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Traditional Leaders In Modern Africa:
Can Democracy And The Chief Co-Exist?

Abstract

The role of traditional leaders in modern Africapecially in modern African democracies, is
complex and multifaceted. The debate is definettdaglitionalists” and “modernists.”
Traditionalists regard Africa’s traditional chiedad elders as the true representatives of theplego
accessible, respected, and legitimate, and thersfdressential to politics on the continent.
“Modernists,” by contrast, view traditional authtgras a gerontocratic, chauvinistic, authoritaaad
increasingly irrelevant form of rule that is anétital to democracy. Using Afrobarometer survey
data, we can better understand popular perceptioinaditional leaders, how they are formed, and
how they relate both to perceptions of electeddegdand to support for a democratic system of
government. Our findings are clear: positive athiis toward chiefs are not incompatible with
democracy — andice versa Even more startlingly, far from being in stadogpetition for public
esteem, local traditional leaders appear to draiv Hustenance and legitimacy from the same well as
elected officials. The paper finds that Africarcisties are often quite adept at integrating segiyin
incompatible institutional structures, such asitradal institutions. The strongest explanationme
from the performance evaluations of other leadgeagjcularly with respect to trust of local
government councillors. Country effects provide $beond most powerful category of explanation
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INTRODUCTION

Are Africa’s traditional chiefs and elders the tma@presentatives of their people, accessible, otspe
and legitimate, and therefore still essential thitijpe on the continent, and especially to the dinigy of
democracies? Or is traditional authority a gerorattic, chauvinistic, authoritarian and increagmngl
irrelevant form of rule that is antithetical to decnacy?

This debate between the so-called “traditionaliatsll “modernists” has been waged for decades in
Africa, intensifying in the last two decades a®#df at democratization and decentralization have
brought competing claims to power and legitimacthfore, especially at the local level. Modesis
argue that the institutional forms of liberal demamy are universally valid, and that Africans aspo
democratic systems of rule that look much the sasnhose in the West. They view traditional poditi
systems as relics of the past that may actuallytdememocratic development, and which must thexefor
be overcome. Traditionalists counter that tradaidnstitutions have proved both malleable and
adaptable, and that even if they are much chanlgey still draw on their historical roots in uniqaed
valuable ways. They see “tradition” — however esit¢d — as a resource to strengthen the community
and polity, and to overcome the many failures ef\tfiestern liberal democratic model as it has been
applied in Africa.

Perhaps one thing that traditionalists and moderoiften agree on, however, is that both portray
traditional authority and elected political leadasscompetitors. The struggle between the two for
political power and legitimacy is seen as a zem-game. Whatever authority a traditional leader
wrenches from the state is treated as a loss féicial” state leadership, andce versa

One of the essential missing components in thist@elhowever, has been the lack of empirical ewiden
concerning popular perceptions of these leadefgcah political elites of various persuasions,rgo
with academics, activists, and chiefs themselvelsate the proper position of traditional authasifie
society at length. But their claims about the @steor lack thereof, with which ordinary Africaregard
these leaders are largely unvalidated, or are b@sedidence that is often only local or anecdo¥dk
therefore find that Chief Linchwe Il of Botswananagaim that “In Botswana, the people still rallyra
behind the chief than behind the politician” (192@2), while politicians of course claim the oppesi
but we have not, in either case, had solid evidenttewhich to evaluate the validity of these atises.

Survey data collected in Rounds 1 (1999-2001) a(kD@2-2003) of the Afrobarometer offer a more
concrete basis on which to evaluate the merithede various claims. The results from over 40fa066-
to-face interviews in 15 countries can help usdtidy understand popular perceptions of traditional
leaders, how they are formed, and how they relatie to perceptions of elected leaders, and to stippo
for a democratic system of government.

Our data indicate that traditional leaders, chéafd elders clearly still play an important roldhe lives
of many Africans: only religious leaders are cotgdamore frequently by ordinary Africans in their
efforts to solve their problems or express theanwg. And in many countries traditional authoripésy a
pre-eminent role as mediators of violent confli€here is, however, considerable cross-countryatian
in these indicators of the status and importanc&fia€an chiefs and elders.

Most strikingly, the sharp distinctions outsiderawl between elected local government officials and
hereditary chiefs are not made by most of the Afrcwho live under these dual systems of authotity.
fact, far from being in competition with electeaders for the public’s regard, traditional leadsrd
elected leaders are seen by the public as two eidés same coin. Overall, popular perceptions of
traditional leaders are slightly more positive thiaose for elected leaders. But popular evaluatain
both traditional leaders and elected leaders avagly linked, and appear to be consistently shdgyed
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each individual’s “leadership affect.” Thus, pogitiperceptions of chiefs go hand-in-hand with aesit
assessments of elected leaders, and vice versal. th& connection is especially strong between
traditional authorities and local government leadefar from fighting a pitched battle for publigugport,
the fates of each appear to be inextricably linkiedcontrast, an individual’s level of modernizati
plays a much smaller role in shaping perceptiortsaglitional authority than we might have expected.
And most significantly for the debate about therderaticness” of traditional rule, there is no evid
conflict between supporting traditional leadershiygl being a committed and active democrat.

Thus, the sharp contrast often drawn between “nmist®rand “traditionalist” approaches may reflect a
false dichotomy. Rather than finding themselvapped between two competing spheres of political
authority, Africans appear to have adapted to theitiization of their political institutions more
seamlessly than many have anticipated or assu@kikfs and councillors, sultans and MPs, kings and
presidents all inhabit the single, integrated p&ituniverse that, for better or worse, shapeh eac
individual's life. In the perceptions of ordinafyjricans, it seems that democracy and chiefs cdadd
co-exist.

Overview of the Data

This analysis draws on data collected in two rowfdbe Afrobarometer. Round 1 surveys were
conducted in 12 African countries (Botswana, Ghaeaptho, Malawi, Mali, Namibia, Nigeria, South
Africa, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwenft®99 to 2001. Round 2 surveys were conducted
in these plus an additional four countries (Caped@eKenya, Mozambique and Senegal) in 2002-2003.
Cape Verde is excluded from this analysis becawseduntry does not have a system of traditional or
hereditary leaders.Each country is represented by a randomly draatiomal probability sample in

which every adult citizen had an equal chance diision. Sample sizes ranged from approximately
1200 up to 3600 respondents per country, althoaghe descriptive statistics reported here the aiata
weighted to represent each country equally. Sasmgdl¢his size yield a margin of sampling error for
country statistics of +/- 2 to 3% at a 95% conficketevel. Note that Afrobarometer surveys are
concentrated in countries that have undergoneast #sme degree of political and economic
liberalization, so the results cannot be takerepsasentative of sub-Saharan Africa as a whole.

It must be noted that both across and often withiise 15 countries, there can be wide variatidhen
details of what “traditional leader, chief or eltderthe phrase most often used in Afrobarometer
guestions about these figures — actually meanegreli variability in what these institutions loddike
historically, in what sorts of rules, roles andateinships were imposed on them by both colonidl an
post-colonial administrations, and in how they haslepted, both individually and collectively, t@th
many pressures and often competing incentiveghbgthave faced over the years. In the presesite th
are substantial differences in terms of the exiemthich their positions have been integrated orto
marginalized from the state bureaucracy, what messuthey command, and in the nature and extent of
both their official and unofficial roles in govengj their communities.

! The Round 2 survey instrument was essentiallysémee across all 16 countries. In Round 1, howesesreral
different survey instruments were used. In addjttbere were sometimes differences in questiomingrbetween
Rounds 1 and 2, as well as questions that weredaalddropped between rounds. These differencestioes
make reporting and/or comparing the results someedraplicated, and the process of making compasis@noss
countries, or within countries over time, must #fere be approached cautiously. Particularly foud 1, we will
report on a number of variables that are only abéd in selected countries, or that vary acrosstrims.
Differences in question wording across countrieswar time, and identification of countries thatrevexcluded
from particular questions, will be noted as necgssa

2 For more information on the Afrobarometer, vibi¢ website: www.afrobarometer.org.
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But there are commonalities as well. Despite taayrways in which the institution has evolved ober
years, for the most part, people know who we mela@nvwve refer to their country’s “traditional leaslér
And although these authorities are very diversey #iso tend to share common characteristics. They
generally occupy their posts by virtue of some sbtiereditary (albeit often contested) claim ratian
through elections. But more importantly, they m@eognized as having connections to their society’s
cultural and historic roots in ways that officia@vg@rnment figures do not. Thus, some cautionllsda
for in discussing and interpreting the broad cramsatry results presented here given the diveradies
that fall under the rubric of “traditional leaderAnd further disaggregation of these results tationie
exploring the ways in which various factors, boigtdrical and current, shape these attitudes at the
country level and below will be a productive nebeps But the cross-country comparative findings
presented here nonetheless offer a valuable fitsitounderstanding how traditional authorities, as
diverse as they may be, are faring in the headsw@nds of the average African, especially in anadr
advancing electoralism.

The Context: “Traditional” Chiefs in Modern Africa

The ongoing debate about the proper role of tiaatti leaders in modern Africa, especially in modern
African democracies, is complex and multifacetedi aot one that will be resolved here. But
Afrobarometer results speak directly to some ofntiost contested issues in this discussion. It is
therefore worth reviewing the broad contours ofdbetroversy before examining what the specific
results of the Afrobarometer can contribute.

The most significant issue, for the purposes af thécussion, concerns the question of whether
traditional systems are, at their core, pro- oi-deinocratic. Those typically characterized as
“traditionalists” cite the accessible and highlyt@patory nature of many traditional systems.r Fo
example, in many pre-colonial African societiesnoounity-wide gatherings known variously @sso
(Lesotho) kgotla(Botswana)shir (Somalia) baraza(Kenya), and by many other names, offered an
opportunity for a wide array of community membearsoice their opinions on community affairs and
participate in consensus-based decision makingdifionalists also note that although heredityrofte
served as the basis for assigning leadership posisy systems had means for “de-stooling” or otrssw
displacing leaders that did not meet with the comityis approval (Ayittey 1991: 135-139, Osabu-Kle
2000: 18). And with their absence of semi-permahenreditary leaders, the continent’s more acepisalo
systems of rule, for example among the Somali kad\ieur, might be seen as more democratic still
(Lewis 1961).

Keulder (1998) capturers many of these featuréssiglescription of the “traditionalist” perspective

For them the institution of traditional leaders dsdprocedures of governance is not only
a simpler form of government, but also a more aibés better understood, and a more
participatory one. It is more accessible becatisecloser to the subjects than any other
system of government; subjects have more dire@sscto their leaders because they live
in the same village and because any individualaggoroach the leader and ask him or
her to call a meeting . . .; decision making isdolasn consensus, which creates greater
harmony and unity; it is transparent and parti@pabecause most people may attend
tribal meetings and express their views, directiiythrough representatives; and lastly,
harmony and unity prevail because the interestBenfribal unit, rather than an

individual or group of individuals, are pursued axgpressed. (11)

In contrast, the so-called “modernists” argue gadtiarchal traditional systems often silencedubiees

of women and youth. Molutsi (2004), for examplentends that in Botswana, “the ‘Kgotla democracy’
was made up of male tribal elders from senior smben” (162). These systems are also described as
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unaccountable, and based on a coercive “demarabfmensus,” rather than freely given consent
(Mattes, 1997: 5). Critics further charge thadiianal authorities rely on deference, place the
community ahead of the individual, and that, it fécaditional authority constitutes an anti-demadc,
or at best a non-democratic form of governancet{d4a 1997: 6). Modernists thus believe that these
“institutional obsoletes” “impede the developmehawirile, prosperous, democratic, and just sggiet

and thus must have no place in any progressivetyoti

But the debate is not limited to the democraticlerdials, or lack thereof, of historical politiclstems.
Rather, it is complicated by the fact that in thedern context, neither side can deny that the obte
tradition, and often the identity of traditionadfiers themselves, is very often contested. Aiteades of
manipulation by colonial and post-colonial govermtseand response by indigenous leaders, there are
many questions about what really is “traditionak, how historically-rooted so-called “traditional
institutions” really are. There is no doubt thHa tachinations of national leadership, includialpial
authorities, have often had deep impacts on balstidtus, and the very nature of these institutifams
example by intervening in leadership selection gesses by naming their own “traditional” chiefs, or
endowing these leaders with new powers and redpibtiss to collect taxes or produce laborers.
Cooptation by colonial governments into the Britsststem of “indirect rule,” for example, could both
strengthen and weaken the hand of traditional lshi® sometimes at the same time. And the effurts
modern African leaders to either undermine tradaldeaders and allegiances, or to politicize and
thereby co-opt these potential “vote brokers” (Laws2002), have further affected their standing.

The need of chiefs and elders to balance theirrdigrece on local populations for “legitimacy,” or at
least “respect,” with their desire for the recogmitof higher authorities — and the different kofd
legitimacy that this implies — may often have proell “Janus-faced” traditional authorities who were
simultaneously respected and suspected by locallgiigns (West and Kloeck-Jenson, 1999: 475-6).
Most recently, the chieftaincy in South Africa @@nly emerged from under the cloud of apartheidhait
best a mixed reputation. Some viewed tradition#h@rities largely as complicit collaborators, vehil
others (including, naturally, the chiefs themsej\amight to paint a more positive picture of their
essential importance to the stability, solidaritg alignity of their communitie$. The shifting allegiances
of traditional authorities are sometimes charazéetias being primarily self-serving. Van Kessel an
Oomen (1997), for example, observe that “chieferotilign themselves, whether wholeheartedly or for
tactical reasons, with the powers that seem ta tfifebest chances of safeguarding their positions”
(562). But others suggest that this “ability ofeth to straddle the state-society dichotomy” aeds as
necessary intermediaries for their people is agtheof the institution that helps to explain its\dval
(Williams 2004: 121).

And of course, the issue is made still more compleihe fact that traditional systems were, and are
extremely diverse, with widely divergent systemzofnow brought together under the umbrella of a
single state. The relatively acephalous systentiseoKaramajong and other northern groups are reow p
of the same Ugandan state that houses the oncemedsouthern Kingdoms of Buganda, Ankole and
Toro. And the relatively consultative and partatipry Tswana and Sotho cultures find themselves
elbow-to-elbow with the historically much more leehical and authoritarian Zulu system in South
Africa. This raises yet another critical questienen if everyone were to agree that traditionadiéss
should have a role in the modern political arelay ban a single, coherent system of involvement be

3 Owusu 1996: 330, citing Peter Waterman, “IntroductOn Radicalism in African Studies,” in PeteiC.
Gutkind and Peter Waterman, edsrican Social Studies: A Radical Readeondon and New York: Heinemann,
2. See also Mamdani (1996) for perhaps the bestkrelaboration of the “modernist” point of view tis issue.
* Murray (2004) gives a good overview of the debates accompanying policy changes within South Afttrat
have sought to define the position and role offstas the country has emerged from apartheid.

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 4



crafted that adequately reflects the enormous slityeof the African traditions so often combinedhin
a single state (Crook, 2005; West and KIoeck-Je,n]s@ﬁ@)’?

It is hardly surprising, then, that modern Africgmvernments have struggled with how best to retate
these institutions. Traditional leaders have Heamed, deposed and jailed, and they have beetedour
coddled, and paid state salaries, along with jostiaeverything in between, and sometimes allat th
hands of the same governments as they struggtiaimt &0 their own shifting fortunes. As Lawsonast
“At the end of the day, the state remained depangason traditional authorities for access to rural
society” (9), so it was not uncommon for new andfient administrations to dismiss traditional
leadership in their early days, only to come begdar a boost as their popularity sagged in lagary.

The question of how traditional authorities “fitito a modern political system becomes particulaclyte
at the local level, where these leaders exert th& mfluence on the daily lives of Africans, antexe
the contest with government authorities for resesi@nd responsibilities is most intense. Whildat
national level traditional leaders are often lirdite “cultural,” ceremonial or (frequently undefije
“advisory” roles, at the community level they magy dbmpeting with local government officials forlrea
power — over land, tax revenues or other resouresppnsibility for dispensing justice, and inflaen
over community activities and decisions, and evaties: This debate has been particularly heated in
South Africa, where the chieftaincy, a “ubiquitdeature of local politics,” has been recognizethia
constitution and continues to exercise direct autthon many rural areas (Williams 2004, 114-116).
Chiefs and local government officials are oftencpared as being in direct competition — like “twallb
in a kraal” (Oomen 2000: 14) — in a winner-takddattle for the hearts, minds, and resourcesa#llo
communities.

In reality, though, it can be difficult to make gealizations about the relationship between local
government authorities and traditional leaderslipen within a relatively small area of South Adrjdor
example, Oomen describes traditional authoritysatieat range from “veritable nations” to mere
“backdrops” (Oomen 2000, 62). And it is not difficto find examples of constructive relationships
between local governments and chiefs who have rezed the mutual benefit that may accrue to both
from successful cooperation (see Owusu 1996: 348l@mna; Oomen 2000: 62 on South Africa).

Regardless of whether one adopts a “modernist™tnaditionalist” stance, however, it is difficuib
deny that traditional leaders have demonstratecrneable resilience. Their continuing importancéhe
social and political life of their communities, vther perceived as a positive or a negative, isiaily
indisputable. In many places, they still play gonaole in managing land tenure, often even ineys
that have supposedly privatised ownership rightsiiinger 1997). Local justice, property inherignc
and the implementation of customary law, as wett@¥lict resolution, also continue to be important
spheres of responsibility. And they are often pimed as the guardians of their communities’ celtur
playing an important role in cultural events artdais.

In fact, some analysts even suggest that traditioggtutions are experiencing a resurgence oivedin
the era of democratization. As elected governmmmist increasingly respond to demands for services
with limited resources, they have in some instaoase to rely upon traditional authorities as auese

®> West and Kloeck-Jenson, 1999, offer a detailedyaisaof how all of these issues have played ollazambique
both during the country’s long civil war, and iretdemocratic rebuilding afterwards, as the coumay struggled to
define an appropriate role for traditional auttiest Among other things, they make the case that ‘fssue’ of
‘traditional authority’ must be dealt with . . nJi. . . local contexts, using terminology with grer geographical and
historical precision” (457). They warn againstagng the “complex and, often, contradictory higtoof these
institutions as we seek to understand, and peiingggrate them into “modern” systems of governa@d@al). See
also de Sousa Santos, 2006.
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for communicating with and mobilizing populatior@amen 2000: 63; see also Englebert 2002; de Sousa
Santos 2006; West and Kloeck-Jenson 1999). M{@@§4), reviewing recent developments in South
Africa, goes so far as to note that:

To an important extent, the realities of the traosito democracy are in fact on the side
of the chiefs. The new local governments havdduhtd get on their feet and in rural
areas few have developed the capacity to providéces. They often have a single bare
office and just one member of staff. . . . Traditibauthorities, on the other hand, have
what Oomen has described as “the material legatiftypfears of governance-through-
chiefs . . .” (14, citing Oomen 2000)

It may not have hurt, either, that the benefitpdlitical liberalization apply to chiefs as welDe Sousa
Santos (2006) notes a “growing activism” on the pétraditional authorities in Mozambique (67)dan
they too have the opportunity to form interest g®(such as CONTRALESA in South Afrfgahat can
advocate on their behalf.

Traditional leaders may also be valued becauseptwmyde a sense of continuity and stability ineaa

of great change. Williams (2004) suggests that taam serve as intermediaries to “ensure that @ang
occurs in an orderly and familiar way” (121). ‘atthe same time, chiefs have also displayed irsjyes
flexibility, adapting to meet the needs of the dagn effort to preserve or enhance their posiitthin
local communities (Van Kessel and Oomen 1997: 5@&15outh Africa, for example, Oomen (2000)
cites “vehement discussions” about allowing womed youth “access to the shade under the thorn tree”
(69), while Williams (2004) notes the adoption abne participatory rules and practices as chiefs
“responded to pressure from local populations,ligogernment institutions, and development ageficies
in an effort to preserve their legitimacy in tha ef democratization (115-116). In fact, Williams
suggests that even as chiefs “have sought to direttedirect the democratisation process,” the
institutions of traditional leadership and demacratectoral politics may actually be interactimgai
“mutually transformative procéesthat causes each to shape and reshape sociatgtprietations and
understandings of the other (113, emphasis add&sl)n the past, “tradition” continues to be a nmayi
target.

I will close this part of the discussion by questimy the commonly used terms of the debate witkchvhi
opened it. As indicated, this debate is typicalgt as being between “modernists” and “traditists|

or, in even more evocative terms, as between dlizers” and “romanticizers” of traditional authioes.
Noting that the debate is (unhelpfully) “cast isttitomies,” Oomen (2000) describes the conventional
vision of trivializers as those who “see . . . ttiathal leaders as leftovers from a time that igfthyv
fading,” while romanticizers “nurture parochial iges of traditional leaders as shepherds of coherent
communities who still live off the land and folldvaditional norms and customs” (16).

Certainly there are those who do offer the “alkikdraditional is good” argument, who are couedeby
those who argue unequivocally that either trad#@ldeaders must go, or democracy will. Ayittey 419
and Mamdani (1996) perhaps best represent thesared. But there is an increasingly lively debate
that occupies a middle ground between these twaspolA growing school of “pragmatic traditionadist
recognizes first that the continuing role and iefiae of traditional leadership is a given,; tradiéib
authority is not, by any means, in the processaittiering away” as the modernists both hope and
predict. They further acknowledge that “traditibaathorities” and all that they encompass haveyman
weaknesses and imperfections — sometimes great-dmgisthat they also may embody strengths that
might be built upon as well, not least of whichihie legitimacy that they still seem to enjoy in man

® The Congress of Traditional Leaders of South Afrivhich actually formed in 1987 as an ANC-aligned
organization. See Murray (2004).
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communities. Thus, they essentially take the \tieat we must account for the role of traditional
leadership and institutions as part of or alongseidgemocratization processes not because these
authorities are in some way inherently good, bebtbee, for better or worse, they are there, andahe
clearly an important exerciser of “public authdtion the ground in much of Africa (Lund 2006). The
perspective of these pragmatic traditionalistseidhpps best captured by de Sousa Santos (200&)repea
about the duality between the traditional and tloelenn that he observes in Mozambique’s legal system
Noting that “The question of how to articulate ttisal legitimacy feeds one of the most intractable
debates in Africa today,” he cites the argumerthose who believe the two spheres must be kepegnti
separate, and then goes on to say that:

According to another argument, this separationnéveorrect — which is debatable — is
impossible to sustajmiven that individuals cannot keep their multijglentities

watertight and ‘uncontaminated.” It is better,reéfere, to assume that contamination and
hybridization between codes is a “natural” conditi(61-62, emphasis added)

Working in this pragmatic-traditionalist vein, amhber of analysts have thus sought to document the
complex efforts of various African societies and/gmments to come to terms with this reality and
explore ways in which the institutions of traditedmuthority can be effectively blended with theds of
the state, and the principles of democracy (seeXample West and Kloeck-Jenson 1999 and de Sousa
Santos 2006, on Mozambique, Englebert 2002 on UgamdViurray 2004 on South Africa). Perhaps, as
de Sousa Santos suggests, this integration mayl#ad a “non-modern alternative to Western
modernity,” but to “the expression of a claim toaternative modernity(61, emphasis added).

But there is still much that we do not understapaolua traditional leaders, their roles and the publi
perceptions of them that could contribute to tHeref to come to terms with the reality of chiefly
importance. As Lawson puts it: “Who are thesefshieustodians of tradition and colonial collaborat
inherently conservative yet extremely adaptableapsulated yet uncaptured, lacking in formal peiti
function, yet broadly accepted as legitimate?” QD). There is still too little in the way ofsttured
analysis that can really tell us where chiefsrfithe socio-political constellation of their pulslicAre
women itching to escape their chauvinistic influiehds support for a chief inherently anti-demacrats
the modernists would suggest? Does their continlggitimacy threaten the consolidation of
democracy?

We will now turn to looking at what the Afrobaroreetlata can contribute to this debate.

Turn Back the Clock?

We will begin with what is in some senses an “exet measure of public attitudes toward traditional
leadership: the question of whether or not thesmispublic sentiment in favor of turning back theck,
abandoning democracy and restoring the centraéfteag role of traditional chiefs and elders. In
Afrobaromter Round 2 (2002-2003), the question p@sed to respondents as follows: “There are many
ways to govern a country. Would you disapprovapprove of the following alternative: all decisions
are made by a council of chiefs or elders.”

Note that, for reasons discussed in the previocisose there are several obviously problematic erspe

this question. How, for example, would such colsnoeé composed in multi-ethnic countries with wydel
divergent systems of traditional rule, all of whitéve been changed and remade numerous times during
the colonial era and beyond. As a number of caemtrave experimented over the years with creating
non-elected national Houses of Elders, controveesyfrequently erupted over who should have adoess
seats in these assemblies, how their successarkldimchosen, and how these leaders can be held
accountable. And these bodies have been prim@nihbolic, wielding little real power and controliin
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few, if any, concrete resources. Moreover, whidglitional institutions and leaders still play innfzmt
social, political and economic roles in many platke capacity of such systems to manage a modern
state is by no means clear. Thus, the actualdgisof installing a traditional system of rule certainly
in question in most, if not all, countries.

Nonetheless, the question provides an indicatpubfic attitudes toward traditional political syste as
an alternative to an electoral model of democrdayaddition, we also asked respondents their views
about several other alternative systems, includinge-party state, military rule, and presidential

dictatorship, so we can also assess the relatistlgoa for traditional rule in contrast to thesleay
systems.

Table 1 reveals some perhaps surprising findiMghile traditional rule is rejected by a majority %%
of all respondents across 15 countries in Rouritd considerably less distasteful to the puliart one-
party rule, which is rejected by two-thirds (66%Y@spondents. And both military and strongman
presidential rule are dismissed by much wider mmar ¢ 7% each). About one in three respondents

(31%) say they would actually approve of a retarnule by traditional leaders (15% neither appnoge
disapprove, or don’'t know).

Table 1: Rejection of Alternativesto Democracy

Round 2 (2002-2003)
Reject Rule by , . . Reject
Traditional Egﬁ;ts?;g Rejecémgltary Presidential
Leaders Dictatorship

Mozambique 29 42 53 41
Mali 34 71 65 66
Senegal 45 76 75 77
Namibia 46 55 51 58
Uganda 48 54 85 90
Lesotho 49 61 85 82
Malawi 49 66 84 78
Botswana 50 68 79 85
Kenya 59 75 92 90
Nigeria 61 80 69 72
Zimbabwe 62 58 80 80
South Africa 63 67 77 73
Ghana 69 79 83 82
Tanzania 72 62 86 86
Zambia 72 72 95 90
15-country 54 66 77 77
mean

There are many ways to govern a country. Woulddysapprove or approve of the following alternagivall
decisions are made by a council of chiefs or eldenty one political party is allowed to stand felection and hold
office; the army comes in to govern the countrgcbns and the parliament/national assembly arelished so
that the president can decide everything . (% disape/strongly disapprove)

But cross-country variations are sizeable. In saaintries less than half of respondents reject a
traditional system of rule. They are led by Mozaguk, where the role of traditional leadership Ineea
a significant issue in the civil war. FRELIMO affally abolished the institution of chieftaincy stip
after taking power in an effort to “liberate” saidrom what it saw as “feudal’ and ‘obscurantist’
institutions.” In contrast, RENAMO was “in somepes, greeted with open arms by discontented
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populations coordinated by disgruntled ex-chie¥eét and Kloeck-Jensen 1999: 456 and 460). Today,
just 29% of Mozambicans think restoring traditionakrs would be unacceptable. Not only did
“traditional authorities” survive FRELIMO'’s effort® dispense with them, but FRELIMO itself has been
forced to come around on this issue, acknowledgiadhe civil war came to a close, that traditional
authority had a role to play in Mozambican society.

Similarly, in Mali a mere 34% feel this way, folled by 45% of Senegalese. In Botswana, where many
regard the government as having successfully iatedrthe traditional leadership system into theenod
political arena, just 50% reject this “step backime.” In contrast, nearly three-quarters (72%pase
restoration of traditional rule in both Tanzania &ambia. The relentless efforts of Tanzania’ &.3ul
Nyerere to nationalize individual identity at th@ense of sub-national ethnic identities may halpdd

to diminish allegiance to local traditional leadekenneth Kaunda'’s similar, if less aggressiviyres to

do the same in Zambia appear to have yielded cabfgaresults.

As is evident from Table 2, the “modernization theappears to hold up. Younger people and urkanit
are somewhat more likely to disapprove of thisraliéve, while education differences are pronounced
Gender differences are smaller, but still statiycsignificant in the large-N pooled sample. Baither
than being more eager to abandon the male-domit@gitional leadership hierarchy, women are ircstea
slightly more supportive of it. Women appear ttueachiefs’ role as “guardians of culture” or s@s©f
stability more than they feel concern about a lafckqual voice in their communities.

Table 2: Attitudes Toward Restoration of Traditional Rule, by Socio-Demographic Group, Round 2

Approve Disapprove

Age

18-30 years 30 56

30-45 years 30 55

46-60 years 33 53

More than 60 years 38 49
Location

Urban 25 61

Rural 35 50
Education

None/Informal only 42 38

Primary only 34 52

Secondary only 25 62

Post-Secondary 17 70
Gender

Male 31 56

Female 32 52
TOTAL 31 54
(%)

Traditional Leaders: How Important are They?
How much of a role do traditional leaders stillypia the daily lives of their subjects? Who doioety
Africans turn to in order to meet their personatommunity needs? Table 3 indicates that tradition

"Working out the details of what that role shouédamd how it should be manifest remains a compiexaghly
contested issue. See West and Kloeck-Jensen (2889)e Sousa Santos (2006) for a detailed exanmsat
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leaders still play a prominent role in the livegtodir constituents. We asked respondents “Dutieg
past year, how often have you contacted any ofalf@ving persons for help to solve a problem or to
give them your views.” Across 15 countries, ordiigious leaders are contacted more frequently on
these issues, while government and political leadeboth the local and national level are appreadar
less often.

Once again, we see considerable cross-countrytigariaTraditional rulers were the most frequemnt)é

of contacts in Lesotho and Malawi. Nearly two-dlsi(62%) of all Basotho had made contact with their
local chief within the past year to solve a problenexpress their views, and more than half of Kersy
and Malawians have done the same. In Lesothafitnaal institutions appear to have maintained a
particularly strong foothold. The Basotho chigftai may benefit from the country’s ethnic
homogeneity, since national identity does not nes@ly compete with ethnic identities and allegate
ethnically-based chiefs, as may be the case in etbrecally diverse societies such as TanzanialOln
countries traditional rulers are contacted morguiescy than local government councillors. In Tamaa
on the other hand, we again see evidence of therlstanding of the traditional leadership. Only
representatives to the National Assembly are lag®itant to the public’s daily lives. And in Ugand

we see evidence of the success of President Mu&epeomotion of an accessible, multi-tiered
decentralized government structure: traditionatnsire the targets of less than one-third the suwib
contacts that are made to local council officialis is even true — in fact, more true — among the
Baganda, whose traditional leadership was restwrtdmuch fanfare in 1993: just 11% of Baganda had
contacted a traditional ruler, compared with 70%Wwhd contacted local government officials.
Apparently, in the long interregnum (1969-1993¢ Baganda learned how to survive and thrive without
the intervention or guidance of their traditioreddiership.

Table 3: Contactswith Palitical and Community Leaders, Round 2

N . Political | Official of | Member of
Traditional Religious | Local Govt. Parliament
Ruler Leader Councillor Pa}r'gy GC.M' or National
Official Ministry A
ssembly
South Africa 10 31 16 13 4 4
Uganda 21 66 71 9 16 16
Botswana 22 35 24 16 18 14
Ghana 28 42 15 15 9 12
Tanzania 28 57 43 35 33 19
Mali 32 34 26 17 4 8
Namibia 32 38 17* 17 16 5
Nigeria 32 50 17 21 14 6
Zambia 33 67 24 16 15 18
Senegal 37 47 27 22 10 10
Mozambique 39 40 17 12 7 4
Zimbabwe 39 55 42 23 20 19
Malawi 50 44 22 22 13 17
Kenya 54 61 30 16 26 19
Lesotho 62 43 25 17 12 11
15-country 35 47 27 18 15 12
mean

During the past year, how often have you contaatedof the following persons for help to solve aljpem or to
give them your views. (% only once/a few timesipfte
*This result excludes the 57% of respondents in id@nvho do not have a local government councillor.
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As suggested earlier, the arena of conflict resmius indeed one in which the public still accoads
particularly prominent role to traditional leadapshWe asked respondents “To whom would you tomn f
help to resolve a violent conflict between differgroups in this country.” Across 14 countridsly
one out of four of the substantive first respor(ges, excluding “don’t knows” and “no one”) to thi
question identified traditional chiefs, elders cediators (Table 4. Another 4% identify traditional
courts. Among government institutions, the puldimost inclined to rely on the security forcesligm
and military); local government officials are calesied less reliable mediators, and representativine
national government are even less likely to besdalipon. Again, Lesotho and Malawi top the listhw
more than half of all respondents identifying ttexhal leaders as the best hope for resolving probl
Tanzanians and Ugandans, on the other hand, wgald turn first to the local administration, rather
than traditional leaders.

Table 4: Who Helps Resolve Vialent Conflicts, First Response, Round 2

Traditional Armed People Families, Local Traditional
chiefs/elders| forces/ involved in friends, administra-
. 4 . . . Courts
mediators police the conflict | neighbors tion

Malawi 56 15 2 9 1 8
Lesotho 52 15 6 14 0 3
Mali 38 9 11 10 14 3
Botswana 30 8 10 3 4 8
Kenya 27 16 10 6 17 2
Senegal 25 8 22 12 9 2
Ghana 24 32 8 10 5 5
Zambia 23 26 6 15 4 5
Mozambique 19 13 12 21 4 8
Nigeria 17 28 8 5 2 3
Namibia 12 36 9 18 2 4
Tanzania 12 11 8 9 28 2
Uganda 6 15 10 6 23 3
South Africa 4 39 20 8 2 2
L4-country 25 19 10 10 9 4
mean

To whom would you turn for help to resolve a vibkmflict between different groups in this coun{gp)

As mentioned, in many countries traditional leaddss continue to play a critical function in caiing
access to land. This is obviously a central cantethe majority of Africans who still rely dirdgton

their land for survival, as well as to many urbandans who continue to maintain roots in rural
communities, in part by retaining access to a pe#dand, the closest many have to an insurandeypol
or pension plan. Management of the continent’d l@sources has long been a controversial toprc. O
the one hand, many economists have called for reasid immediate privitization of ownership in arde
to rationalize investment in agriculture. Othengue that traditional tenure systems, usually meddxy
local chiefs, may be better aligned with Africariteral and social norms, and more protective of the
most vulnerable in rural communities. A humbestidies have suggested that even where privitizatio
has been introduced, many communities have, tangdegrees, ignored or circumvented modern tenure
systems and continued to rely on traditional temarens (see, e.g., Ensminger 1997).

8 The question was not asked in Zimbabwe.

° Respondents were allowed to give up to three resg Figures reported exclude “Don’t know” resyssn as
well as 28% of respondents for whom the questios ned applicable because they had indicated opréngous
question that they thought violent conflicts “nevarise between groups within their country.
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Afrobarometer data on attitudes toward the rolggdaby chiefs in this critical sector is limitedjtst
three countries in Round 1, but the widely divetgesults across these three countries confirmtkingt
issue is contentious and remains unresolved. iy Mggeria and Tanzania, respondents were asked
whether they agreed more with the statement timatutlal areas, land should be owned by the communit
and allocated by the traditional rulers,” or witle tstatement that “People should be able to owin dlagn
land, including buying and selling it, even in luaeeas.” Large majorities in Nigeria (75%) and
Tanzania (77%) agree with the second statemerfactnsignificant majorities “strongly agree” (57%0
Nigeria, 63% in Tanzania). In Mali, on the othant, attitudes are almost exactly reversed: 76%eagr
with the first statement, and 64% “strongly agre€liese responses are generally consistent with the
pattern evident in other results. Malians havenshthemselves to be among those who are still most
attached to their traditional leadership systenisleaNigerians and especially Tanzanians have atdat
some of the lowest levels of support for theseesyst

Performance Evaluations of Traditional Leaders — Rand 1

We now turn to the principal focus of this analygigblic assessments of the quality of traditideaters
relative to elected leaders and other governmetititions. The most detailed assessments oftimadi
leaders are found in the seven Southern Africamiz@s (Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, Namibia, South
Africa, Zambia and Zimbabwe) in Round 1 (1999-200&jt we will begin with a brief overview of
performance evaluations for the other Round 1 a@s(Ghana, Mali, Nigeria and Tanzdf)jabefore
delving into these Southern African results in maetail. The next section will review and analyize
more limited, but more consistent and comparaklgylts from 15 countries in Round 2 (2002-2003).

Trustin Traditional Leadersin East and West Africa

The patterns of institutional trust evident in T@blfor four East and West African countries are
consistent with the trends already observed. Malae very trusting of their traditional leadeFsilly
84% express confidence in them, surpassing any othiitution by a considerable margin, and dougplin
the level of trust expressed in political partied aourts of law. In Tanzania, on the other hand,
traditional leaders rate lowest. They are trustednly a slim majority (52%), falling far behinkde
president, the National Assembly, and even thepalnd political parties.

Table5: Trust in Chiefs, East and West Africa, Round 1

Ghana Mali Nigeria Tanzania
Chiefs 68 84 58 52
President -- 72 78 90
Parliament/National Assembly 70 55 58 91
Local government 58 65 57 79
Political parties 61 42 51 66
Army 64 80 37 94
Police 49 49 29 62
Law courts 58 43 54 72

Ghana: How much do you trust the following instdos: chiefs?

Mali/Tanzania: How much do you trust the followingtitutions: traditional rulers?
Nigeria: Do you trust the following institutiongaditional rulers?

(All: % “somewhat” or “a lot”)

9 The questions were not asked in Round 1 in Uganda.
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Southern African Perspectives on Traditional Leaders

The Round 1 data for the Southern African counwiésrs the most detailed and extensive results on
attitudes toward traditional leaders. But thisadatalso limited in one critical way. Most quess about
trust in leadership institutions were asked ofedpondents. However, the questions about traditio
leaders werenly asked of those respondents who first answerdtbadjuestion indicating that they do
“have a traditional leader, chief or headman” ia #ffirmative — about two-thirds of all respondents
these seven countri&s.This ranged from a low of just 19% (408 caseJounth Africa’® to a high of
99% in neighboring Lesotho (Table 6).

Table 6: Have a Traditional Leader Sub-Sample

Total respondents No. “yes” (i.e, do
have a traditional % yes
leader)

Botswana 1200 892 74
Lesotho 1177 1159 99
Malawi 1123 1123 93
Namibia 1183 781 66
South Africa 2200 408 19
Zambia 1198 661 55
Zimbabwe 1200 683 57
Total 9366 5707 63

Do you have a traditional leader, chief of headman?

For those who do have a traditional leader, theesuthen went on to ask about that leader’s inténes
his constituents, his or her trustworthiness, andtiat extent chiefs or traditional leaders are@ived in
corruption. Respondents were then asked similastiqpns about their national president, members of
parliament, and their local government. All of tlesults presented in this section only includestiigset
of respondents who have a traditional leader.

Not surprisingly, this filter introduces some biat our sample. Those who indicate that they rave
traditional leader are disproportionately ruratiesl and less educated. For example, 82% of thitkea
traditional leader are rural, compared to 63% efttital weighted sample. And 58% of this groupemev
advanced beyond primary school, compared to 48#tedfotal sample. The age bias is smaller: 31% of
those in the sub-sample are over 45 years, compaZ)o of the full sample. Thus, the results
presented here for each country, and for the reg@mot be taken as completely representativieasiet
of society at large, nor can they be directly coragdo those from other Round 1 countries, or with
Round 2 results, where all questions about truttddership were asked equally of all respondénBut
they are representative of all those who live diyaander the aegis of a traditional leader. Viftis
caveat in mind, let us now turn to the substarfiivdings, starting with the reported perceptions of
traditional leaders.

We began by asking respondents how attentive inaditleaders are to their problems: “How interdste
do you think your local chief is in what happenyoa or hearing what people like you think?” An
average of 63% say traditional leaders are eitimerested” or “very interested” in their conceméth

' The “yes” cases comprise 66% of the weighted sampl

12 Note that this figure of 19 percent living undee ®uthority of a traditional leader in South Adris far lower
than those commonly cited, which are usually inrtirege of 40 to 45 percent, or even higher. SgeeXample,
Murray (2004), p. 3.

131t is also important to keep in mind that the niaugf error is higher for the smaller country saemlespecially in
the case of the smallest sub-sample in South Afrit&%).
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one in three (33%) saying they are “very intereStéhmibians show the greatest confidence in thedg
intentions of their traditional leaders; fully 788edit them with a real concern for the people.d An
Malawians are not far behind. South Africans, lmndther hand, once again occupy the opposite fend o
the spectrum; just 48% (of the already relativehall sub-sample) think their traditional leaders ar
interested in their constituents’ needs and corsceBurprisingly, the Basotho, who have elsewhere
shown themselves to be strongly attached to theadittonal leaders, do not express a great deal of
confidence in the seriousness with which theirfshigke their communal responsibilities.

Figure 1: Perceptions of Traditional Leaders, Southern Africa, Round 1
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How interested do you think your local chief isvhat happens to you or hearing what people like think? (%
interested /very interested)

How much of the time can you trust your local ckliedlo what is right? (% most of the time/always)

How many chiefs or traditional leaders are involieaorruption? (% some, a few/almost none, none)

The question that followed asked respondents “Hawhrof the time can you trust your local chief to d
what is right?” Southern Africans who live undeese leaders have moderate levels of trust in their
chiefs: 55% say that they trust them “most of theet or “always” to do the right thing, while jus2 %
say they never trust them. Again, South Africamsleast trusting (35%), and Namibians (72%) and
Malawians (61%) are most.

Finally, we asked “How many chiefs or traditionadtlers are involved in corruption?” Fifty perceht
respondents believe that the ranks of traditiogadlérship are relatively free of corruption, restiog
either that only “some, a few” or “almost none/nbaee involved in these illegal activities. Le&sih

one in four (23%), on the other hand, believes &llair most of them are corrupt, while anotherrtpra
(25%) say they haven't heard enough about therayto by Botswana, where traditional chiefs are most
integrated into the “modern” political system, wecasee the lowest levels of confidence expresséuei
integrity of these leaders. Just 37% think theyratatively free of corruption; however, a suriogs

46% say they haven't heard enough about them tongaile just 14% think that many are corrupt. Does
this lack of knowledge or an opinion on the masteggest that Batswana are not as closely linkékio
traditional leaders as Chief Linchwe Il and otheauild have us believe? Or have Botswana'’s chisfs,
being integrated into the political system to aprexedented degree, also been tainted by thansyste
ways that ordinary Batswana are uncomfortable duhgi
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Factor analysis indicates that responses to these tjuestions about the quality and integrity of
traditional leaders all draw on the same dimensicattitudes or perceptions about traditional leade\
single factor can be extracted that explains 62%®total variancé’. The three can therefore be
combined into a single, 5-point Perceptions Indexraditional Leadership that ranges from 1,
equivalent to very negative perceptions of tradiideaders, to 5 for very positive perceptionghv@i
reflecting a neutral attitude.

As indicated in Table 7, the mean value of thexmaeross all seven Southern African countries4s 3.
those who live under traditional leaders thus gineam a somewhat positive rating overall. South
Africans give them the lowest ratings in the regmaith a mean of 3.0; in other words, on averagesé
South Africans who live under traditional leadgus{ 19 percent of all South Africans) sit on teade in
their attitudes toward them, evenly balanced betwegative and positive views. In contrast,
Namibians, some two-thirds of whom live under ttiadial authorities, give these leaders a strong
positive rating with a mean score of 3.9.

Table 7: Perceptions Index, Traditional Leaders

Mean Perceptions Index,
Traditional Leaders

Namibia 3.9
Malawi 3.6

Zambia 34
Botswana 3.4
Zimbabwe 3.3
Lesotho 3.2
South Africa 3.0
Total 3.4

Traditional Leadersvs. Elected Leadership

How do these moderately favorable perceptionsadfitional leaders among those who live under their
authority compare to those for Southern Africa’sderatically elected government representatives?
Based on the same three questions about corrupgiaeis of trust, and interest in the people, patioa
indices were created for local government (excepMalawi, and parts of Namibia, which do not have
local government bodies), members of parliament,tha president and the executive braficithe
results are shown in Figure 2.

Comparing the mean values of these indices retiealsacross seven countries, respondents give
traditional leaders moderately but consistentlydrattings (seven-country mean of 3.4) than artheif
elected officials: local government councillors émeof 3.0), members of parliament (mean of 3.0, an
the president and executive branch (mean of 3Mile the differences are quite small in Botswand a
Lesotho, they are much larger in Malawi, Zambial Zimbabwe; in the latter, a full point separates
traditional leaders from parliamentarians and ttesident. Only in Namibia does any branch — the
executive — score higher than traditional leadsnd, even then it is only by one-tenth of a point.

% Eigenvalue = 1.861, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.690.

15 For the perceptions index for the executive, @méor was extracted with an Eigenvalue of 1.991 é¢mplains
66% of the variance; Cronbach’s alpha = 0.746. tRemperceptions index for parliamentarians, oceofawas
extracted with an Eigenvalue of 1.928 that expl&i#% of the variance; Cronbach’s alpha = 0.721r. th®
perceptions index for local government, one facteais extracted with an Eigenvalue of 1.963 thatamp 65% of
the variance; Cronbach’s apha = 0.735.
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Figure 2: Perceptions I ndices, All Leaders'
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The very minimal differences between traditionalders and elected officials in both Botswana and
Lesotho may reflect the extent of integration & ttaditional leadership into the “modern” politica
system in both of these countries, deliberateBatswana, perhaps more by default in the case of
Lesotho. As discussed, both are ethnically redtihomogenous societies, and have not experigheed
degree of competition between national and lodagainces that may have undermined traditional
leadership to some degree in countries like ZambthTanzania. It appears that in such environments
ordinary citizens may make less of a mental difitindbetween the government and the traditional
leadership.

It is worth nothing that while South Africans wamnest critical of their traditional leaders among th
seven countries, it turns out that they are evererootical of their elected leadership. Conversel
Namibians are generous not only in their assessnaéntaditional leaders, but in their evaluatidn o
elected leaders as well. It is possible that theable difference between these two countries reitpect
to evaluations of traditional leadership may ndle vastly different perspectives on traditioledders
specifically, but rather more (South Africa) ordébdlamibia) critical inclinations toward leadersimp
general. We will return to this question in thédwing section.

Explaining Perceptions of Traditional Leaders — Rouad 1

We can formulate several possible hypotheses atioatt might explain overall perceptions of tradiibn
leaders. The most obvious, of course, is the sippo that an individual’'s level of modernizatiwil

be a good predictor. We might expect that youngere educated, and urbanized individuals will be

18 ike the figures for traditional leaders, the ite$s for president/executive, MPs and local govemmeesented in
Figure 2 are calculated including only those whe linder a traditional authority. Note, howevkattwhen all
respondents are included in the calculation ofdhedices, the differences are very small, 2 pdroetess in all but
two cases. Thus, there is little difference inleaions of the executive, parliament and localegament between
people who live under traditional authorities andse who do not.
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more likely to endorse the vision of traditionadiers as representatives of a bygone, backwardyrand
democratic era, and hence will evaluate them megatively. Furthermore, the male-dominated
institution of traditional leadership is regardgdrbany as detrimental to the interests of womencag
we might also expect men to register higher legésupport for traditional leaders than women @litgh
we have already seen evidence that this may nthtebease). But beyond these initial hypothesesat wh
else might explain these leaders’ ratings?

Using multivariate regression analysis, we can atther test the modernization hypothesis, andoggp
other possible explanations. Additional categoofesxplanatory factors that have been tested declu

» Performance evaluations — Do popular evaluatioriteefiemocratically elected government, its
leadership and its performance on key issues afsgssments of the relevance and reliability of
traditional leaders? If, for example, a persoasa&lected leaders highly and/or sees the elected
government as doing a good job in managing thearogrand handling land access issues —
traditionally a central realm of chiefly influeneds he or she more likely to see the traditional
leadership system as irrelevant, and rate it negjgft

» Trust — Do individuals who express higher levelg®feral trust in their compatriots also tend to
trust traditional leaders more?

» Democratic and electoral attitudes — Are those sdpport democracy and believe in the principle
of elected leadership more likely to reject theitngon of hereditary chieftaincy? And conversely
are those who are willing to accept non-democifatims of government more favourable towards
what some regard as the authoritarian institutiothe chieftaincy? And do people who believe
that voting can really make a difference in theliqaf leadership, or who engage directly in
electoral campaigns or rallies, have lower regardbn-elected traditional leaders?

We will also test for fixed country effects.

Table 8 shows the results of multivariate regresaitalysis, with the Perceptions Index for Tradidilo
Leaders as the dependent variable. The key fisdiag be summarized as follows:

» Overall, our model explains about 14% of the overaliance in perceptions of traditional leadeos, s
it offers at least a reasonable start in explaipiageptions of traditional leaders, but there igim
that remains unexplained.

» The modernization hypotheses does not hold upcpdatly well, making only a very small
contribution to the overall model (adjusted blockdriare = 0.008). Perhaps surprisingly, neither
age, gender, nor urban-rural habitation have st effects. Education, in contrast, has sigaiit
effects, and they are in the (negative) directixymeeted. But the magnitude of the effects is
relatively small.

By far the most powerful set of explanatory varéghis performance evaluations (adjusted block R
square = 0.108). But neither perceptions of gawemt handling of the economy nor of land access,
are significant. Rather, it is the three othercpption indices — for the executive, parliamend an
local leaders — that offer considerable explanapamyer. But note the direction of these effects:
perceptions of traditional leaders a@sitivelylinked to perceptions of all other leaders. Meero
the relationship is strongest with respect to whahy describe as traditional leaders’ closest
“competition”: local government officials. In fadhe index of perceptions of local government
officials is the single most powerful explanatogriable in our model. In other words, not only are
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traditional leaders not in competition with electgiyernment at the national and especially thd loca
level — recall the image of “two bulls in a kradiScussed earlier — but in fact, the two appe&eto
mutually reinforcing

We can propose several possible explanations i®fittiling. One is that, as suggested above with
respect to Namibia and South Africa, individualsyrdesplay a leadership disposition or “leadership
affect” that is more or less positive, more or legcal, towards all types of leaders — and ptiédiy
towards other ordinary citizens as well. Alteraaly, whether their role is explicitly recognized o
not, this finding may suggest that the public degsentially regard traditional leadership as pfart o
the government apparatus, and hence evaluateshésed on the same criteria as elected leaders.
That is, if they are happy with the government asgerformance, then they are happy with
traditional leaders gsart of the governmepandvice versa Finally, a related but nonetheless
distinct explanation is that the public views ttamhal and elected leaders through the same lens
because, to ordinary citizens, they are all ambedlhig men,” elites and patrons of society.

The first of these explanations is further suppbliy the effects of generalized trust, i.e., tredifig

that “most people can be trusted.” The positiga in this variable is consistent with the suggesti
that evaluations of leadership are based more andaridual’s general disposition toward leadership
— and towards society at large — than on specifiuations of each category of leaders.

We find that for the most part, an individual's deoratic attitudes — whether pro-democracy, or pro-
(or at least tolerant of) authoritarianism — aréegpoor predictors of leadership evaluations (sigjd
block R square = 0.018). Those who support densg@a the best system of government, and those
who reject authoritarian alternatives, are neithere nor less likely to have positive views of
traditional leaders. The clash that modernistsgiee between traditional rulers and electoral
systems of government are not evident to averageahfs. And when it comes to engagement with
elections, the effects are thppositeof what modernists would predict. Those who lveliim

elections, stating that how one votes actually enatio the quality of governance, are actuatye
likely to have positive perceptions of traditiotedders, as are those who have worked for a
candidate or party. There is thus no evidencestibbnd here that traditional leadership and
democracy are in opposition to one another. Contmathe leading criticisms of the “modernists,”
support for democracy readily co-exists with supjpartraditional leadership.

Patterns of civic engagement are surprisingly ysfakin predicting attitudes toward traditional
leaders. Of particular interest, though, is thgssing sign on campaign work. While we expected
that participating in a group that looks after toenmunity might suggest traditional affiliationse w
predicted that such a “modern” and democratic bielna@as working for a candidate or party would
suggest modern, pro-demaocratic — and anti-traditiertendencies. But in fact, the sign on this
variable is positive; those who worked on electampaigns were slightly more likely to offer a
positive evaluation of traditional leaders. Thgonsistent, however, with the finding that thdwes
not appear to be any inherent contradiction, imtiveds of ordinary Africans, between being pro-
democracy (and pro-elections) and supporting iatit leaders.

Finally, we note that the second most importardégaty of explanatory factors (adjusted block R
square = 0.058) are the fixed country effects,igaerly for Namibial” All of the countries except

" Note that at the time of the Round 1 survey, Maldid not have local government institutions, se dountry
drops out of the analysis when the Index of pefoaptof local government is included. Howeverruaning the
model either with this index excluded, or with mlissing cases in Malawi and elsewhere coded tantbpoint
value of 3, has few substantive effects on eithersignificance or the direction and relative iefige of the other
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South Africa (and Lesotho, where the effects atesigmificant) tend to be more positive about
traditional leaders than Botswana. This is soméwhgprising given Botswana’s reputation for
providing the paradigm of well-integrated tradi@and modern political systems. It is consistent,
however, with findings reported elsewhere thatgraéon of traditional leaders into a political
system may enhance the legitimacy of the systeawaole, while undermining the standing of the
traditional leaders themselves. In such situatitraslitional leaders may suffer both from their
greater potential exposure to corruption and rerkimg opportunities, and due to the greater
distance (both literal and figurative) that the@mngovernmental roles may place between them and
their home communities (Logan 2002).

Table 8: Explaining the Perceptions Index for Traditional Leaders. Round 1

B Beta Adj. Block
(unstandardized)| (standardized) R square
(Constant) 2.117%**
Socio-demographic/ Modernization 0.008
Age 0.002 0.023
Education -0.031* -0.049
Urban or rural (1/0, rural -0.090 -0.033
excluded)
Gender (1/0, male excluded) -0.046 -0.022
Performance Evaluations 0.108
Government handling of economy 0.020 0.028
Government handling of land -0.016 -0.022
Index of perceptions of executive 0.065** 0.069
Index of perceptions of parliament 0.069** .069
Index of perceptions of local govt, 0.200*** 0.204
General Trust 0.018
| Most people can be trusted 0.070** 0.050
Democratic Attitudes 0.018
Support democracy 0.005 0.003
Index, rejection of authoritarian -0.013 -0.012
alternatives
Vote matters 0.024* 0.039
Attend an election rally -0.005 -0.006
Work for a candidate or party 0.047* 0.049
Understand government -0.013 -0.015
Country (1/0, Botswana excluded) 0.058
Lesotho -0.051 -0.019
Malawi - --
Namibia 0.471*** 0.147
South Africa -0.136* -0.043
Zambia 0.187** 0.067
Zimbabwe 0.184** 0.067
Adjusted R square, Full Model 0.143

***p:<_001,**p:<_01, ’*p:<.05

variables (although the adjusted R square for théainwhich drops the local government index is,swprisingly,
reduced).
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Performance Evaluations of Traditional Leaders — Rand 2
In Round 2, only one question evaluating traditideaders was asked: that of trust. But it wasdsk

across 15 of the 16 countries included in Rounaldb(t Cape Verde), and it was asked of all
respondents in each country. It therefore provadbsoader basis for evaluating perceptions ofticenl
leaders, and an opportunity to test the initial eiad perceptions developed using the more limfted
scope) Round 1 data. Ratings of trust in traditid@aders compared to other elected leaders, lhasve
several key government institutions, are shownahld 9.

We see that once again, traditional leaders fdagively well in comparison to elected leaders in a
number of countries. They get the highest ratorgss these four groups in eight of the 15 coustrién
the other hand, we continue to see that they redbi lowest ratings among the four in South Africa
Tanzania and Uganda. The biggest surprise, howmsvidamibia: for reasons that are not clear,
traditional leaders now rank a distant third tophesident, in contrast to the neck-and-neck siattise

two in Round 1.

Table9: Trust in Leaders and Government | nstitutions, Round 2

Traditional Pre;ident/ Parlie_lment/ Local Army Police | Courts
Leaders F_’rl_me National Govern-
Minister Assembly ment

Senegal 79 73 52 51 82 70 68
Mali 78 71 62 51 79 63 50
Malawi 68 48 38 33 72 64 61
Mozambique 62 75 54 42 48 50 59
Lesotho 58 58 49 49 50 51 58
Tanzania 55 79 69 60 72 51 54
Botswana 54 44 37 34 60 57 57
Ghana 54 65 48 38 54 51 45
Zimbabwe 53 46 37 39 55 52 55
Zambia 51 46 40 16 52 42 49
Kenya 49 70 53 36 58 27 37
Uganda 47 61 48 77 51 43 51
Namibia 42 76 47 31* 50 48 42
Nigeria 31 18 11 17 21 11 12
South Africa 19 37 31 20 32 35 39
Total 53 58 45 38 56 48 50
How much do you trust each of the following, ordrat’you heard enough about them to say? (% a latfg great

deal)
*Excludes 60% of cases with no local governmentbod

We conducted a second multivariate regression aisalging essentially the same model as that
developed for the Round 1 Southern Africa data apbut this time applied to all respondents irall
countries, and using trust in traditional leaderthe dependent variabfé.

'8 Because of differences between the two Roundseimtiestions that were included, there are sorferelifces in
the two models. In particular, as with traditiotedders, the specific questions asked about guetship attributes
and performance of the president, members of paelie and local government councillors varied in RbA.

Thus, rather than the condensed indices developRadund 1, we replace these three indices with afsé
variables that separately measure trust, perforenand corruption among these leader. In additfen,
“generalized trust” variable was dropped becausgthestion was not asked in Round 2. The demoatiiudes
block was also modified, but it still includes meaes of support for democracy, rejection of autiaoian
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Table 10 shows the results of this analysis. Tlasebe summarized as follows:

« Overall, the findings strongly confirm our initiadodel. The signs and significance of the key
explanatory variables, and the relative importasfabe performance, democratic attitudes and
country blocks are quite consistent between thermwdels. The most notable difference is that
sociodemographic factors have stronger overallasqibry power in the Round 2 model with all
respondents included, offering somewhat more sugpothe modernization hypothesis than
provided by the Round 1 model. Other things beiggal, younger, urbanized and more educated
Africans are less likely to trust traditional leesléhan their older, rural and less educated
counterparts. But performance remains a much mpanerful basis for explaining trust in traditional
leaders.

» With a more varied sample that includes all respoitsl(not only those with traditional leaders), the
Round 2 model does a considerably better job diaéxpg the variance in trust in traditional leasler
with an Adjusted R= 0.268.

* We again see that the strongest explanations camethe performance evaluations of other leaders.
And once again, we find that it is the ratings tisatarly with respect to trust, of local governren
councillors that act as the most powerful preditofhis provides valuable confirmation of the thes
suggested above, that perceptions of traditioraldes are developed largely in conjunction with
those of other elected leaders, includasgeciallyiocal leaders, rather than in contrast to thém.

The central tenet of the modernist school of thoughich argues that traditional leadership and
democratically elected leadership are by definifiatithetical to one another, does not hold up.

» This model also confirms the findings of the Rodnaodel that there is no contradiction whatsoever
between commitment to democracy and confidenceaditional leaders. The explanatory power of
democratic attitudes is virtually nil. Even holdia strong belief that elections are the best way t
select leaders does not decrease trust in traditieaders.

» As a group, country effects again provide the ségunst powerful category of explanation. These
are significant in all countries except Zambia.efiéhare few surprises, although in slight conti@st
Round 1, most countries are more negative abodititaal leaders than Botswana. Only Malawi,
Mali and Senegal are more positive, which is cdestswith the other observations that identify thes
three countries as home to the staunchest suppaoftaaditional leadership. Likewise, Uganda and
South Africa are, not surprisingly, strongly negatielative to Botswana.

alternatives, and understanding of government,ekas an indicator of whether respondents ratetieles as the
best system for selecting leaders.

9 We note the negative sign on the indicators fesjaiential and MP performance, but these effeetsamall, and
moreover, they are negatiealy when we already control for the much strongeratéfef trust in the president and
MPs. If the trust variables are removed from ttoaled, for example, the effects of the performamckcators are
all positive.
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Table 10: Explaining Trust in Traditional Leaders, Round 2

B Beta Adj. Block
(unstandardized)| (standardized) R square
(Constant) 1.650%**
Socio-demographic 0.080
Age 0.003*** 0.026
Education -0.067*** -0.096
Urban or rural (1/0, rural excluded) -0.159%** 065
Gender (1/0, male excluded) -0.022 -0.008
Performance Evaluations 0.172
Trust the president 0.073*** 0.074
Trust Parliament 0.132*** 0.127
Trust local government 0.216*** 0.209
Performance of president -0.024** -0.022
Performance of MP -0.007 -0.007
Perfor_mance of local government 0.035%+* 0.032
councillors
Corruption in office of president -0.020* -0.017
Corrupt among elected leaders 0.007 0.006
Democratic Attitudes 0.005
Support democracy 0.005 0.003
Index, rejection of authoritarian 0.008 0.005
alternatives
Understand government -0.013 -0.011
Elections best for choosing leadefs 0.011 0.010
Country (1/0, Botswana excluded) 0.138
Ghana -0.205*** -0.034
Kenya -0.260%*** -0.059
Lesotho -0.21 1%+ -0.035
Malawi 0.432*** 0.070
Mali 0.398*** 0.067
Mozambique -0.156** -0.026
Namibia -0.551*** -0.058
Nigeria -0.372%** -0.085
Senegal 0.571*** 0.093
South Africa -0.692*** -0.156
Tanzania -0.296*** -0.049
Uganda -0.568*** -0.129
Zambia 0.068 0.011
Zimbabwé’ -- --
Adjusted R square, Full Model 0.268

***p:<_001'**p:<_01’ '*p:<.05

Conclusions

There are no simple solutions to the question of tmodefine the role of chiefs and elders in Africa
political systems circa 2007. De Sousa SantosgR@6scribes the real, on-the-ground relations betw
the parallel worlds of traditional authority ane thofficial politics of recognition and control” &an

%0 zimbabwe is dropped from the analysis since séwétthe variables utilized in the regression weoe included
the Zimbabwe survey. However, dropping these Béagso that Zimbabwe remains in the analysis does
significantly change the results.
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intense and chaotic web of interlacings among wiffelegitimacies, local powers, legal cultureg] an
legal practices” (66). Itis not surprising, thémt Oomen (2000) and others have described hifivgudt
and politically sensitive “carving out a role foaditional authority within democracy” has turnad
be, both in South Africa and elsewhere in the nedi®). And our findings tend to confirm West and
Kloeck-Jenson'’s contention that these debates beugtounded in local context and even terminology
(1999: 457).

The modernists have an important point: systengadftional rule sometimes exhibit characteristhest
are profoundly un-democratic, especially, and nobsiously, in terms of leadership selection. Bet w
have demonstrated here that the pragmatic traditgis are also right in arguing that the importaand,
often, legitimacy of these leaders ifaat that must be grappled with, not swept under tigeimthe name
of promoting “true” democracy. Owusu (1996) haguad that they are such an important part of the
local political fabric in Africa that we cannot kehbout democracy from below, from the grassroots,
without talking about the chieftaincy (329). Andien (2000) has argued that if either participation
“the ability to debate one’s destiny” can be regdrds essential to democracy, then traditional
administrations may often be more democratic tharetected local governments with which they
supposedly compete (64).

The good news for modernists may be that, contaatlyeir fears and warnings, the resilience of
traditional leaders does not automatically foretatl failure or demise of democracy. Our findiags
clear: positive attitudes toward chiefs are nobmpatible with democracy — anite versa Even more
startlingly, far from being in stark competitiorr foublic esteem, local traditional leaders appeairaw
their sustenance and legitimacy from the same agedllected officials. We see strong evidence that
African individuals tend to have an orientation twdl/leadership —leadership affect that shapes their
perceptions of both elected and non-elected leagi@itarly.

It appears, then, that Williams (2004) was corhedtis contention that “communities seldom beliévat
they must make an either/or choice concerning desegand the chieftaincy,” (122) but rather thagtyth
see it as “‘commonsensical’ that the institutiorthad chieftaincy and democratic elections can, and
should, coexist” (113). The evidence in Africagésewhere in the world, is that societies arenofjaite
adept at integrating seemingly incompatible insitnal structures. Citizens in the European anidi\s
monarchies have been doing it for decades or emtuiies, so perhaps we should not be surprisedeo
that the same may be happening, albeit often oora focal level, in Africa.
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