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Rationality, Cosmopolitanism, and Adjustment Fatigwe: Public Attitudes to Economic Reform in
Zambia

Abstract

In a context of growing popular fatigue with marketented policies, public opinion toward economic
reform in Zambia is a mixed bag. As a whole, Zanbineither embrace nor refuse the orthodox
package of reforms introduced by the Chiluba gavemt (1991-2001) and sustained under the
Mwanawasa presidency (2001-2008). Instead, the&iinduish among specific policy measures,
accepting price reforms and rejecting institutioctainge. With only minor modifications, these dapu
policy preferences are consistent over the pastdiecAmong social groups, rural dwellers are more
likely to be satisfied with economic reform poligithan urbanites. Perhaps the most original
demographic finding concerns the influence of “copnoiitanism” — an individual’s openness to
globalization, for example through information axmmmunication technology — as an explanatory factor
driving support for market-oriented policies. Qthise, in arriving at their opinions about economic
reform, Zambians are just as likely to resort tbtjpal loyalty — based on partisan attachmenti® t
ruling party — as on economic rationality.
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Introduction

Technocrats usually take the lead in formulating mranaging policies for economic development.idih a
dependent African countries, the relevant innesleiof policy actors includes not only senior atils in
national central banks and ministries of finanag,dso advisors drawn from international financial
institutions and development assistance agentmethis elite-centered process, few opportunitiéseafor
the citizens of African countries to express tlvaws in economic policy debates. Indeed, wheomes to
economic reforms, the opinions of the man in theettand woman in the fields are rarely soughtsabdom
considered.

This paper seeks to cast light on the neglectddhregpublic attitudes to economic reform. Witfogus on
Zambia, it asks four basic research questionsst,Fithat do ordinary citizens think about the pgekaf
market-oriented reforms that shaped the economicypagenda after the country’s transition to npatity
democracy in 19917 Second, how has public opiei@ived over time on key policy questions regarding
limits to state intervention and the introductidmtarket mechanisms? Third, who among Zambians
supports or opposes the reforms associated withoaaic stabilization and structural adjustment? And
finally, what factors — not only demographic, blsoaeconomic or political — explain popular deméod
economic reform, if any, and mass perceptions ddthdr benefits are being supplied?

To anticipate results, we find that public opintoward economic reform in Zambia is a mixed bag. aA
whole, Zambians neither embrace nor refuse th@daoth package of reforms introduced by the Chiluba
government (1991-2001) and sustained under the Mwasa presidency (2001-2008). Instead, they
distinguish among specific policy measures, acogbme and rejecting others. And, with only minor
modifications, popular policy preferences are Igrgensistent over time. Among social groups, rura
dwellers are more likely to be satisfied with ecoimreform policies than urbanites, for reasons W&
explore below. Perhaps the most original demodcdipiding concerns the influence of “cosmopolisml’
—an individual’'s openness to globalization, foaele through information and communication tecbggl
— as an explanatory factor driving support for retadriented policies. Otherwise, such supportiely
formed in Zambia and is difficult to explain.

Our principal inquiry, however, is animated by aterest in different types of rationality. Do Zaants
mainly use economic or political reasoning to arrat attitudes to reform? We demonstrate thavididal
citizens use both sorts of criteria in making ugitiminds about whether a structural adjustmengnanm is
appropriate and effective in Zambia. But whiclieeton matters more? On the demand side (do ogize
wanteconomic reform?), political factors — like sadidion with democracy and approval of the president
job performance — are relatively more importanhdAalthough economic considerations are preemiment
the supply side (do citizens think the governmeudeliveringthe benefits of reform?) a complete
explanation also requires reference to politicatdes — including an individual’s partisan iderg#tion with
political incumbents. The paper ends with a disimrsof the implications of our results for theipical
management of economic reform programs.

Economic versus Political Rationality

In order to frame an investigation about policyickand performance, it is useful to draw a basic
distinction between two forms of rationality. Oneohand, economic rationality is the approach of
technocrats, who apply standard cost-benefit tesietermine which one of several policy optionsvies
maximum output for least expense. On the othed hawlitical rationality derives from the worldviesf
politicians, who assess policy alternatives in eohexpected impacts on political support and éwity in
office (Medard 2002; Geddes 2003; van den Berg\eadwell 2004). Although both forms of rationality
are based on instrumental reasoning, the fornaniven by detached fiscal calculation and the tditea
passionate urge to retain political power.
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With reference to the policy choices of African gaving elites, political calculations have repebted
trumped economic rationality. Reflecting on thstfseveral decades of independence, researchershe
Africa Economic Research Consortium (AERC) idensifisyndrome” of anti-growth policies — including a
closed economy, price distortions, and market ggr — which they describe as “control regimebldilu
and Collier et al. 2007). Robert Bates argues that

Control regimes effectively...lowered the continemtise of economic growth. That these policies
nonetheless remained in place reflects the pdlitidaantages they conferred: resources that
authoritarian elites could employ to amelioratdtmall tensions, to recruit political clients, atad
build political machines, and thereby remain in pow2008, 74).

In this light, policies aimed at structurally adjng African economies in the 1980s and 1990s sspred a
heroic effort to impose principles of economicaatlity on a thoroughly politicized policy enviroenmt.
That these programs met their goals with only scatk and sporadic success is testament to thestreh
patronage — a key element in the logic of politredionality. Because, on its own, a strategygstting the
prices right” rarely worked in isolation, internatial development agencies turned attention to deatioc
reforms and good governance, an approach to ecoraewuelopment that can be thought of as “gettieg th
politics right.” In conjunction with domestic pest against corruption, repression and mismanagemen
international pressures over the past two decaelpsdhto open up politics in Africa and, in a gaaonber
of countries (including Zambia), to prompt a tréiesi to multiparty electoral democracy. A puzzenains,
however: if there is an “elective affinity” betweauthoritarian political institutions and contpallicies
(Bates 2008, 73), then does democratization crmatditions for the adoption of economically ratibna
market-oriented policies?

Recent analyses of elite orientations to policpmafin Africa warn about the persistence of pddiliig
motivated “neo-patrimonial” practices (van de Wa&@01, Cammack 2007). The implication is that
political considerations remain paramount amondcpactors even in liberalized political environnen
(but see von Soest 2006, van Donge 2009). Medwhcterizes the result as “a politically rational
particularistic mode of redistribution through matage, allowing for a middle-term reproductionfo# t
regime” (2002, 386). With specific reference tovitsa, Szeftel speaks of politics as taking a “¢kéist
form in which patronage constitutes an importantmaaism through which political supporters oftetadb
access to state resources in return for helpin@pabbtain access to public office itself” (1982,

This paper approaches competing forms of ratignfititm the bottom up rather than the top downasks
how citizens in Zambia’s electoral democratic regyiragard the policy agenda of economic reform. We
assume that ordinary people are instrumental aaghpatic in arriving at preferences, favoring pelcthat
actually work to their benefit. From this perspestit is economically rational for citizens tankk support
to policies that lead to macroeconomic growth anproved living standards, while rejecting policibat
fail to achieve these goals. As for political mations, it is also rational for clients to cultigaclose ties to
individuals and organizations that wield power atty the incumbent president and the ruling paBy.
demonstrating political loyalty, thus helping paisaetain office, clients signal that they are Wwgrt
beneficiaries of the official patronage machine.

But how can these different forms of reasoningdqguwred and measured for purposes of research?
On one hand, citizens refer to existential econa@®rjeriences in judging the suitability and impafct

government policies. For example, they may comgiugr own satisfaction (or not) with living cotidins —
present, past or future — in deciding whether hrefer a market- or state-based approach to ecanomi
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management. Or, instead of adopting an egoceudrapective, they may base emerging policy preéeren
on their own judgments about the current, retrasgeand prospective performance of the national
economy writ large. If the literature on economiting in non-African countries is any guide, papul
policy preferences will be shaped — “socio-trogi¢ahnd “retrospectively” — by the condition of tmational
economy in the immediate past (Kinder and Kiewl#81l, Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier 2000). The logic of
any such economic referendum is that, based omtregperience, citizens will support the candidate
policy that delivers the most tangible material dfés.

On the other hand, citizens also use daily politiflmas a source of cues for appraising econaefiarm.
They know, for example, whether the government @n@nting any given reform policy has been
legitimately elected, extending cooperation toah#horities or withholding it accordingly. In thisgard,
approval of economic policy reform may depend oimdividual’s diffuse feeling about an ideal pati
regime, expressed as “support for democracy” (Kimgnn 1999, Schedler and Sarsfield 2007). Orecisz
may use a more specific assessment of how wetleheocratic procedures of a particular elected regim
their country are actually working — an attitudencoonly referred to in the literature as “satisfactivith
democracy” (Anderson and Guillory 1997, Diamond999%ven more specifically, acceptance of an
economic policy package may hinge on whether tvidual citizen has voted, intends to vote, or
otherwise identifies with the incumbent party inyao. Partisans are likely to give their preferpedty the
benefit of the doubt on policy matters, whereasoogpts are prone to be unduly critical. Finaliyeg that
political “big men” continue to loom large evenalected governments in Africa, citizens may base th
acceptance of a prevailing policy regime on whethey feel close personal or patronage ties. HEalhed
voters share an ethnic or other social identithwhe president, it is rational for them to suppustpolicies
because they stand to benefit from his largesse.

Data

To test these propositions, data are drawn fronfh@barometer, a comparative series of nationalipu
opinion surveys on democracy, markets and civilefpconducted by a network of independent
researchers.Over the previous ten years, the Afrobarometsrdomducted four surveys in Zambia, dated
1999, 2003, 2005 and 2008. Fieldwork for the mesént survey occurred from October 13 to 28, 2008,
that is, the period immediately before the spgmiesidential election occasioned by the death aflda’s
third president, Levy Mwanawasaln addition, observations on selected items waaélable from surveys
under a democracy promotion project conducted thyreor agency in 1993 and 1996\ith these sources,
it becomes feasible to describe Zambian attitudezonomic reform, track the evolution of thesenapis,
distinguish reform supporters from reform oppongat&l test competing explanations about the foomati
of economic attitudes.

Economic Policy and Performance

After 1991, the government of Zambia undertookréaehing economic policy reforms aimed at libeiatjz
the national economy. Key policy measures inclutiecderegulation of foreign exchange controls,aeah
of consumer and producer subsidies, reductionmjpoit tariffs, and, most importantly, the privatina of
state owned enterprises, notably in the stratempper sector. Under pressure from donors to rein i
government spending, successive governments adapash budget (Chiluba) or an activity-based
accounting system (Mwanawasa) and developed arc#xyuverty reduction strategy (International
Monetary Fund 2002, 2006, Seshamani 2002). Byegrdasg his predecessor for theft of public resesyc
Mwanawasa sought to publicize his government’'s esgad commitment to rooting out corruption. In a
vote of confidence in Mwanawasa'’s calls for goodegnance and poverty reduction, international famain
agencies relieved over 90 percent of Zambia’s presly crippling external debt.

These policy developments, along with a quadrupdifitie international price of copper between 2808
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2006, helped to stabilize and build the countrgsremy. As Table 1 indicates, Zambia has mainthare
average annual GDP growth rate above 5 perceheinurrent decade, peaking at 6.2 percent in 2006 a
2007 (Central Statistical Office, 2009). The mmsector’s share of economic output also grew italbe
marginally, from 6.2 percent in 2000 to 8.3 perdar008. During this expansion, Zambia also eajbs
falling rate of inflation from 30.1 percent in 20G08.2 percent in 2006 (see Table 2). A receikesp
inflation (to over 16 percent by December 2008) loarattributed mainly to rising import costs exaeged
by the depreciation of the local currency and amarg spike in crude oil prices.

Table 1: Gross Domestic Product (GDP), Zambia, 2000-2008 (at constant 1994 prices)

Year Total GDP GDP per capita GDP growth rate
(K billion) (K) (annual percent)
2000 2,499 255,213 3.6
2001 2,621 259,806 4.9
2002 2,708 260,138 3.3
2003 2,847 264,930 5.1
2004 3,000 270,528 5.4
2005 3,160 276,215 5.3
2006 3,357 284,507 6.2
2007 3,564 293,054 6.2
2008 3,770 300,966 5.8

Source: Lusaka: Central Statistical Office, The Ky, vol. 70, January 2009

While the period from 2000 to 2008 was a largelgifpee time for the Zambian economy, fundamental
challenges remain. Even though the incidence sblate poverty is said to have dropped nationallghe
urban Copperbelt, it rose or held steady in Centaithwestern and Western Provinces (Central Sitzdi
Office, 2006a). Moreover the estimated proportbbanemployed persons increased steadily, witregbl
rates highest among young people in urban areiase 8nly 17 percent of employed adults report imgjch
job in the formal sector, most Zambians continueetp on self-employment or unpaid family labor in
roughly equal proportions (Central Statistical ©dfi 2006b). Of greatest concern, cuts in socigéediture
led to declining living standards: compared to otwuntries around the world, Zambia slid on theridn
Development Index from the 8percentile in 1990 to the 3percentile in 2008 (United Nations, 2009).
The International Monetary Fund recently issuedgiti® reminder that “poverty is still widespread in
Zambia with 68 percent of the population fallinddve the poverty line” (2006, 3).

The Preferences of Zambian Citizens

How well do popular policy priorities match the Zaian government’s economic policy? A suitable
starting point to this inquiry is an open-endedstiom that asked Afrobarometer survey respondents t
spontaneously identify “theost important problenmfacing this country that the government should
address.” Up to three responses were recorddetirespondents’ own words. Summary trends are
presented in Figure 1.

Three priorities consistently top the popular ppbgenda: unemployment, health care and education.
Health care was uppermost in Zambians’ minds ir@18%ccounted for 17 percent of all responsesveasl
mentioned by 38 percent of all respondents. 1hR809 and 2008 education ranked in third placeerO
time, however, unemployment surpassed both heafthand education; by 2008 it accounted for 16guerc
of all responses and was mentioned by 48 perceait afspondents.

Other notable trends include the elevation of comcabout poverty alleviation up the popular agd(fiaen
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rank seven to rank four) even after the Zambiareguwent published its first Poverty Reduction &gt
Paper in 2002. Anxiety about inflation tendeda by mid-decade, only to rise again by 2008 eadrthat
mirrors the actual path of inflation as officialigported by the Central Statistical Office (seel@&). And,
in a somewhat surprising result given the escalatfanaize meal prices in 2008 (Jayne et al. 208&)ular
unease about food security first rose steadily betwl 999 and 2005, but then dropped off sharpilyen
most recent survey. Notwithstanding this last ltethe overall tendency is for Zambians to grawtréasing
priority over time to economic worries about poyeahd unemployment.

Figure 1: Most Important National Problems:
Trends in Public Opinion, Zambia, 1999-2008

1999 20032 2005 2008

1 x >
Health /\ / Unemployment

2
Unemploymeiit \ / M’\ Health
Education 3 //\ / IX \ Education

4 s~ o
Agriculture /\/ Poverty
Transport 3 v * Transport
Inflation A — / \(’/‘* Agriculture
Poverty 7 + /\ . N\ _ s - Inflation
Water 8 : N, - , Corruption
Food Securityg \/ — Water
Corruption g . : . ~ Food Security

The scale on the Y axis is a rank order (from 1 = highest rank to 10 = lowest rank)

The rise of unemployment as the nation’s leadingp@roblem can be traced to the closure of copper
mines, the retrenchment of workers in industriggosed to foreign competition, and the weakeningpef
Zambian currency. These trends, including a rexam@rsal in copper prices, have intensified asmbed
economy entered a drastic slowdown during 200&h idietroleum prices in early 2008 also contributed
inflated costs of production, prompting some conigsuto reduce staffing levels as a measure to @ontr
costs. When Zambians indicate the rising sali@ficsemployment, they appear to be referring tontdr
employment and to be discounting gains in full- pad-time job availability in the expanding infaam
sector.

As for education, Zambians are concerned aboutddraccess to public schools, colleges and unfiessi
as well as with high costs. The recent governmehtyto allow all Grade 9 pupils who obtain a full
certificate to proceed to Grade 10, has been redeiith mixed feelings. Although the policy provide
opportunity for more pupils to complete secondatyo®l, the capacity of the education system in $eoim
teaching staff, infrastructure, and learning matsertannot guarantee high standards in educalibe.Fifth
National Development Plan (FNDP), 2006-2010 isating three educational priorities: recruitment of
teachers; procurement of materials; and the cartgtruof classrooms and teachers’ houses. It imnatd,
for example, that the government will need to red&000 additional teachers per year to reduce an
unfavorable pupil-teacher ratio (FNDP, 2006).
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Table 2; Inflation Trends, Zambia, 2000-2008

Year Year on Year Inflation Rate (percent)
2000 30.1

2001 18.7

2002 26.7

2003 17.2

2004 17.5

2005 15.9

2006 8.2

2007 8.9

2008 16.6

Source: Lusaka: Central Statistical Office, Thertdy, vol. 70, January 2009

Although achievements have been recorded in mataritrof, citizen anxiety with respect to health services
is well founded. Total expenditure on health fiedim US$24 million in 1997 to an average of US$18
million for 2001 to 2005, a situation that has laagkegative impact on the provision of good qudigglth

care. Because of low wages and benefits in thesgwice and a poor working environment in thaltre
sector, there has been a massive exodus of medickérs, especially nurses, seeking work in other
countries. A recent assessment reported thatrduhealth workforce levels are only 50 percenthef t
required levels (FNDP, 2006).

Within this socioeconomic context, how do Zambiawnaluate the various economic policies introduced b
successive governments since the country’s retunmuitiparty elections in 1991? We trace publicvam
with respect to key components in the stabilizatiod structural adjustment package. With regamtite
reforms, the Afrobarometer surveys ask whether Zansbare willing to pay market prices for consumer
goods and fees for education. With regard totusdnal reforms, our questions concern the resirutg of
the civil service and the privatization of publmrporations. All these topics have arisen in potiebates in
Zambia in the period 1991 to 2008. And each apearthe popular agenda of the country’s “most
important problems” in the guise of widespread parsistent concerns about the quality of educatian,
costs of inflation, and the shortage of employment.

Support for Price Reforms

The establishment of market prices éonsumer goods notably maize meal, Zambia’s staple food — was a
top priority item for Chiluba government as soorntasok office. During the late 1980s, former §ldent
Kaunda had made several attempts to remove subsidimaize meal, which were then the single largest
item in the government’s growing budget deficitutBhe president always backed down in the faagludn
protests. Confronted after 1990 with an organgadical challenge from the Movement for Multipgart
Democracy (MMD), the government of the United Natibindependence Party (UNIP) abandoned any
pretence of adherence to donor-sponsored econefoicirs. As the election of 1991 approached, Kaunda
fixed maize meal prices, effectively allowing swuliss to balloon to US$1.5 million per day. As sasn
MMD convincingly won the elections with more thdmee quarters of the vote, Chiluba was forced to
address this unsupportable drain on the public &ud@®n December 27, 1991 he announced that sabsidi
on maize meal would be cut in half, a measure $oltowed with the complete removal of all such
subventions.

How did the Zambian population react? In thidganse, subsidy cuts were not followed by food riots
perhaps because citizens acknowledged that a feésdied government had won a mandate for refdut.
the acquiescence of the citizenry to a key refomasuare also reflected a growing acceptance thétirige
the prices right” had the beneficial side effecentling the shortages of consumer goods that lzauied
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the country under Kaunda. No longer would Zamblzange to line up to buy bread or go without sugat a
cooking oil because these commodities were unalailaWhen first asked in 1993, a majority of Zaams
— some 54 percent — agreed that, “it is betteatelgoods in the market even if the prices are.high
Significantly fewer respondents — just 44 perceagreed at the time that, “it is better to have foiges
even if there are shortages of goods” (See Figute 2

While popular sentiment about consumer prices tiatets in Zambia, a pro-reform preference has gealai
consistently. As Figure 2 shows, almost three tgusiof Zambians chose the “high prices/availabledg”
option in 1996, as did three fifths in 1999. Theesfion about market prices was not asked in 26632805
surveys, but by October 2008 some 49 percent ofoamadults continued to favor market pricing. Whi
this proportion was no longer a majority, the gapaeen supporters and opponents of this policy e
doubled from 10 percentage points in 1993 to 26geage points in 2008.

Figure 2: Popular Attitudes to Consumer Prices:
Trends in Public Opinion, Zambia, 1999-2008

80

70 o

o i 49
50 B
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40
28 31
30 -
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ 23
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I—-t— Prefer high prices, available goods Prefer low prices, goods shortages |

One interpretation of the observed trend is thamBian citizens accept free market pricing, buhwit
increasing reluctance over time. By 2008, fully @uarter of the survey respondents (28 perceiut)isat
they “didn’t know” what kind of policy regime theyreferred, agreeing with neither market nor cofecbl
prices for consumer goods. Because there is nmelation between age and support for market priees,
can discount the possibility that only older pecpkbat is, who remember the shortages of the 19&0e

the main (but dwindling) supporters of market prgci Another possibility is that, with the appea@of
high-end supermarkets in Zambia’'s urban areas, paogle are becoming disillusioned with an economic
policy regime that makes available plentiful luxggods but at prices that many working folk simgdynot
afford.

We turn now to another example of price refornthis case foeducational servicesin return for standby
agreements with the International Monetary FundH)nd program loans from the World Bank, the
Kaunda government slashed spending on social pragr&chools found themselves without textbooks and
health clinics ran out of essential drugs. As reaiance was deferred, roads, buildings and equipbsgan
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to show signs of wear and tear. In short, there ‘@avholesale deterioration in the productivityttod
government machine” (Gulhati 1989, 31). At the editme, government introduced cost recovery measure
such as service fees at hospitals and clinics apaneled school fees at all levels of the educatystem.

Yet, even as households faced increased costedi@ services, a majority of Zambians expressed a
willingness to shoulder some of the burden. Ipoese to the 1993 survey, almost three quarters (73
percent) of respondents agreed that, “it is bédteaise educational standards, even if we hapayoschool
fees.” Barely one quarter (27 percent) associdteahselves with the view that, “It is better to bdree
schooling for our children, even if the qualityemfucation is low” (see Figure 3).

By the late 1990s, however, international agenaesed donor strategy for educational developnmen
placing emphasis on mass access to basic sch@@fodd Bank 2001, World Bank 2008). As neighboring
countries like Malawi (1994) and Uganda (1996)adtrced universal primary education (UPE), the pgosp
of rescinding entry-level school fees began torgmbéicy debates in Zambia. Fulfilling a pledgedean the
2001 election campaign, the Mwanawasa administra@opted UPE as government policy for grades7l to
of primary school in 2002.

Figure 3: Popular Attitudes to School Fees:
Trends in Public Opinion, Zambia, 1999-2008
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As a probable consequence of this policy shift,ghern of public opinion on school fees abruptipnged:
the majority of Zambians who had favored marketipg for high quality education through 2003 (54
percent) disappeared in favor of a new majoritygétcent) who favored free education in 2005. In a
striking result from the most recent survey, howethds new preference did not last: by Octobed&0
Zambians again reversed themselves, with 60 pecce@ more supporting the pro-market position on
school financing. One likely reason is that Zambiperceive declining educational quality underUe
policy: a person’s preferences for free educadi@negatively correlated with his or her perceithat the
public education system suffers problems with geaching and overcrowded classrodmisistead,
Zambians are apparently willing to countenanceptingment of school fees in return for better edocatiln
practice, nominally “free” education is still assded with indirect costs — for example for schawiforms,
books and supplies, private tuition, and PTA fd&trauskis and Nkunika 2006)n short, the efficacy of
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the UPE policy in relieving parents of the finamdiarden of educating their children remains to be
demonstrated.

Opposition to Institutional Reforms

If Zambians reluctantly evince pro-market attituttesard price reforms, do they also support proksar
institutional reforms? In this case, they clealdynot. Takeivil service reform In its first budget, the
Chiluba government made a commitment to drasticaliijyce the size of a public sector bloated by the
profligate distribution of patronage jobs. Thidippwas prompted by the realization that governmen
ministries were ineffective, undisciplined and hamsponsive to the needs of the public; personnel
cutbacks were also consistent with conditions iregdsy international lenders in return for promisés
future debt relief. The idea was to rehabilitate down state bureaucracies by reducing the sieeof
establishment and improving professionalism andieficy. Even as some public employees would
unavoidably lose their jobs, others would becontéeebé&rained, paid and motivated.

The government announced a Public Service RefoogrBm (PSRP) in 1993. By 2006 it had resulted in a
number of achievements: a reduction in the sizé@public service from 139,000 in 1997 to 104,000
2000 (before increasing again to 115,000 in 20¥) appointment to key technical and professional
positions of competent and qualified staff; a mraiization of the salary structure; and the proratitm of

new terms and conditions of service, a new distgpyi code, and new procedures for hiring and firing
personnel (FNDP, 2006).

But the effort to retrench employment in the pukkevice immediately ran into a headwind of public
opposition. In 1993, two thirds of Zambians intewed agreed that “all civil servants should kdegrtjobs
even if paying their salaries is costly to the dogithonly one third agreed that “the governmentirwat
afford so many public employees and should lay softkem off” (See Figure 4). The reasons arehaot
to find: with the government being the largest Eyer in the economy, and with unemployment peregiv
as the leading national problem, many ordinary feweiewed with alarm the prospect of livelihooddes.
Moreover, resistance was widespread: in 1996yiddals without a government employee in their
household were no less likely to oppose the pdhiey individuals who were directly dependent orgutar
government paycheck.

Over time, public opposition has dissolved onlglsliy. From a peak in 2003, when three quarteposed
civil service cutbacks, some three out of five Zanb still withheld support in 2008. And the gaptbis
issue between reform supporters and reform oppsnédened slightly between 1993 (34 points) andd200
(39 points).

In sum therefore, Zambians have long preferredthi® to intervene actively in the economy in otder
create jobs. A growing pro-state orientation cothesugh clearly when survey respondents are asked,
“Who should take the main responsibility for prawgjobs? Is it government, private business vialdials,
or some combination of these providers?” In 138gear majority of Zambians (57 percent) considehat
the government had sole responsibility for creaiirg in their country, with a further 33 percdninking
that the government shared responsibility for jaation with private businesses and individualke T
overall proportion preferring some role for thetstia job creation actually rose between 1993 &@B82
(from 90 to 95 percent). But, the proportion famgrthe stat@lonebegan to fall (from 57 to 47 percent),
with a growing proportion (from 33 to 48 percentynrecognizing job creation as a responsibilityretia
between the public and private sectors and witheris themselves.
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Figure 4: Popular Attitudes to Civil Service

Reform:
Trends in Public Opinion, Zambia, 1999 2008
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In the light of popular concerns about civil seevieform, it comes as no surprise that Zambiartsraksst
theprivatizationof state-owned enterprises (SOESs), a policy taed up vigorous policy debate and a
intermittent labor unrest. The thrust of Zambiafivatization program, perhaps the most ambitiousuib-
Saharan Africa, occurred between 1993 and 2003e M@an 250 SOEs were sold to private (mostly
foreign) investors, mainly in the agro-processimgnufacturing, and financial sectors (Zambia Pizedion
Agency, 1993, 1997 and 2001). Since copper expoetshe strategic mainstay of the economy — adgaun
for 54 percent of export earnings in 2008 — theegoment was slow to cede control of the miningaect
After lengthy stop-start negotiations, the Anglo-@msan corporation eventually purchased the largest
copper mining divisions including Nkana, Nchangd Kionkola in March 2000 (Craig 2001). But AAC
pulled out of these investments in 2003 over carcabout profitability and was succeeded in 2004rby
Indian-based multinational conglomerate, VedantsoReces. As shown in Table 3, the Government of
Zambia now holds only small minority stakes in mafsZambia’s mining companies. It exercises remmain
nominal control through an 86.7 percent share éndambia Consolidated Copper Mines-Investments
Holdings, a holding company (Fraser and Lungu 2@@8ZM-IH 2009).

From the outset, and before the privatization moygwas fully launched, Zambians were already wamy.
1993, some six out ten concurred that, “the govemtrahould retain ownership of its factories, besses
and farms,” with only four in ten agreeing that,is better for the government to sell (these a$detprivate
companies and individuals” (See Figure 5). Asdbiesequences of privatization became apparent —
including an influx of foreign corporations and ttlesure of previously protected enterprises — fapu
dissatisfaction grew. Anti-privatization sentimhense to a peak by 1996 (68 percent), as didghesasl
between pro-and anti-privatization views by 1999137-point gap). While opinion has moderateghtly
in the current decade, Zambians now oppose pratitiz almost as much as they shun civil servicernef
Indeed, citizens who presently reject one categbigstitutional reform are also likely to rejetietothef
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Table 3: Ownership in the Mining Sector, Zambia, 2008

Mining Company Private Shareholder(share) ZCCM-IH share
Mopani Copper Mines Carlisa Investments Corporaf8il¥o) 10%
Chambishi Metals Enya Holdings (90%) 10%
Konkola Copper Mines Vedanta Resources (79.4%) 6920.
Luanshya Copper Mines Enya Holdings (85%) 15%
NFC Africa Mining China Non-Ferrous Metal Minin§5%) 15%
Lumwana Copper Project Equinox Copper Venture5(%. 4.5%
Kansanshi Mining First Quantum Minerals (79.4%) .620
Copper Energy Corporation Zam-Energy (85%) 15%
Chibuluma Mines Metorex Limited (85%) 15%

Source: ZCCM-IH Investments Profilgtp://www.zccm-ih.com.zm

To confirm the status of Zambian opinion toward/gtization, the 2008 survey posed an alternative
guestion: “As you may know, the government hasiced its role in the economy, for example by
privatizing the mining companies. Overall, howigfad are you with the way this policy works?” Wh35
percent reported that they were satisfied (“veny*fairly”) 62 percent reported that they were (otot
very” or “not at all”). Dissatisfaction with pritiaation correlates highly with an individual’s ergsion of
opposition to the sale of government asSefsd the 2008 result reflects the crystallization deepening
of anti-privatization sentiment as compared to 2(2en 39 percent were satisfied, 51 percent wete n
and 10 percent didn't yet know).

Figure 5: Popular Attitudes to Privatization:
Trends in Public Opinion, Zambia, 1999-2008
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As with the provision of public employment, howeuere is trace evidence that Zambians are also
recognizing that the state cannot shoulder all esooitasks. Asked who should bear the main respititys
for buying and selling copper, the same overwheajnmajority of Zambians in 2008 (90 percent) as(02
(91 percent) citedomerole for the state. But the proportion favorihg statealonefell dramatically over
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this time period from a high of 76 percent to @8tpercent. In this respect, public opinion isroegingly
granting a role in managing strategic commoditbethé private sector, if not in place of the stéten at
least in partnership with it.

Adjustment Fatigue

On balance, therefore, Zambians neither holisyicadlcept nor completely reject an orthodox packsdge
structural adjustment reforms. Instead, they prief@ick and choose among component policies, Giipg
some but opposing others. In general, we havedfeuidence that Zambians are willing to acceptepric
reforms that require the payment of prevailing reaériates for consumer goods and education serviges.
we have also noted a strong streak of resistan@fdamms that require the restructuring of economic
institutions. By saying “no!” to job cuts in thévit service and to the sale of public corporatigpsople
express persistent attachments to the state gsitiogpal provider of employment.

Given this contradictory record, we wonder whatralle&eonclusions Zambians draw about outcomes faom
continuous period of economic reform. What balawfoeosts and benefits do they attribute to the
implementation of a market-oriented policy packadeparticular, do Zambians display signs of
“adjustment fatigue”? In Latin America, accordimgNelson,

“the combination of prolonged austerity and ecormliberalization...generated...sustained internal
political conflict...(At minimum) continued economstagnation or decay...destroyed popular
confidence in the government’s ability to managedbonomy, as well as confirmed initial
skepticism of the effects of the policies urgedelternal agencies” (1989, 7)

Since Zambia has recently experienced growth rdltaer stagnation, and has encountered only miit civ
unrest around economic policy issues since the <98 do not expect to find citizens turning
diametrically against a market economy in the nadldrgentinians and Venezuelans (Quispe-Agnoli 2004
But the success of populist politicians like Mich8ata, who dispense a message of international
protectionism and wealth redistribution suggesas there is an audience in Zambia that is primddytan
alternative development strategy (Larmer and Fra8@v, Cheeseman and Hinfelaar 2009).

Figure 6 tracks public opinion on reform outconresgealing a remarkably clear and recurrent patt€wer
the course of the past decade, less than one gopaZambians have ever thought that, “the govemtrae
reform policies have helped most people; only alieme suffered.” By contrast, about three quaheaxe
consistently reported that, “the government’s ecoisgolicies have hurt most people and benefitdg an
few.” Writ large, this almost invariant trend caa read as a sustained overall vote of no confelénthe
structural adjustment agenda.

Implied in this result is an assumption that ecoleamforms have negatively affected the distribuoitid

wealth. Figure 7 further suggests that Zambiaasancerned about social inequality as represdiyted
growing income gap between rich and poor. Aske2Did8 to evaluate government performance on a range
of development tasks, Zambians draw sharp distinsti A majority judges the government to be
performing well at addressing educational needhkjagiag crime, fighting corruption and improving hba
services. But under one half say the same ab®performance at managing the economy, providiatgmw
and sanitation services, and tackling poverty. Aasd than one quarter approve government perfarenan
creating jobs, ensuring food security, and coritrglinflation. In important respects — especialigating

jobs — these assessments reflect unsatisfied pdgshand for the solution of important national peofs.
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Figure 6: Popular Attitudes to Reform Outcomes:
Trends in Public Opinion, Zambia, 1999-2008

20
82
80 73 =
T2 -
T0
60
S0
40
29 24
zn -"--_ _-_‘-'"-_____'—______———‘__-—— 5
10 T T T
1999 2003 2005 2008
—&— Reforms have helped most, huwt few  Reforms have hurt most, helped Tew |

Percentage of adult clizens interviewed

Figure 7: Popular Assessments of Government Performance,
Zambia 2008
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Notably, however, the government is given the ldweade for “narrowing income gaps between the rich
and the poor”; just 11 percent of Zambians thirkelected authorities are performing well at this
development task. In all three surveys where thestion was asked (2003-2008), “narrowing inconpsga
always ranked low; but, by 2005 and 2008, concabmit social inequality first joined and then désed

. Copyright Afrobarometer
13



“creating jobs” at the very bottom of popular penfiance rankings. In this light, we can understahg,
over time, Zambians have attached growing impogda@overty as an important national problem (see
Figure 1). Even if GDP per capita is on the risd destitution has eased in some provinces, people
apparently perceive poverty in relative as welhbsolute terms and are disturbed by the unequaibdion
of gains from recent economic growth.

Under these circumstances, it is difficult to fimdnass constituency in Zambia for a rigorous ecanom
reform agenda. Remarkably, however, Zambians Bage/n a good deal of forbearance towards
government’s economic policies. As Figure 8 intBsahat, even though most survey respondentsadiid n
support the reform program, a slim majority (50ceett) were nonetheless willing to endure it, agrgénat,
“in order for the economy to get better in the fatlit is necessary for us to accept some hardsiuips’ In
2003, only a minority (39 percent) had had enodgsy felt instead that, “the costs of reforming the
economy are too high; the government should thexefbandon its current economic policies.” WhHile t
difference between patient and impatient citizégisténed slightly in 2005 (49 versus 42 percertfionm
proponents could still claim that a plurality preéal to stick with the program. But in a substaglii and
statistically significant shift in 2008, slightlyore Zambians (44 percent) now want the governneent t
abandon its prevailing package of economic polithes are willing to grant more time for the govesnt
to deliver results (43 percerit).Ilt would appear that, after almost 18 years ohemic reform, most
Zambians now feel the pangs of adjustment fatigue.

Figure 8: Popular Attitudes to Economic Reform:
Trends in Public Opinion, Zambia, 1999-2008
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Towards Explanation

This paper now turns from a description of Zamipablic opinion to an explanation of its originsn @e
demand side, we want to know what explains theedegf populasupportfor economic reform policies.
On the supply side, we are interested in accouifitinthe extent of populaatisfactionwith government’s
management of the economy. As discussed earleshywothesize that, in making their minds up abloeit
desirability and efficacy of economic reform, ogtizs will make botleconomicandpolitical calculations.
The remaining puzzle is which of these competirigmalities offers the better explanation.
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To make popular demands operational for researgbopas, we create an additive indexsapport for
economic reform It comprises the number of reform policies —stoner prices, school fees, civil service
cutbacks and privatization — that individuals suppo The supply side indicator ehtisfaction with
economic refornis an average construct of the respondent’s apiofdiow well or badly the current
government is managing the economy and tacklinggpp¥’ As indicated in Figure 7, Zambians are split
on the matter of overall economic management (48gme positive) and dubious about the effectiveinéss
the government’s anti-poverty strategy (only 27cpat positive)*

To measure the extent to which citizens use a ke@f economic rationality, we select public opims on
four keyeconomic factorsthe country’s present economic condition, thavildual’s present living
condition, the country’s past economic conditioonipared to 12 months ago), and the individual’'sseigx
future living condition (estimated in 12 monthsé)* The argument here is that citizens will reasomifr
their own economic circumstances in calculatingrtbimnces toward reform. We expect that socipitro
(i.e. country-level) conditions, both present astlaspective, will have more formative effects eform
attitudes than egotistic (i.e. personal) considenat But we guess that future expectations apergonal
wellbeing may also have some effect.

We also select foypolitical factorsas indicators of political rationality. Suppoot fdemocracy is a standard
item used in barometer surveys worldwide to tapdividual’s ideal regimé® Similarly, satisfaction with
democracy is a familiar comparative item that a&eerall, how satisfied are you with the way demamy
works in (your country)?’ We expect that, supportive and satisfied demsana more likely to favor the
policies implemented by a freely elected governméditite third political factor is the performancetioé
president, which is a measure of popular perceptidrthe chief political executive’s job performanaver
the previous yedf Given the timing of the October 2008 survey imibia, respondents were asked to
comment on the job performance of late Presideny Mwanawasa, who died in August 2008. As a final
indicator of political rationality, we examine whet an individual stated an intention to vote fo t
candidate of the incumbent MMD party in the prestd# election of October 30, 2008. The logiclué tast
two indicators is that citizens are expected toassesiderations of personal and party loyalty, ey to
the national patron-in-chief, in calculating whetkeonomic policies are likely to serve their iet&s.

As with any multivariate analysis of survey datantrols are necessary for demographic factorsevRek to
economic reform in Zambia — substantively as welktatistically — are residential locale (urbarrwmal),
gender, age and education. All these standard msagke included in the multivariate models thalofel

In addition, we have developed a novel indicatathefextent to which an individual has a globa— a
opposed to local — orientation toward the worlde ®¥gll this orientation “cosmopolitanism.” It issasured
by an index of five items: the first measuresnheber of languages an individual speaks; the nedeai
measure the frequency of an individual’'s computeernet, and mobile phone use, as well as thaigecy
with which he or she receives money remittances foatside the country. Table 4 indicates thatalr®
items together comprise an averaggex of cosmopolitanismwhile computer use is most central to the
index and multilingualism most peripheral, all ntredess cohere into a reliable scdléVe predict that
cosmopolitan Zambians will be more open than tharochial compatriots to a market reform agendad,A
while education and cosmopolitanism are highly @ated?’ they should not be conflated. Instead, we
expect that even Zambians with low levels of edooanay be able to learn about economic reformugino
new forms of interaction with a globalized social/eonment.
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Table 4: Components of Cosmopolitanism, Zambia 2008 (Pearson’s R correlation matrix)
INDEX OF Computer | Internet Mobile Remittances
COSMOPOLITANISM t Phone
Computer .822%**

Internet .807*** .892x**
Mobile .693*** A403*** .361***
Phone

Remittanceg AQL2*** .169*** .190*** .101**

Languages A39*** .105** .100*** .252%** .085**

t A one-factor principal components solution produaesliable 5-item index (Cronbach’s alpha = .662)
% =<.001, * p =<.01

Explaining Support for Reform

What, then, explainsupport for economic reform limited as it is — among Zambians? Table Pldigs
results of an ordinary least squares regressioysina Explanatory factors that attain statistical
significance, of which there are only three, aghhghted in bold font.

The first notable result is that, on the demand,stdonomic factors apparently matter little. déeiding
whether they want policy reforms, Zambians seemyingike scant reference to economic conditions. The
perceived condition of the national economy acyuadls a negative effect on support for economiarnef
which is the opposite of what we expected. It setat the better the economy is seen to be dtirdess
Zambians demand reform. And this perverse restiaiely statistically significant. Moreover, aterred
earlier, future expectations about personal lidogditions have a more positive effect on demand fo
reform than any other economic factor. But thisdictor falls short of statistical significance.

By contrast, a political factor is in play. If Zémns are satisfied with democracy, they are Sicamtly
more likely to want economic reforms. We interghes result to mean that policies arrived through
democratic methods are able to attract supporirhyevof their procedural legitimacy. In other wer a
democratically elected government is able to &#tirm measures more effectively to its constituéms a
government that is not so elected. This resulegdizes the observation made earlier about tladivelease
with which the Chiluba government withdrew maizeatrsubsidies without provoking the violent unréwsttt
had always accompanied Kaunda's efforts to impldrties reform. Nor did the later removal of sulisid
on fertilizer and fuel provoke political unrestptigh perhaps for other reasons. The constituehcy o
fertilizer-using peasant farmers is scattered agwidle and is not well organized; and the ownersgifs,
minibuses and factories can easily pass on theeshwtihigher fuel prices to customers. But oulysis
suggests political reasoning based on felt satisfagvith democracy also plays a role.

Strikingly, a demographic factor provides the lmgilanation of whom among Zambians demands reform.
It seems that support for market oriented poli@asainly an attribute of cosmopolitans. By fae thost
influential factor in the equation, cosmopolitanieas a stronger and more significant influence gitrer
economic or political rationality. And it is dietit from education, a statistically insignificamegictor in

this model. How might this influence work? We aplate that Zambians who use information and
communications technology — for example, the 5@¢r@rwho say they use a mobile phone every day (see
table 6) — have access to economic knowledge #ps build support for reforms. In other African
countries, farmers who us mobile phones are aljativer and compare crop prices across a range of
markets before deciding when and where to sell (2k®7, Molony 2008, Hahn and Kibora 2008).
Similarly, people who maintain contacts outsidaértheme village or neighborhood — for example thyiou
travel, remittances or exchanges with people wiealspther languages — are more likely to be exptsed
hegemonic debates about the “magic” of the market.
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All of these results must be tempered, howeveg bgcognition that support for economic reform ambia
is barely formed and difficult to explain. Evenexhaustive model with four economic, four politjiand
five demographic predictors accounts for a merer8gnt of the variation in popular support for emoic
reform. We can only conclude that public opiniontbis matter remains inchoate: political ratidtyshnd
cosmopolitanism aside, there are few patternspibiait to the formation of strong demands eitherdior
against reform. Instead, Zambians of all walkBfefremain undecided about the suitability of metrk
reforms to their country’s development needs.

Table 5: Support for Economic Reform, Explanatory Factors, Zambia, 2008

(Ordinary least squares regression)

B S.E. Beta Sig.

Constant 1.100 .388 .005**
ECONOMIC FACTORS
Country’s present economic condition -.080 .040 -.077 .046*
Your present living condition .043 .042 .040 314
Country’s economic condition 12 months ago .029 4.04 .022 .510
Your living conditions in 12 months time .084 .043 .067 .051
POLITICAL FACTORS
Support for democracy .037 .065 .019 .564
Satisfaction with democracy 117 .042 .093 .005**
Performance of the president -.047 .050 -.03] .34
Intend to vote for incumbent party -.043 .092 .015 .640
DEMOGRAPHIC CONTROLS
Gender (female) -.034 .074 -.015 .647
Locale (rural) .046 .083 .020 .581
Age -.004 .004 -.034 297
Education -.058 .031 -.077 .061
Cosmopolitanism .266 .062 .183 .000***
Adjusted R square = .033
Standard error of the estimate = 1.112

*** p =<.001, ** p =<.01

Table 6: Use of Information Technology, Zambia 2008 (Percentage of adult Zambians)

Computer Internet Mobile Phone

Never 61 67 13
Less than once a month 10 9 3
A few times a month 12 12 8
A few times a week 9 8 20
Every day 7 4 56

Explaining Satisfaction with Reform

Whether or not they explicitly called for it, Zarabis received a strong dose of market reform betd/88mh
and 2008. This is not to say that the Chilubalmdinawasa administrations fulfilled all the policy
conditions required by aid donors or fully moved ttountry from a planned to an open economy. Bsxau
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the Zambian government encountered obstacles ayidezmed reversals during the implementation of the
economic adjustment program, caution is warrameatiscussing popular evaluations of the supply of
reform. For example, a Fertilizer Support Progra{fFSP), launched during the 2002-3 agriculturases,
reintroduced subsidies and required smallholdendas to form marketing cooperatives. In the runiaithe
2006 election, the MMD government broke the publidget to disburse funds through the Food Reserve
Agency to buy up a bumper maize crop. And subsidietiel were reintroduced in 2008 to offset the
escalating international price of crude oil. Thaszommenting on their government’s performance in
liberalizing the economy, Zambians are undoubt@dlging the product of a partial and incomplet®ref
process.

With this caveat in mind, we now seek to expkditisfaction with economic reforasing the same method,
format and structure of explanatory factors as teef&regression results are shown in Table 7.

The supply-side model is more powerful since itlaXs one quarter of the variance in popular satisbn
with the government’'s management of the reform rawg Moreover, as predicted, both economic and
political rationality play formative roles in shapgithis aspect of public opinion. And, whereas
cosmopolitanism heightens satisfaction, rural essicl| location is even more influential. We diss@ach
explanatory strand in turn.

First, economic factors. As predicted, an indialikisocio-tropic assessments of the health ofithero-
economy strongly and significantly shape his ordadisfaction with reform. The better the courgry’
perceived economic condition, the more likely Baanbian to say that the government is doing a goloct
managing the national economy and alleviating pgverhis rational calculus rests primarily on the
country’s current economic status, though evaluaatimf past economic conditions and expectatiorfistafe
personal living standards play modest reinforcivlgs. But the strongest (and only significantgeffis a
direct line of economic reasoning from country-leseonomic conditions to satisfaction with reforin. this
light, the dramatic contraction of the world ecoryam 2009, which occurred after fieldwork for the
Afrobarometer Round 4 survey was complete, isyikelspill over into Zambia in the form of future
dissatisfaction with economic reform.

Second, Table 7 indicates that political ratioyalitatters too. Three of four political factors bastrong,
positive and statistically significant connectiagagpopular approval of reform outcomes. Zambiahs are
satisfied with democracy, or who approve of thesiglent’s performance, or who vote for MMD are all

likely to approve of the government’s track recatéconomic management. It is insufficient foizeihs to
simply prefer democracy in the abstract as an igggine; in Zambia, there are too many professed
democrats who say they support democracy but wsdapgrove of the consequences of the reform program,
such as deepening inequality. Instead, to endefsem outcomes, citizens must also express appofva

the actual performance of the democratic regimejrtbumbent party, and the top political leadexdeled,

they use approval of these actors and institutasniseuristic shortcuts in arriving at favorableleatons of
economic reform.

But which matters more: economic or political eaglity? Not shown in Table 7 is the amount ofaace
explained by each bloc of factors. When regreasmike on satisfaction with economic reform, therfou
economic variables explain over 16 percent of veeathe four political variables exactly 12 petcand
the five demographic controls under 4 percent.s Bhb-analysis suggests that economic rationality i
probably more important than political rationalitya citizen’s calculation about the costs and benef
reform. But it also confirms that a supply-sid@lexation is deficient without referenceltoth economic
and political reasoning. And it hammers home the asitg of studying reform processes within an
interdisciplinary political economy framework thraakes room for, and grants credence to, both tgpes
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rationality.

Table 7: Satisfaction with Economic Reform Explanatory Factors, Zambia, 2008

(Ordinary least squares regression)

B S.E. Beta Sig.
Constant .084 231 715
ECONOMIC FACTORS
Country’s present economic condition .206 .024 294 .000***
Your present living condition .013 .026 .017 .624
Country’s economic condition 12 months ago .041 6.02 .047 118
Your living conditions in 12 months time .030 .026 .035 247
POLITICAL FACTORS
Support for democracy .022 .039 .017 .567
Satisfaction with democracy .096 .025 111 .000***
Performance of the president 119 .030 111 .000***
Intend to vote for incumbent party .355 .055 .190 .000***
DEMOGRAPHIC CONTROLS
Gender (female) -.002 .044 -.001 .962
Locale (rural) .182 .050 115 .000***
Age .001 .002 .009 770
Education .028 .019 .053 .140
Cosmopolitanism .093 .037 .095 .012*
Adjusted R square = .252
Standard error of the estimate = .660

* p =<.001, ** p =<.01

Third and finally, we consider demographic controfs indicated, we again find that cosmopolitares a
champions of reform, being more willing than paiathto approve reform outcomes. One possible
mechanism is that the liberalization of exchang&rod regulations has eased the flow of foreigrrenicy
remittances from Zambians working abroad, thuséimdpa gratified response from recipients. Another
possible connection concerns the liberalizatiothefmobile phone market, which has not only enabled
Zambians to communicate more easily, but also deipduild a constituency for market reforms. In
Zambia, where there are 73 languages (7 of whieltansidered to be the main ones), the abilityp&ak
more than one language provides an opportunitgdoessing perceptions on reform initiatives across
language barriers. Once again, we confirm thathopslitanism substitutes for education, since etioicas
not significant in Table 7. The spread of mobit@pes is apparently having a democratizing effeethich
individuals with less education are able to use temhinologies to learn about economic reform and
formulate their own opinions about its outcomesit BBe use of computers and the Internet probably
presupposes a certain level of formal educationitha yet to become widespread in Zambia.

We cannot close without noting the strong effeatesidential locale on economic satisfaction. ©thiangs
being equal, rural dwellers are 18 percent momdylikhan urban dwellers to express satisfactioh tie
reform program. We can speculate about this higiggificant result. Perhaps rural dwellers hagedijited
from market reforms, for example as farmers enayumttter rural-urban terms of trade or improvemant
the delivery of agricultural services. During @05-6 farming season, a 65 percent increase wasded
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in output of maize, with the benefits of increasatks accruing to farmers, including smallholders.
Moreover, there have been greater increases immafoemployment in the agricultural sector as comgpa
to the non-agricultural sector.

Alternatively, perhaps rural dwellers know littleaut the national economic reform program and sirgpl
along with whatever policies the government proposeertainly there is evidence that, like otheglo
standing ruling parties in Africa, MMD has falleadk on a rural base of support. By targeting sliési
under the Fertilizer Support Program at small faenire rural cooperatives, much as UNIP did beftire,
ruling party resorted to tried and true patronagpiniques. Moreover, in the run-up to the 2008igsmntial
election, Rupiah Banda, then Acting President anIMcandidate for the presidency, announced a
reduction of 75 percent on the price of fertilizefithe Afrobarometer’'s 2008 pre-election surveydated
that MMD would do well in rural Northwestern, Westeand Eastern provinces and fare badly in therurba
Copperbelt and Lusaka provinces, predictions ladene out in the official election results (Eleetor
Commission of Zambia, 2008).

Conclusions

We have reviewed popular attitudes to economicpokform in Zambia from 1993 to 2008, a period
marked by political and economic liberalization daychints of economic recovery and improved public
management. Yet, despite such positive objectrnamges, adult Zambians have yet to subjectivelyracab
an orthodox agenda of economic policy reform.

Most clearly, we observe fixed public oppositiorirtstitutional reforms that aim at reducing theerof the
state in the economy. In 2008 as in 1993, thré@biive Zambians opposed the privatization anl ci
service reform. These opinions were accompaniedl ige in mass concern about unemployment as the
nation’s “most important problem.” At the samedinhowever, we detect a growing public recognititat
the state cannot create jobs on its own and tiatprindividuals and firms make important conttibns
too.

This study also reveals that initial public tolezarof price reforms is wearing thin. To be surmagority of
Zambians, after briefly flirting with support foniversal free schooling, once again express witlegs to
pay for higher educational standards. But, wheagagjority also once accepted market pricing for
consumer goods, only a minority takes this staodayt. Indeed, we characterize the major trend in
economic opinion toward in Zambia as one of grovadgistment fatigue. Most Zambians are convinced
that the government’s economic policies have huntenpeople than they have helped and have corgdbut
to widening income inequalities. For the firstéina slim plurality of Zambians is now ready toradan the
reform program.

In explaining the sources of these economic opBjiare isolate three distinctive factors in ascegdirder
of importance. First, rural dwellers, who may haeaefited from recent reversals of market poliaies
agriculture, say they are more satisfied with poperformance than their counterparts who liveriven
areas. Second, offsetting this demographic tit fiwd that Zambians who have shrugged off loe in
favor of a cosmopolitan worldview — typified by thase of mobile phones and the Internet — are also
inclined to support a market-led economy.

Thirdly and most importantly, we find that the dieyament of popular economic opinion depends on
political, as well as economic, calculations. @igly, the public’s views on the performance of the
economy shape popular evaluations of the offictdicy regime. But, if Zambians also feel politiyatiose
to the president and ruling party — which we intetjin terms of access to patronage — then theynare
likely to accept policy reform and think that rafms are working well.
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What are the policy implications of this clusteradtitudes? How can reformers within Zambia baild
political constituency that will sustain a markebromy in the long run? Given that popular ateisitb
economic reform are highly instrumental, theredssuabstitute for economic performance. From aipubl
opinion perspective, the acid test for any poli@gasure is whether it generates well-paid formaiosgobs
in urban areas, a requirement that is unlikelyaartet without infusions of private investment calpitTo
the extent that new jobs require the use of infdianaechnology, their creation will, in turn, entage the
emergence of cosmopolitan reform coalitions thditlwiild a base of support for a market economy.

At the same time, greater policy attention is reggito poverty alleviation and income distribution.
Governments can lift up the poor and effectivelyulate the excesses of private markets, howevéyr ifon
the state apparatus is first reformed. Thus, tegipular resistance, the Zambian government dhoul
persist with efforts to streamline and professimeatihe civil service. Developmental outcomes wiily be
obtained when Zambians can put more faith in theeusal application of a rule of law than in the
particularistic rewards of a patronage systenstdfe institutions were competent and trustwordhylanket
policy of privatization would be unnecessary andldde replaced with various kinds of public-privat
partnership. The global financial crisis of 20@& lalready put an end to the “Washington consensus”
favor of this sort of emergency experimentatiomder these circumstances, there is now opportémity
international donors and lenders to recommend igslithat converge with the expressed preferences of
Zambian citizens
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Endnotes

! Afrobarometer surveys are conducted in up to 2@cAh countries on a regular cycle. Because theiment asks a
standard set of questions, countries can be systaihacompared and trends in public attitudes barracked over
time. Coordination for Afrobarometer activitiespovided by the Centre for Democratic Developm@D-Ghana),
the Institute for Empirical Research in Politicaidiomy (IREEP-Benin) and IDASA (South Africa). Bas collected
by national partners in each African country. lan2bia, fieldwork was led by the Department of Raditand
Administrative Studies, University of Zambia in gamction with Steadman Inc., a market research foased in
Nairobi, Kenya. Support services are provided bghigan State University and the University of Cajmavn.

2 The Afrobarometer Round 4 survey in Zambia was tasea national probability sample of adult Zambiét8
years or older) distributed proportionally acrobsime of the country’s provinces. Based on Cainfitatistical Office
population projections for 2008, a multi-stageatstied area cluster sampling approach was uset&rdiews were
conducted with 1,200 respondents; but 99 casesdiscarded due to low quality of interviews, yigigia final sample
of 1101 persons (and a margin of sampling errgriwd or minus 3 percentage points at a 95 peraarfidence level).
The respondents were balanced in terms of gendiehasha median age 29 years. Most of the respondents (63
percent) were rural residents whilst the remairf@@rpercent) were urban-based. According to redpots’
preferences, the interviews were conducted in Ehdthe official language) or in a local languaGaifyanija,
Chibemba, Chitonga, Silozi or Kikaonde).

% The study was conducted on behalf of the Zambiadeatic Governance Project of the U.S. Agency for
International Development. The methodology incthideth focus groups and exploratory surveys. Souestionnaire
items now included in Afrobarometer surveys werst fiested in surveys in Zambia in 1993 and 19Résults from
this research are reported include Michael Bradtoe Beatrice Liatto-Katundu, “A Focus Group Assemshof
Political Attitudes in Zambia,African Affairs 93, October 1994, 535-563 and Michael Brattomfitlal Participation
in a New Democracy: Institutional Consideratioosyf Zambia,"Comparative Political Studie82, 5, August 1999,
549-588. See also tilitical Reform Serieathttp://www.afrobarometer.org/archives.html

* The malaria incidence rate per 1,000 fell from #0R000 to just above 200 in 2004. Deaths cauyatdiaria
dropped from 9,367 in 2001 to 4,765 in 2004. Thigpess is mainly attributed to the shift in treatmpolicy from
chloroquine to arteminisin-based therapy (Coartana) improvements in the laboratory services (UNDB72.

®> As with all policy preferences discussed in #stion, the questions were posed in a balanced;e¢dl choice”

format using mutually contradictory statements,clihive find a more reliable metric than a univalgkert scale.

The interviewer read both statements to the respurahd asked which statement is closest to your view.” Responses
were recorded on a five-point scale, allowing fagree” or “agree very strongly” with either staternend a middle
category for “agree with neither” and “don’t know.We calculate descriptive statistics by aggreggtihe “agree” and
“agree strongly” responses to the pro-reform, miaokented option.

® pearson’s r = -142** and -.087** respectivelySince the 2008 survey did not ask about pagicaspects of
service delivery, we used 2005 data for these astign

" Pearson’s r = -.153***

8 Pearson’sr=.115%*

® Pearson’s r = .330***

19 The main exception is sporadic work stoppagesetected mining compounds and in educational aattthe
institutions, including the country’s biggest refdrhospital (the University Teaching Hospital)heEe disputes have

usually been resolved through negotiation.

' Due to the margin of sampling error inherentriabability surveys, patient and impatient resporslene
statistically indistinguishable in 2008.

12 The index osupport for economic reformanges across a 5-point scale from 0 to 4 policies
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13 Managing the economy and tackling poverty areetated at Pearson’s r = .627*

1 The construct oatisfaction with economic reforaiso employs a 5-point scale from “very badly’aingh “fairly
badly,” “don’t know,” and “fairly well” to “very vell.”

5 All economic factors are also measured on S4piales: the first two factors from “very bad™t@ry good”; the
second two factors from “much worse” to “much bette

8 The question asks: “Which of these statementiest to your own opinion? 1. Democracy idgrable to any
other kind of government. 2. In some circumstarecasn-democratic government can be preferablel-08.someone
like me, it doesn’t matter what kind of governmeat have.” Those choosing statement 1 are heldpgpat
democracy.

7 On a 5-point scale ranging from “not at all Sii#’ through “not very satisfied,” “don’t know, ral “fairly
satisfied” to “very satisfied.”

'8 On a 5-point scale from “strongly disapprove™strongly approve.”
9 Cronbach’s alpha =.662

2 pearson’s r =.610***
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