, be a relationshipt lpuitnarily upon a positive reinforcement of cultband
communal identity, rather than around the more tegjaspects of inter-group competition and conflic

Finally, the other category in which we again findicators with strong explanatory power idéadership
gualities. Not surprisingly, people who view traditionaatiers in a positive light — as trustworthy, honest
(i.e., not corrupt), and as leaders who listerh&irtpeople — are more likely to want their rolddoal
governance to increase. People who have contd@éadraditional leaders — i.e., those who findrth
accessible- also tend to be strong supporters of the ingiitut Chiefs’ accessibility and leadership quaditie
are clearly a significant part of their popularadtion.

Figure 8: Influence of Traditional Leaders, Present and Preferred, Country Averages
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In contrast, seeing at least some of these sanitévpagualities in local government councilors mske
respondents somewhat less likely to be interest@ttreasing chiefs’ role in government. Whercedd
leaders exhibit more of these positive attributies,demand for traditional leadership declinesgialb
slightly. But we should also keep in mind thatgegtions of chiefs and of elected councilors agtpely
18
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correlated, so it is too simple to suggest thagfshéind elected councilors must battle each otre¢hé
public’s regard. In fact, the seeming contradicti@tween these two findings bears further exgloman

order to better elaborate the nature of the reaiatigp between African publics and these two tygddeaaer.

Table 4: Explaining Support for Greater I nfluence of Traditional Leaders'

B Beta
(unstandardized), (standardized)
(Constant) 2.639***
Socio-demographic
Age -.002%** -.022
Education -.031%** -.057
Urban -
Gender male -
Poverty -
State Legitimacy
| Index of State Legitimacy .048*+* .041
Government Performance
Index of Central Govt. Performance -
Index of LG Substantive Performance -
Index of LG Procedural Performance -.027*** -.027
Functions: Land and Conflict Mgmt.
Primary responsibility: allocating land Q5 7*x* 28
Primary responsibility: solving local disputes 2% .095
Traditional Leaders’ Current Influence 153 £0
Functions: ldentity
Ethnic ID over National .028*** .032
Ethnic grievance -
Leadership Qualities
Index of Traditional Leader Quality .206*** .184
Index of Local Govt. Councilor Quality -.076*** -.066
Contact TL 162%+* .066
Contact LGC -
Democratic Attitudes & Assessments
Support democracy -
Elections best for choosing leaders -
Election efficacy .028*** .031
Question authority (rather than respect) -
Gouvt. like employee (not parent) -
Satisfaction with democracy -
Election quality -
Adjusted R square, Full Model .149

***p<:.001

19 Note that the model results shown here are gestbmicluding Mozambique, since the questions atesponsibility

for allocating land and managing conflict were asked correctly there (the category of traditideatlers was not
offered as a response option). However, when thaelris runincludingMozambique, but excluding these two

variables from the analysis, the results are otrserwirtually identical.
1 Note that the indices created for Traditional Leva@uality and Local Government Councilor Qualitg dot strictly
meet standard statistical criteria for reliabiktyd validity (see Appendix A). However, the moadults were nearly

identical whether using these indices or runniregttwith all of the individual components variabileduded as
separate items. Therefore, for the ease of prasemtand interpretation, the results are preseimee using the

aggregate indices.
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Finally, confirming earlier findings of Logan (200%ve find no evidence of any association — posity
negative — betweertommitment to democracy or a preference falections, and support for traditional
leaders. There is no support for the claims thegi@ance to chiefs arises out of either a rejectd
democracy or a dissatisfaction with how it functian Africa, or disappointment in the quality oéetions.
In fact, belief in the efficacy of elections as aans for ensuring that elected leaders really sepitetheir
constituents is actually associated with modesthngier support for traditional authorities. Clgar
majority of Africans do not perceive any contraitiotbetween their support for democracy and their
backing of traditional leaders.

Analysis: Rethinking Resilience
Overall, these findings suggest a need to questiare of the common assumptions about resilience and
reassess the prevailing arguments.

Most noticeably, in sharp contrast to the argumehtdamdani (1996), Ntsebeza (2005) and Ribot (2001
we find that chiefs remain remarkably valuableh®it communities. Those who insist that traditiona
leaders do not enjoy popular support appear toibsimg the core reality on the ground: in almokbithe
countries studied, solid and at times overwhelnmiragorities of Africans affirm that traditional leaic
continue to play an important role in their so@stiand that this @esirable In sharp contrast to the
assessments of these analysts, people margof their traditional leaders, not less. And thémse of value
is not just limited to the masses of rural “sulg&ctnany of the urban and educated — Mamdani’$z&its”

— back them as well. There are, of course, dissgmometimes many of them. But the chiefs gldwle a
majority on their side. Moreover, it is evidenatlwhether they enjoy the backing of the stateoty chiefs
do not depend on state support for their survi¥dtican governments may at the moment be doingtwha
they can to take advantage of the popularity ctafissnjoy among ordinary Africans, trying to opt them
to generate regime support, and especially to captates. But they do this nesponseo chiefs’ popular
standing; there is little evidence to suggest tihey either create or control that standing.

Also importantly, and in contrast to the dominasgwamption in much recent literature, we find thatport
for chiefs is far more intrinsic than instrument&@ontrary to the widespread assumption that prégma
assessments of performance — and in particular, ggrormance on the part of central and espediadis
governments — are the driving force behind thdieesie of traditional leaders, performance playsest a
minor role in keeping them relevant. Instead,@tidence suggests that traditional leaders arbermsi
because of — not in spite of — who they are and Wiey do. Their character as leaders, flawed sy be,
and their connection with and accessibility topeeple in their communities, set them apart frotitip@ans
and government officials. They are more availa@si@roblem solvers, and they have the advantagesaif
knowledge and an understanding of community nomaspaiactices that can make them effective resolvers
of local conflict as well. These roles, not susprly, are highly valued by the communities thegyt serve.

Still, we must also acknowledge that, judging fritva relatively modest explanatory power of this elpd
there is much that remains unexplained, a factfaaiors that have not been fully captured by émalysis.
The evidence points primarily to sources of vaha aire intrinsic to the institution and the synibahd
representational role that it plays in peoplesdivsomething akin to Williams’ (2010) descriptifrthe
moral legitimacy of traditional authorities. Weadr this conclusion based on several factors. Ette
fact that our more pragmatic or performance-basditators do not bear much weight. Second are the
findings that character matters more than perfoomaaand that representation of identity mattersnbtias
a response to identity-basgdevances Both of these factors seem to tap into aspddtsedntrinsic and
moral, as opposed to the instrumental, value cfeteaders. Third is the fact that the strongestiptor of
how much of a role people want chiefs to play i&/mouch of a role they already are playing. Whatévis
that is valued in traditional authorities appearbe essentially self-reinforcing. This corretateell with
Williams’ findings about why chiefs matter. He estthat an overwhelming proportion (88 percent)isf
rural South African respondents wanted the chieftato continue. He goes on to observe that wieleple
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could name important jobs of the chiefs — resoldigputes, fostering development, and maintairemg |
and order — this was not the root of their resdesn

When asked why the chieftaincy should continue,énas, the responses had a decidedly
different tone, which revealed its moral significarand its perceived embeddedness in society.
As such, approximately 30 percent justified thesfthincy because it leads, looks after the
community, or solves community problems, and 2@ stated that it should remain because it
“has always been here.” Another 30 percent, howemgested that the chieftaincy provided
discipline, dignity, and respect for the commuihd that there would be “disorder” without the
chieftaincy. Indeed, many people utilized the diomies of disorder/harmony and

disunity/unity to describe the importance of theeftaincy in their areas and what would happen
if the chieftaincy were abolished. (26)

Williams continues by pointing out that despitetiie discontinuities and the impact of colonial
rule on the forms of traditional rule, his own eage “suggests that the ideological underpinnings
of the chieftaincy, which predate indirect rulentioue to provide a frame of reference for many in
the rural areas.” (27) Our own findings from asrtd®e continent are entirely consistent with this
conclusion.

All that said, idealizing chiefs will be no morelpieil than demonizing them. Ribot and Ntsebeza may
overemphasize their negative behaviors, but theyat wrong in pointing out that those behavioiistex
and in recognizing that chiefs have many warts. dd&/@ot need to look any further than the relaiyeor
marks they get from Afrobarometer respondentsiéteriing well: they may score well above local
government councilors, but even so, only 46 perceadit them with this attribute, hardly an overivhiag
endorsement. Nor are they immune from corrupiimgmpetence, or a proclivity for behaving in an
authoritarian manner, bad habits which may onlgXxecerbated as traditional authorities engage more
closely with the state and the resources that itagas (Logan 2002). And they may, as chargedy ety
be guilty of favoring some constituents at the egeeof others, putting the needs of the state abicthse
of their communities, or treating women as secdadsccitizens. But it is, of course, also easfntd
examples of all of these behaviors among local gouent authorities, including elected ones. And it
likewise takes little effort to find examples ohditional authorities playing positive roles inithe
communities as well. The weakness in NtsebezalsRdot's analyses may not be so much in highlighti
very real problems that must be confronted witlpeesto how institutions of traditional authorityniction,
but in overemphasizing the negatives, while faiogive full credit for the countervailing posigis. In the
popular assessment, the balance instead favochitsfs. This oversight may not be entirely suipggo
the extent that the some of the key value of tiauatidl leaders is intrinsic and thus less visiblsusceptible
to measurement. But Ntsebeza and Ribot also uallerehiefs’ more concrete role in conflict managam
In short, our evidence suggests that despite tiegjatives, on balance, chiefs are clearly regaadesh
institution that is more beneficial than detriménéamd as long as this continues to hold true, thidhylikely
remain resilient.

Traditional authorities are also, at least at presgewed in a more positive light than other itagions of
local governance, but it is not as clear that ihisssential to their survival. We see evidendeodi
complementarity and competition between traditianahorities and the state, but the weight of trenér
appears to be greater. In short, traditional aitths are not fundamentally in competition witke tstate or
with elected leaders. This suggests that whikeribt unimportant that chiefs are, at presentgieed as
better leaders than local government councilois,ishnot necessarily key to their survival. &y £xample,
elections become increasingly effective in prodgdotal councilors who are responsive and accolmtab
this likely does not spell the end for traditiofedders. As long as chiefs continue to produgee@ally
intrinsic) benefits for their communities, they Mdbntinue to be perceived as important players migt
remain active in local governance if it is to fupnateffectively.
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Finally, we note again the dearth of evidence #fiagiance to traditional leaders poses the setimest to
democracy that many have feared, especially intSafrica. There is no association between supioort
the role of chiefs and either support for or satisbn with democracy. In other words, the resiie of
traditional forms of authority does not arise olieither a rejection of or a perceived failure efrtbcracy.
Democracy is of course meant to be more than dypprecedural — i.e., electoral — device. Elecsiane in
many respects the means to the democratic enéspdmsiveness and accountability. But electioasbo
recognized as an imperfect means for achievingethads, and this is perhaps nowhere more trudrthan
Africa, where many have only just begun to enjay¢lperience of relatively open and competitive
elections. In such an environment, the institwldamiliarity and accessibility that traditionaltaorities
enjoy can potentially provide another means — isguerfect — to these same ends. Thus, to the etkten
we move beyond a purely procedural understandimtgfocracy to a more broadly cast reflection that
encompasses other democratic qualities as wekcbmes less surprising that Africans can find spaic
their chiefs even in the midst of a democratiziolitp. The fact thabothelections and other characteristics
of democratic leadership are considered importarg helps to explain the resilience of traditideaders in
the midst of strong popular support for electiond democracy. The unelected but nonetheless jedtgnt
democratic qualities of the chieftaincy, combindthwheir critical role in conflict management, atieir
intrinsic values as symbols of community identityaolidarity, all add up to an enduring valueha eyes
of a sizeable majority of Africans from across soeial and economic spectrum.
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Appendix A: Question Wording And Response Options Br Independent Variables

Index of State Legitimacy:
Questions:
For each of the following statements, please tellwhether you disagree or agree:
a. The courts have the right to make decisions thaplgealways have to abide by;
b. The police always have the right to make people/dbe law; and
c. The tax department always has the right to makelpgmy taxes.
Response options:
1 = Strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither agree nor disagree or Don’t know
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree

Index of Central Government Performance
Questions:

How well or badly would you say the current goveemtis handling the following matters, or haverstiyheard
enough to say:

Managing the economy.

Creating jobs

Improving basic health services
Addressing educational needs
Reducing crime

Fighting corruption

Response options:

~Po0UTw

1 = Very badly
2 = Fairly badly
3 = Fairly well
4 = Very well

Note: For purposes of this analysis, responses reerled to a 5-point scale with “don’t know” regpes placed at the
midpoint.

Index of Local Government Substantive Performance

Questions:

What about local government? | do not mean cegtraérnment. | mean your [municipal or local gowaent
council]. How well or badly would you say your Ed@overnment is handling the following mattershaven't you
heard enough to say:

a. Managing local roads

b. Maintaining local market places

c. Maintaining health standards in public restaurants food stalls

d. Keeping our community clean (e.g. refuse removal)

e. Collecting license fees on bicycles, carts anddvesr

f.  Collecting rates on privately owned houses
Response options:

1 = Very badly

2 = Fairly badly

3 = Fairly well

4 = Very well

Note: For purposes of this analysis, responses reeed to 5-point scale with “don’t know” respesplaced at the
midpoint.
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Index of Local Government Procedural Performance
Questions:
How well or badly do you think your local coundl practicing the following procedures, or havemwtyheard enough
to say:
Making the council’s program of work known to oty people
Providing citizens with information about the coillscdudget
Allowing citizens like yourself to participate iheé council’s decisions
Consulting others (including traditional, civic aodmmunity leaders) before making decisions
Providing effective ways to handle complaints adooal councilors or officials
g. Guaranteeing that local government revenues atfos@ublic services and not for private gain
Response options:

®ooow

1 = Very badly
2 = Fairly badly
3 = Fairly well
4 =Very well

Note: For purposes of this analysis, responses reeraled to 5-point scale with “don’t know” respesplaced at the
midpoint.

Primary Responsibility: Allocating Land
Question:
Who do you think actually hgeimary responsibility for managing each of the followiagks. Is it the central
government, the local government, traditional leader members of your community: allocating land?
Response options:

1 = Central government

2 = Local government

3 = Traditional leaders

4 = Members of the community

5 = None of them

9 = Don't know
Note: For purposes of this analysis, a dummy végialas created coded 1 for responses of “traditieaaers” and 0
for all other responses.

Primary Responsibility: Solving Local Disputes
Question:
Who do you think actually hgsimary responsibility for managing each of the followitagks. Is it the central
government, the local government, traditional leader members of your community: Solving localpdites?
Response options:

1 = Central government

2 = Local government

3 = Traditional leaders

4 = Members of the community

5 = None of them

9 = Don't know
Note: For purposes of this analysis, a dummy végialas created coded 1 for responses of “traditieaers” and 0
for all other responses.

Traditional Leaders’ Current Influence

Question:

How much influence do traditional leaders currehthye in governing your local community?
Response options:

1 = None
2 = A small amount
3 =Some

4 = A great deal
Note: For purposes of this analysis, responses reeraled to 5-point scale with “don’t know” respesplaced at the
midpoint.
Identity — Ethnic ID over National
Question:
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[Note: Respondents were first asked “What is yabef You know, your ethnic or cultural group2’gt us suppose
that you had to choose between being a [Namibiad]being a [respondent’s ethnic group]. Whichhef following
statements best expresses your feelings?
Response options:

1 =1 feel only [Namibian]

2 = | feel more [Namibian] than [respondent’s ethgrioup]

3 = | feel equally [Namibian] and [respondent’sréthgroup], or Don’t know

4 = | feel more [respondent’s ethnic group] thamufNbian]

5 = feel only [respondent’s ethnic group]
Note: Those who responded that they were “only [Ni#éan]” on the ethnic identity question were codedl = | feel
only [Namibian] on this question.
Note: For purposes of this analysis, codes werersed.

Identity: Ethnic Grievance

Question:

[Note: This question also followed the question ‘&/Is your tribe? You know, your ethnic or culiugeoup?”] How
often are [respondent’s ethnic group] treated ulyfly government?

Response options:

0 = Never

1 = Sometimes
2 = Often

3 = Always

Note: For purposes of this analysis, responses megsrsed and recoded to a 5-point scale, with 'tdarow”
responses placed at the midpoint.

Index of Traditional Leader Quality and Index of Local Government Councilor Quality

Question 1:

How much do you trust each of the following or havgou heard enough about them to say: traditiéeediers / your
elected local government councilor?

Response options:

0 = Not at all
1 = Just a little
2 = Somewhat
3=Alot

Note: For purposes of this analysis, responses reeraled to 5-point scale with “don’t know” respesplaced at the
midpoint.

Question 2:
How many of the following people do you think an@dlved in corruption, or haven’t you heard enotmbkay:
traditional leaders / elected local government cdars?
Response options:

0 = None

1 = Some of them

2 = Most of them

3 = All of them
Note: For purposes of this analysis, responses reeraled to 5-point scale with “don’t know” respesplaced at the
midpoint.

Contact Traditional Leaders / Local Government Courtilors
Question:
During the past year, how often have you contaatgdof the following persons about some importanobjem or to
give them your views: a traditional ruler / a logavernment councilor?
Response options:
0 = Never
1 =0Only once
2 = Afew times
3 = Often
Note: For purposes of this analysis, “don’t knowsponses were recoded to 0.
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For traditional leaders, factor analysis extracts factor with Eigenvalue of 1.510 explaining 29geat of variance.
Cronbach’s alpha is slightly below normally accelgegandards at .504.

For local government councilors, factor analysisapts one factor with Eigenvalue of 1.463 explagn27 percent of
variance. Cronbach’s alpha is somewhat below nityraecepted standards at .474.s

Support Democracy

Question:

Which of these three statements is closest to gaur opinion?

Response options:
Statement 1 = Democracy is preferable to any dtimek of government.
Statement 2 = In some circumstances, a non-denmg@ternment can be preferable.
Statement 3 = For someone like me, it doesn’t matkat kind of government we have.
9 = Don't know

Elections Best for Choosing Leaders
Question:
Which of the following statements is closest to ryeigw?
Statement 1: We should choose our leaders in thistey through regular, open and honest elections.
Statement 2: Since elections sometimes producedsaits, we should adopt other methods for chodsiisgcountry’s
leaders.
Response options:

1 = Agree very strongly with Statement 1

2 = Agree with Statement 1

3 = Agree with Statement 2

4 = Agree very strongly with Statement 2

5 = Agree with neither

9 = Don't know
Note: For purposes of this analysis, the respowses reversed and recoded with neither / don’t knoded at the
midpoint.

Election Efficacy
This is an index constructed from two items:
Question:
Think about how elections work in practice in tbauntry. How well do elections:
A. Ensure that members of parliament reflect the viefusters.
B. Enable voters to remove from office leaders whaabdo what the people want.
Response options:
0 = Not at all well
1 = Not very well
2 =Well
3 = Very well
9 = Don't know
Note: For purposes of this analysis, responses reeled to a 5-point scale with “don’t know” respes placed at the
midpoint.

Question Authority
Question:
Which of the following statements is closest to yoiew?
Statement 1: Citizens should be more active intipr@ag the actions of leaders.
Statement 2: In our country, citizens should shawewespect for authority.
Response options:

1 = Agree very strongly with Statement 1

2 = Agree with Statement 1

3 = Agree with Statement 2

4 = Agree very strongly with Statement 2

5 = Agree with neither
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9 = Don't know
Note: For purposes of this analysis, the respowees reversed and recoded to a 5-point scale wither / don’t know
coded at the midpoint.

Government Like Employee
Question:
Which of the following statements is closest to yoiew?
Statement 1: People are like children, the goventrsigould take care of them like a parent..
Statement 2: Government is like an employee; tlopleeshould be the bosses who control the goverhmen
Response options:
1 = Agree very strongly with Statement 1
2 = Agree with Statement 1
3 = Agree with Statement 2
4 = Agree very strongly with Statement 2
5 = Agree with neither
9 = Don’t know
Note: For purposes of this analysis, the respowses recoded to a 5-point scale with neither / thndw coded at the
midpoint.

Satisfaction with Democracy
Question:
Overall, how satisfied are you with the way demograorks in [Namibia]?
Response options:

1 = Not at all satisfied

2 = Not very satisfied

3 = Fairly satisfied

4 = Very satisfied

9 = Don't know
Note: For purposes of this analysis, responses weeled to a 5-point scale with don’t know resgsnsoded at the
midpoint.

Election Quality
Question:
On the whole, how would you rate the freeness aitddss of the last national election, held in [X)X
Response options:

1 = Not free and fair

2 = Free and fair, but with major problems

3 = Free and fair, but with minor problems

4 = Completely free and fair

9 = Don't know
Note: For purposes of this analysis, responses meeaed to a 5-point scale with don’t know resgsnsoded at the
midpoint.
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