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Padlitical participation in Africa:
Participatory inequalitiesand therole of resources

Abstract

The aim of this paper is to examine the role ohiithal resource endowments for explaining
individual and group variation in African politicphrticipation. Drawing on new data for more
than 27 000 respondents in 20 emerging African deaties, the empirical findings suggest
surprisingly weak explanatory power of the resoyreespective, both for explaining individual
variation and observed group inequalities in pgurditon. In several cases, the relatively
resource poor groups participate to a greater eittan the relatively resource rich.

Keywords: Political participation, Resources, Group inediesij Africa, Afrobarometer.
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Introduction

Political equality — that the preferences of edtikhen should count equally — is at the heart ahderacy.
Unfortunately, the notion of ‘one person one vagaiot sufficient to ensure political equality liig sense;
one has to take account of who participates irptiigical process and whose preferences are refese
politics.

This paper explores political participation in Afii Drawing on new data on over 27 000 responder28
emerging African democracies, the aim is to exartiieerole of individual resource endowments for
explaining individual and group variation in Africgolitical participation. The empirical findingaggest
that the resource perspective, which stressepéntitipation is costly and requires inputs in teroh
individual resources like skills and time (Bradyakt 1995; Verba et al., 1995), does a surprigipglor job
at explaining individual variation and observeduganequalities in participation; in several cases,
actually see the relatively resource poor grouptqiaating to a larger extent than the more reseuich.

Widespread political participation, defined aszeti acts to influence the selection of and/or thi®as
taken by political representatives, has an inttidgmocratic value. In fact, it makes sense toetgat
democracy requires political participation to bgitienate (Bratton et al., 2005). It is widely agiee
however, that the propensity to participate pditicis not evenly distributed across citizens @ra&t al.,
1995; Verba et al., 1995; Lijphart, 1997; Bart@B05; Griffin and Newman, 2005). Rather, studies of
Western democracies suggest that those who patiécgonstitute an unrepresentative set of citizens,
disproportionally coming from more advantaged gsoimpsociety. If policy preferences also vary asros
socio-economic groups (see e.g. Verba and Nie,;\&@ba et al., 1978), and elected officials aragano
responsive to the preferences of those who paatieipolitically than to those who do not (see Bagtels,
2005; Gilens, 2005; Griffin and Newman, 2005), skdwarticipation risks translating into skewed
government policyThis is very troubling, since it suggests that inady of influence and resources is
cumulative (Dahl, 1961); economic inequality mays&inequality in terms of political participatiomhich
in turn may imply that policies increasingly addréise preferences of more well-off citizens, thddiag to
economic inequality (Bartels, 2005). Due to thisdieack, broad-based political participation isavdy very
important due to its intrinsic democratic valugsitlso highly relevant from an economic perspectBeing
aware of group inequalities in participation andenstanding the reasons for non-participationésefore
central.

A sizeable literature examines the determinanimtifical participation at the macro, meso and miewvels.
Notably though, previous studies have largely fedusn Western democracies (see e.g. Verba and Nie,
1972; Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980; Brady etlaB5; and Verba et al., 1995), whiidatively little

effort has been made to explain mass politicai@pétion in developing countries. It is not sugimg that
the work on African political participation is scar The African democracies are young and evolving, an
until recently there have not been any reliable @rdparable data on democratic attitudes and betaivi
Africa. We cannot assume, however, that patterqmdfcipation that have gradually evolved sinae th
spread of democratisation in the mid"¥@ntury should be the same as those found ineiyrestablished
democracies in post-independence Africa (Norri§220

In particular, it seems reasonable that the resopecspective, pioneered by the U.S.-based woBrady,
Verba and Schlozman (Brady et al., 1995), shoulddpecially relevant in developing countries, where
citizens are likely to have a weaker resource basenvhere poorly developed infrastructure shodd ke
high participation costs. Moreover, understandimggatterns of political participation in Africamhere
poverty is widespread and democratic institutionessaill emerging — seems particularly importaradr F

! Bratton (1999) examines determinants of politjgafticipation in Zambia, Kuenzi and Lambright (2p@%vestigate
correlates of electoral participation in a poolathple of ten African countries, Kuenzi and Lambti(2007) consider
macro level factors affecting electoral turnoutircross-country framework, and Bratton et al. (3Gdiinpare voting
patterns across Africa, Asia and Latin America.



poverty reduction, it appears central that the deaie process represents the many and not theAed;. if
political participation is required to legitimisemocracy, then studying its determinants in thecAfr
context, where the democratic states are youngkmame fragile, should be critical (Kuenzi and Laight,
2007).

To my knowledge, this is the first study that clgsxamines the role of individual resource differals for
explaining individual variation and group inequiakitin African political participation. As such,dansing
new and comprehensive data, it will add to our ustdeding of the prerequisites for broad-basedauiti
engagement in the emerging African democracies.

Resour ces and participatory inequalities

The resource perspective, stressing the role dfitheal resources for meeting the costs of parétipg, was
developed by Brady, Verba and Schlozman in thel@fDs (Brady et al., 1995; Verba et al., 1995)li&ar
studies of political participation linked socio-@cmnic status to participation — often finding thredtbr
educated and those with higher incomes to be nilaly to participate (Verba and Nie, 1972; Wolfingad
Rosenstone, 1980). However, in their influentiatkvon American political participation, Brady, Verland
Schlozman developed this thinking, discussing thesal mechanisms that link socio-economic status to
participation. Their findings highlight the differéial resource requirements for different forms of
participation, for instance indicating that in HieS., resources in terms of time, money and cikildss
matter less for voting than for other politicalsact

Being interested in the role of individual resogréer meeting the costs of participating, we asstirae
individuals evaluate the costs and benefits ofigipgting politically, and decide to participate evhthe
expected net benefit of doing so is positive. Thaediits of political activity refer to the motivatial forces
behind the decision to take part, such as conflicimterests stimulating engagement (see the disnum
Solt, 2008), the perception of one’s participati@ing decisive, or a will to conform to participatmorms
(see e.g. La Due Lake and Huckfeldt, 1998; and Kad Kropf, 1998). The costs of political partafijpn
refer to its demands in terms of e.g. time, mokaegwledge and information. By taking account of how
resource differences among people differentiallyst@in their ability to meet the costs of partitipg, one
could potentially explain a stratified pattern olipcal activity (Verba et al., 1995). If parti@tion is costly,
the individual's decision on whether or not to tgleet is, just as the decision to consume any good,
constrained by a budget restriction determinechkyinidividual's resource base (Solt, 2008). By dabering
the effects of resources on political participatione can assess the impact of relaxing the budgetraint
relevant for participation.

Against this background, the resource perspecteens particularly important when studying political
participation in developing countries with youngrderatic systems. Compared to citizens in more
established democracies, citizens in these cosntrggy face higher participation costs as a re$ylborly
developed infrastructure (e.g. political infrastuwe in terms of polling stations, community megtiralls
etc.; physical infrastructure enabling citizensdach the nearest political infrastructure; andaistfucture
for information transmission), or they may havessldeveloped individual resource base. Both waddlt
in the resource constraint relevant for politicaitjizipation more often being binding, meaning that
impact of resources on participation should be @afig important.

Existing empirical results are far from unambigudDemparisons across Western democracies suggest no
consistent relationship between education and iecomthe one hand and political participation andther
(Verba et al., 1978; Norris, 2002). Similarly, t@arse evidence available for developing countiffess no
clear-cut picture. Evaluating a survey of aroun@ Z8&mbian citizens Bratton (1999) finds no effefct o
income and mixed effects of education. Studyingdisterminants of political participation in ruradia,
Krishna (2002) finds no effect of wealth but a pigsi effect of education. Investigating correlatésoting

in a sample with respondents from ten African coast Kuenzi and Lambright (2005), like Krishnadi
education but not income to be positively relateddting. Comparing voting patterns in Africa, Asiad
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Latin America, Bratton et al. (2010), finally, fimib effect of economic standing and mixed effefts o
education.

The present study focuses on resources in tertimef money, human capital and information, albich
appear important for political participation in evgloping country context. Political participatiail

always involve investments of time. With little #nat hand, you will be restricted in terms of podit
activity, and arguably particularly so in a deveéhgpcountry with poorly developed infrastructune.a
developing country with widespread poverty, lackmafney may restrict an individual from travellirgthe
polling station or the community meeting hall arrfr being able to devote time to political partitipa.
Human capital, next, helps the individual underdtdre political process and build civic skills suah
communication and organisational abilities, andceeacilitates political participation (Verba et, d995).

In a developing country context, where illiterasysbmetimes widespread, this issue should be piartiz
pressing. llliterate citizens have trouble makiagse of information about the political process aired
constrained in terms of communicating their vielmgormation, finally, is often put forth as an inmtent
cost of political participation (La Due Lake anddHteldt, 1998). How do you vote? For whom do yote?o
In what other ways, and for what purpose, shouldparticipate politically? Processing informatidrtius
type requires resources in terms of time and huragital. However, considering that we also need the
information to beavailable, it appears suitable to consider information ag@essa resource in its own right.
Again, this issue should be particularly pertinierd developing country context where access tarinétion
sources like TV, newspapers, radio and the Interaemot be taken for granted.

Presumably, differences in individual resource @ndents could give rise to individual variation iolifical
participation. By the same reasoning, if politipatticipation is costly and the resources needexdet
these costs are differentially available to diffeérgroups, this could reasonably give rise to syaté& group
inequalities in participation. By concentratingigicl influence to certain segments of citizensup
inequalities in participation could affect what ijpglissues are brought to the agenda and thersby ri
reinforcing existing inequalities. Hence, it isd@resting to consider group inequalities in par&tign, and to
what extent the resource perspective could helfaexfhese.

The present paper focuses on group affiliatiorteims of ethnicity, gender, residential location age — all
of which stand out as potentially important dimensiof group inequalities in African political
participation. With respect to ethnicity, much loé texisting literature on political behaviour inrish
stresses the close relation between voting behasiwdi ethnic identities (Mozaffar et al., 2003; Ras
2004; Cheeseman and Ford, 2007; McLaughlin, 200&rttet al., 2009). However, while there is subsitd
research on the ethnic motives behind vote chthiege are no studies examining whether the likelihof
voting is linked to ethnicity. Turning to gendedrhas been suggested that in Western countries, the
traditional gender-gap in terms of political pagation — with women being less likely to partidipa
politically — is in the process of closing (Ingleband Norris, 2000). The sparse evidence availtile
developing countries (see e.g. Bratton, 1999; Kast2002; Bratton and Logan, 2006; Bratton e24l10),
however, suggests that there might still be imparggnder differentials in terms of political paipiation in
Africa. Rural-urban divides are interesting to ladkconsidering modernisation ideas suggestingthioste
who migrate to towns are ‘agents of change’ and thare likely to be politically active (Brattonagt,
2005). At the same time, and interesting for ouppees, compared to urban citizens, people livingiial
areas often tend to be poorer. Will we, as a resblerve the latter to be less politically actiVé®e sparse
existing findings for Africa, if anything, seemsaggest the opposite (Bratton, 1999; Kuenzi anddraght,
2005; Bratton et al., 2010). Finally, it seemsliiat life cycle and generational effects wilhteto age
variation in political participation. Examining tlieterminants of voting in 22 Western countries;rido
(2002) finds older respondents to be more likelydte. For Africa, the results of Bratton et aD(@3, 2010)
and Kuenzi and Lambright (2005) suggest that aldspondents are more likely to vote.

A wealth of factors could presumably generate pipdtory inequalities across these groups; ageréifices
in participation could be due to different histatiexperiences of democracy, rural-urban particpat
differences could be the result of regional vaoiaiin infrastructure, a gender gap in politicaltiggwation



could arise because of differences in participatamns, etc. At the same time, however, it seeggible
that resources that are potentially relevant fditipal participation, such as skills and time, bbe
differentially available to men and women, ruratlamban citizens, people from different ethnic greuor
to individuals in different cohorts or at differdife stages. If this is the case, to what extexggdit affect the
capacity of these groups to participate politicalljhe present paper evaluates the explanatory puftiee
resource perspective.

Data and empirical setup

The aim of the present paper is to examine theabiledividual resource differentials for explaigin
individual and group variation in African politicphrticipation. To this end, | employ new data friiva
Afrobarometer survey. The Afrobarometer is a corhensive multi-country survey project collectingalat
on political and economic attitudes and behavidukfdcan citizens. As such, it provides a unique
opportunity to study mass political participationa large African multi-country sample. The fouatid
most recent wave of the survey, which is used vess,conducted in 2008-2009 and covers over 27 000
respondents from 20 African countries — Benin, Baisa, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Ghana, Kenya,
Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mozamqmi#, Namibia, Nigeria, Senegal, South Africa,
Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe. The survegrs a representative sample of each country’'s
voting age population (with a standard sample sfZE200 observations per country, except in Nigeria
South Africa and Uganda where sample sizes arendrwice this size) and asks a standard set otignss
in all countries, thus allowing for cross-nationamparison3.l estimate the following benchmark probit

model for the political participatiof’R. of individuali in countryc:
prOb[PHc = 1] = q)(O‘L:G‘ic + BcRic + O Xjc + V'Dic)-

That is, the probability that individualn countryc participates is taken to depend on a vector dafijgro
affiliations G;. , a vector of resourcelR;¢, a set of individual controlX;., and region fixed effect®;.

CD([)] denotes the standard normal cumulative distribufimction.

In the present paper, the individual citizen isstthe unit of analysis. Of course, this is notag that there is
not important country variation in the level andattminants of political participation. Our 20 Afaic
sample countries have in common that they areivelatyoung democracies and that they are poor by
international standards. As discussed above, ttwwditions are relevant when assessing the resource
perspective, since they may imply that the resocotestraints relevant for political participatiorora often
are binding. At the same time, however, our saropietries are by no means homogenous. Unfortunately
though, there is a trade-off between scope andhdapt focusing on 20 countries | am unable toetyos
examine individual country experiences (for a baeérview of the post-independence democratic
development of our sample countries, see Tabld@lin-depth accounts of recent democratic
developments in Africa see e.g. Bratton and Valvade, 1997; and Lindberg, 2006). However, considgr
that macro level determinants of participation ehsas countries’ historical experiences, institgio
arrangements and economic and political conditioaee likely to affect not only the average leviel o
political participation but also the associatiotmeEen our focus micro level factors and participatipooled
sample estimations accounting for country or redjixed effects will be complemented by individual
country estimations, allowing us to consider coyrdriation in parameter estimates.

Dependent variable

Our outcome variable of interest is political peigation. As noted in Section 1, we can think ditjzal
participation as citizen acts to influence the cid@ of and/or the actions taken by political egantatives.
As such, it can take many forms. On top of votingich is the most common, and in a sense, the basit

% Note, however, that the Afrobarometer is not meartie generalised to all of Sub-Saharan Africae $hlection of
countries is intentionally biased towards libeialisregimes, meaning that authoritarian regimes emahntries in
conflict are under-represented (Afrobarometer Nekw®007).
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form of political participation (Verba et al., 1998itizens can work in election campaigns, engadbe
local community, contact political leaders, attelednonstrations etc. Important for our purposestipall
acts like these can vary in what individual researthey require. Moreover, they presumably varyhat
information they display, in the extent to whicleyrare mainstream or unconventional, in whether ¢ne
undertaken alone or in groups, and in the extentiich they are unequally distributed across aitizéfor
further discussion see e.g. Verba et al., 1995 Lgptart, 1997). Acknowledging that political p@ipation
is a multidimensional concept that encompassesla and heterogeneous set of activities, we canaioh ¢
to capture it in full. What we can do, howeverdsnake sure to consider both electoral and iefiectoral
participation, i.e. voting as well as political iaitly taking place between elections. Studyingtipgration in
the emerging African democracies, where importapeats of political activity take place informally
(Bratton et al., 2005), this should be particulantyportant.

Hence, | consider two alternative dependent vagmbloting (electoral participation) and attending
community meetings (inter-electoral participatidfdr voting, | create a dummy variable taking thtue
one if the respondent reports to have voted inrthst recent [year 200X] national election and zero
otherwise. Those who were too young to vote atithe of the election are excluded from the estiorati
The data contains information on several formsitdrielectoral participation. However, considerirogv
diverse these activities are — presumably varyimglbdimensions described above — using a congosit
inter-electoral participation index would hide stalmgial heterogeneity. Instead, | choose to focuthe
most common form of inter-electoral participatiortiie data, namely attending community meetings. |
create a dummy variable taking the value one iféspondent reports to have attended a community
meeting during the past year, and zero otherwaef(fl variable descriptions, see Table A2). Irct&m 4.3,
however, | evaluate to what extent the resultsheageneralised to other forms of inter-electoral
participation.

Looking at Figures 1-2, we can note that theregeeat deal of country variation in political paigiation.
The share of respondents who report to have vatétkilast election ranges from 64 percent in Zartdi
92 percent in Benin, and the share of respondeimtsreport to have attended a community meetinghguri
the past year ranges from 32 percent in Cape Merfi2 percent in Madagascar. In Botswana, Lesotho,
Madagascar and Zimbabwe attending community meetggctually more common than voting,
highlighting the importance of not focusing solely electoral participation when studying Africariifcal
participation. In the remaining countries, howeweaitjng is the more common political act.

With respect to the high share of respondents tiggaio vote, a few notes are in order. Importgndiyr
self-reported voting shares are not strictly corapbe to official country turnout figures, which teto be
lower (see Table A3). First of all, the voting seyvquestion simply asks the respondent whethehée/s
voted in the 'last [year 200X] national electioHence, in the many cases where parliamentary and
presidential elections are held concurrently weoioknow which of the two the respondent refers to.
Moreover, if the respondent voted in only one elsthtwo elections, it seems likely that he/she doul
remember and report the one election he/she irtdaktpart in, meaning that self-reported votingrels
would be inflated compared to the official turnoaites® Second, differences could arise due to sampling.
Although the Afrobarometer is meant to be natignedbresentative with respect to each country’sngot
age population, it is not unreasonable to assuatelibre might be some over-sampling of individusdsy
those with a steady address, who are also motyg tikevote. Still, however, considering that cagtanballot
is often viewed as a civic duty, to some extentdiserepancy between self-reported voting shards an
official turnout rates is most likely due to survegpondents over-reporting voting. Hopefully thoutpe
degree of over-reporting does not vary systemd#fieaross groups, so as to bias our estimatesedtidh
4.3 | evaluate the sensitivity of results to regjants over-reporting voting.

3 The fact that our voting measure excludes those eléim not to remember whether they voted couso atflate the
self-reported voting shares. Arguably, it is corieahto opt for this response if, in fact, you didt vote. However,
considering that very few respondents (around 0.&ét)ally chose the ‘don’t know’ response categting, possible
consequences for self-reported voting shares shmutdinor.



Figure 1. Share of respondents reporting to have voted in the last election
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Figure 2: Share of respondents reporting to have attended a community meeting during the past year
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Explanatory variables
Being interested in the extent to which resourffedintials can help explain individual and growpiation

in political participation our explanatory variablean be divided into group affiliations, resouradicators,
and regional and individual controlss noted, the group affiliations considered aredgenurban/rural
residence, age and ethnicity. Dummy variables seel to indicate whether the respondent is female an
whether he/she lives in a rural area. Age is simpdasured as age in years (plus the square teagedh
years). With respect to ethnicity, | follow Brattehal. (2005) and Cheeseman and Ford (2007) ivgusi
question about the respondent’s home languageas<g for ethnic affiliations. The salience of eitin
divisions, the number of ethnic groups, and thatimhships between specific ethnic groups will afirse
vary widely across societies. However, considetiirag we look at 20 countries it is useful to hasnaple
indicator that is easy to compare across countfiasthis reason, | classify an ethnic group agdrhi its
home language is spoken by the largest segmeaspbndents in the country, and use a dummy variable
indicate whether the respondent belongs to thiggrbooking at the individual country estimationas-
opposed to the pooled sample where this variableagts too much heterogeneity to be useful — this

0 Copyright Afrobarometer 7



indicator should provide a rough proxy for ethrfiiliations, and thus allow for evaluation of paifiatory
inequalities along ethnic lines. In Section 4.¥dleate the sensitivity of results to using a naetailed
ethnic measure.

The resource indicators capture individual resoermowments in terms of human capital, money,
information and time. To measure human capitakldisnmies indicating whether the respondent’s lsighe
level of education is at primary, secondary or {sastondary level (using respondents with no schgals
the reference category). To capture economic stgndlfollow Bratton et al. (2005) and create ee'tl
poverty index' based on the responses to the que&iiver the past year, how often, if ever, hawe gr
anyone in your family gone without: (a) enough feoeat, (b) enough clean water for home use, (c)
medicines or medical treatment, (d) enough fuebtuk your food?’, with response categories rangjiom

0 for 'never’ to 4 for "always’ for each item. Silaily, to proxy for resources in terms of infornaetj |
create an index based on responses to the quéktaw,often do you get news from the following soes:
a) radio, b) television, and ¢) newspapers?’, wagponse categories ranging from 0 for 'never’ for4
‘every day'. To proxy for time availability, final] | include a dummy variable indicating whethes th
respondent has full-time employment. While indivatiuin full-time employment tend to be more reseurc
rich in terms of money and human capital, they abfjuhave less time on their hands. In Section 4.3
evaluate the sensitivity of results to using a tpnexy also capturing work within the household.

Being concerned with the role of resources for ingehe costs of participating politically implidsat we

are interested in evaluating causal effects. Hefew notes are in order. Whereas reverse caufality
participation to our resource variables shouldb®a major concern — childhood education precedes
political involvement, and it seems a fair assumpthat for the absolute majority of adults, waakd
family-related decisions are prior to political igipatiori — we need to consider endogeneity in the form of
omitted variable bias. And while the comprehensigtga material at hand has obvious advantagesnstef
external validity — it covers real life politicaédisions of over 27000 respondents across 20 Africa
countries — it offers no source of exogenous viarah resource endowments that could help us ensur
internal validity. Hence, to evaluate the effedteuar resource variables on participation we neecbhsider
our theoretical priors and carefully control fonfmunding factors.

The theoretical predictions are clear. Thinkingesfources as means to meet the costs of partaripatiore
is better — having more of the relevant resourbesilgl ease the resource constraint on participaing
thus enable more participatiofio be able to evaluate the role of resources fatimg the costs of
participating, however, requires holding the cestd benefits of participating constant.

First of all, we need to control for contextual iasion in the costs and benefits of political peipation.
Comparing across countries, participation coststamefits are likely to vary with factors like decnatic
tradition, economic conditions, and political ingtions (see e.g. Jackman, 1987; Lijphart 1997rislor
2002; Posner and Simon, 2002; Kostadinova, 20081dscet al., 2004; and Lindberg, 2006b). However,
even if the interest is in within country variationparticipation, as in the present paper, assgmin
homogenous participation costs and benefits apjeappropriate. For instance, participation cobtsutd
vary depending on access to political and physidedstructure, e.g. distance to the nearest ppBtation
and the quality of the road or path to get thenil&rly, the perceived benefits of political paifation
could presumably vary within countries dependingan the salience of local policy concerns and
community variation in participatory norms. If thencerned resource endowments also vary systeithatica
across regions, this could bias our estimates. Bpand (246) sub-national region dummiiskould help
pick up the influence of contextual factors affegtthe costs and benefits of political participatio

* Although we cannot rule out that someone can chaase a line of work as a result of political eggaent (Verba et
al. (1995) this ought to be quite rare. Moreovenereas you might seek information more often beéoreslection if
you plan to vote, the information variable focusasnformation exposure on a more regular basis.

> The 246 sub-national region dummies refer to its¢-6rder administrative division in a country,thre survey manual
denoted ‘region/province’ (Afrobarometer NetworlQ0Z). Since the number and size of regional uréty \across
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Second, we need to control for individual levelidas potentially contaminating the resource estsaln
particular, it seems reasonable to suppose thai@edth different resource endowments also vargims
of needs, networks, and policy preferences — fadt@t may also affect participation. With resgeateed,
the poor may be more susceptible to clienteliseafgoof political representatives, which in turnyma
stimulate participation (for studies on clientelismAfrican politics, see e.g. Wantchekon, 2003dberg
and Morrison, 2008; and Vicente, 2008). To proxytfe influence of clientelism, | include a varialdn the
respondent’s attitudes towards clientelist actif@ysuming that people who are more favourable to
clientelism also are more likely to accept/seetrtklist offers). Regarding network effects, a peis
education and employment status will influence wiedple he/she comes in contact with, and certiins
economic groups may be more inclined to discustiggohnd may hold stronger norms of democratic
participation. Consider the case of educationdiutd help the individual develop the human capitdded
to meet the costs of participation and to buildtwallly relevant social capital (La Due Lake anddkfeldt,
1998). Being interested in isolating the effecthaf former, one would have to control for the latie®
proxy for politically relevant social capital, Idlude a variable indicating whether the respondatusses
politics with friends. With respect to policy predaces, it is not unreasonable to assume thatn@sou
endowments affect what policy issues lie closeearth and that policy preferences could motivatéipal
participation. In particular, it seems plausiblattilour economic standing will not only determineether
you can afford to take the bus to the polling statit will also help define your pecuniary interags
distributional conflict — potentially an importamiotivation behind participation (see the discusgmogolt,
2008). To control for distributional policy prefeies, | use a question asking the respondentadcat the
government deals with narrowing the gap betwednaid poor. In addition, information need not only
capture informatiomvailability, but could also pick up a tendencyseek out information, meaning that both
participation and information exposure could béueficed by omitted variables related to civic ergagnt.
To control for civic-mindedness, | include a cohfay political interest. Importantly, these varies should
not be interpreted causaflygut are included in separate estimations as psdaieomitted factors that could
otherwise bias our resource estimates.

Results

To get a picture of potential group inequalitief\fnican political participation we start by compay
participation rates across groups. We then mov® assess to what extent the resource perspeetive ¢
explain individual variation and observed groupjnaities in participation.

Group inequalitiesin political participation

A quick look at the participation group means (Eab) Panel A), immediately reveals that in our 2&gle
countries, women tend to be less politically acthan men, rural citizens participate to a greax¢ent than
their urban counterparts and older people partieipgore than younger individuals. Conditioning tin a
group affiliations and country of residence (Tabl&kegressions 1 and 5), this pattern remainstintac
Women are less likely to participate, the genderlgging 9 percentage points for attending community
meetings and 3 for voting. Older citizens tendddipipate to a greater extent than younger; tiobatility
of participating peaks at the age of 60 for votmgl at 55 for attending community meetings (bud gear
old individual, with mean values on the remainingeépendent variables, is still over 10 percentagetp
more likely to vote than an equivalent person atafe of 30). Those living in rural as opposedrban
areas are 5 percentage points more likely to vatel® percentage points more likely to attend comitpu
meetings. With respect to ethnic divides, finalhe pooled sample estimates do not indicate amjceth
inequalities in participation. Considering the ctoutheterogeneity in the salience of, and the iatat

countries they are not strictly comparable. Newdgss, they help us control for sub-national vammin factors
affecting the costs and benefits of participation.

® Not only are these factors likely to affect papttion, it is also reasonable to assume that @pating politically
stimulates political interest, helps build polifigarelevant social capital, makes a person mongosgd to clientelist
appeals, as well as possibly contributes to stnomigsvs on certain policy issues. Also, politicatdrest and to some
extent politically relevant social capital are v@npximate to our outcome measure political pgrtition, and thus are
presumably driven by a similar set of explanatagtdrs.

0 Copyright Afrobarometer 9



between, the major and minor ethnic groups in atguhowever, it is difficult to say much abouhmeic
differences when looking at the pooled sample; eedrto consider the individual country estimates.

Turning to the individual country sub-samples (Beeel A in Tables A4-A5), there are signs of ethnic
differences in voting in 8 out of 20 countries lialf of these the difference is only weakly stataty
significant, however), and for community meetingd icountries.The gender gap observed in the pooled
sample is more widespread. Whereas the lower psityen vote among women seems to be driven by 9
countries in particular (Burkina Faso, Ghana, Kehadagascar, Mali, Nigeria, Uganda, Zimbabwe and
Zambia)? with the largest gap — 12 percentage points —danmigeria, lower female community meeting
attendance is observed in 13 out of our 20 santulatdes, the gap ranging from 5 percentage paints
Tanzania to over 21 in Nigeria. Similarly, wherdas greater propensity to vote among rural citizens
observed in 8 countries, for community meetingsgiteater participation rate among rural citizens is
widespread (the greatest gap — 31 percentage poistound in Zimbabwe). The pattern that oldéizens
are more likely to participate, finally, is obseivie all (for voting) or nearly all (for attendirmpmmunity
meetings) countries.

With respect to group inequalities in African pight participation, some interesting findings tstend out.
First, while the gender gap in terms of politicatHripation might be in the process of closing\lestern
countries (Inglehart and Norris, 2000), these este suggest that it is still prevalent in Africais is true
for electoral but even more so for inter-elect@aatticipation. Second, older citizens consistepéyticipate
to a larger extent than younger. Third — and sona¢wtirprisingly considering modernisation ideas
suggesting that those who migrate to towns arentagef change’ and thus more likely to be politigal
active (Bratton et al., 2005) — rural citizens aneaverage more active than their urban countexpiinally,
and interestingly considering the large literatsiressing the relation between ethnic identities Afinican
voting behaviour, there is comparatively little@amce of ethnic inequalities in participation. Trext
section evaluates to what extent individual reseulifferentials can help explain individual varoatiand
observed group inequalities in participation.

Participatory inequalities and the individual resource base

When introducing the resource variables into tlgeessions (Table 2, Regressions 2 and 6), time miates
stand out as relevant for meeting the costs ofipaliparticipation. The indicator included to cangt
restricted time availability — if the respondeneiaployed full time — is not significantly relatemlattending
community meetings, and actually positively relai@sgoting. Viewing time as a resource relevant for
political participation, and believing that peopidull-time employment are comparatively restritia
terms of the time they have to spend on politictivay, this is surprising. Looking at the indiwidl country
estimations (Panel B, Tables A4-A5) does not chahigepicture. While in some countries we observe a
positive and in a couple of countries a negatiw®eciation between political participation and warkfull-
time, in the majority of countries we observe ratistically significant relation between the two.

Similarly, money does not come out as a resoulegaet for meeting the costs of political partidipa.
Poverty is not significantly related to voting, anbereas it is related to community meeting attendathe
association is in the unexpected direction if thgkof money as a resource constraining participati the
poorer you are, the more likely you are to attemmmunity meetings (on average, a one standardtit@via
higher poverty index score implies an approximagehercentage point higher probability to attend
community meetings). These results are mirrordtiénindividual country sub-samples (Panel B, TaBlés
A5); while in the majority of countries povertynst significantly related to voting (when it isgth
association tends to be weakly statistically sigaift and of varying sign), it is in 8 countriessjtively
associated with attending community meetings.

" Considering that | compare 20 countries, and thatrelations between ethnic groups in a particatamtry is a
complex matter that requires substantial knowleafgecal history and conditions, | abstract froneipreting the sign
of the effects and only note whether there ar@aah $igns of participatory inequalities.

8 In Botswana and Senegal, however, it seems womseaciually more likely to vote.
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Turning to resources in terms of human capitalcation stands out as relevant for taking part mmoinity
meetings, but not for voting. Compared to peopliawd schooling, a person with primary school etlooa
is 3 percentage points more likely to attend conitguneetings. For individuals with secondary ortpos
secondary education the difference is about twiee (the difference is statistically significartence, the
pooled sample results indicate that community mgeditendance increases with education. Lookirigeat
individual country estimations, there are signghis pattern in 9 countri€sEor voting, however, the picture
is different. According to the pooled sample respkople with no schooling vote to the same extsnt
people with primary, secondary or post-secondangeiibn. Looking at the individual country estinoais,
education is positively related to voting in 5 ctyigs — however, only in Namibia does more than afrthe
educationalummies come out positive and significant, and i@ and to some extent in Malawi there is
actually a negative association between educatidrvating. Believing that human capital is requifed
citizens to understand the election process — Wha@andidates are, what they stand for etc. -atledf a
clear positive association between education atidy@s surprising. At the least, one would expgectee a
difference between citizens who are illiterate aiidens who can read and write, but the resukss®
indicate otherwise.

Access to information, finally, is in the pooledrgale estimations positively related to both votargl
attending community meetings. The marginal effactsquite modest though (on average, a one standard
deviation higher score in the information index limp a roughly 1 percentage point higher probabitt

vote and a 2 percentage point higher probabiligttend community meetings), and looking at the
individual country estimations the pattern can bseoved in a relatively limited number of countriés
countries for voting and 7 countries for attendiegnmunity meetings}.

To sum up the results so far, it seems the resqeapective does a relatively poor job at exphajni
individual variation in participation. If a resoerés relevant for meeting the costs of participatimore of
that resource should mean more participation. yftdng, however, the estimations suggest that fghftie
time (i.e. working full-time) antittle money (i.e. being poorer) is associated witne participation. Hence,
rather than constraining participation, it seemsking full-time and being poor is related to motivaal
factors that stimulate participation. Education aridrmation, on the other hand, come out as piaiyt
relevant for meeting the costs of participationwdger, education seems to matter only for takirm ipa
community meetings, and whereas information appearsatter for both voting and attending community
meetings it has relatively modest effects.

Our next question is whether differential resowegndowments can help explain the observed group
inequalities in political participation. Comparipgoled sample group means in terms of the individua
resource endowments (Table 1, Panel B), we canthatevith the exception of our proxy for time
availability, women, older citizens and peopleriiyiin rural areas tend to be more resource poarttieir
respective comparison groups. In some cases tfegatites are quite substantial; whereas 64 peofent
urban citizens have reached at least secondarplsthe figure in rural areas is almost half tHaGiven our
priors that the concerned resources are relevamideting the costs of participating politicallyyeowould
thus expect that these groups participate compatgtittle. We know that this is true for womerorrolder
people and citizens living in rural areas, on ttieeohand, we have seen the opposite — i.e. relgthigh
participation rates.

° In Ghana and Zambia, however, there is actualiggative relationship between education and atencdmmunity
meetings, although only weakly statistically siggant.

19 |n Botswana information exposure is actually nigdy related to voting.

1 To ease interpretation, | focus simply on the slwirespondents with at least some secondary schoo
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Table 1. Group means (pooled sample)

Panel A: Group means in political participation

Residential Gender Ethnic Age Full
Rural Urban Male Female Major Non-majar <30 30-49 >49 sample
Voting 0.792 0.736 0.792 0.752 0.759 0.784 0.656 81®. 0.852 0.772
Meeting 0.721 0.547 0.703 0.610 0.645 0.668 0.556 709 0.751 0.657
Panel B: Group means in resources
Residential Gender Ethnic Age Full
Rural Urban Male Female Major Non-majar <30 30-49 >49 sample
Education* 0.345 0.643 0.502 0.407 0.441 0.467, ®.59 0.423 0.225 0.454
Information -0.346 0.535 0.107 -0.154 -0.025t  -0.022f 0.082 -0.024 -0.239 -0.023
Poverty 0.082 -0.153 -0.020 0.012 -0.010t 0.001f} 10D 0.033 0.115 -0.004
Full-time 0.141 0.234 0.214 0.135 0.164 0.185 0.136 0.229 0.138 0.175

Observations are weighted using combined withinoeemweights. The within country weights adjust saeples to be nationally representative with respec
region, urban-rural distribution etc. The acrosantoy weights adjust all country samples to the esame (N=1200). *Refers to having some secondelnpd or

more education. tIndicates that the differenceroug means is not statistically significant. Foe tiemaining groups, the respective group differenameans are
statistically significant at the 1% level, except male vs. female poverty where the differencstagistically significant at the 5% level (for thge categories, the

significance test is based on an F-test of allipatars being equal to zero).
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Table 2: Padlitical participation in Africa: Group inequalities and resource differentials (probit marginal effects)

Dependent variable is: (1) Voting (2) Voting (3) tirm (4) Voting (5) Meeting (6) Meeting (7) Meeting _ (8) Meeting
Groups
Rural 0.049*** 0.058*** 0.045*** 0.042%** 0.127*** 0.150*** 0.108*** 0.104***
(0.007) (0.008) (0.010) (0.010) (0.007) (0.008) .01a) (0.010)
Female -0.026*** -0.022%** -0.022%** -0.013* -0.085* -0.074*** -0.075%** -0.060***
(0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) .00B) (0.008)
Age 0.020*** 0.020*** 0.020*** 0.019%** 0.022*** 0.021 *** 0.021%** 0.021%**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) .000) (0.001)
Age squared -0.0007*** -0.000%** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000%** -0.000%** -0.000%** -0.0007***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) .00D) (0.000)
Major ethnic 0.006 0.007 0.018* 0.015 -0.009 -0.008 0.020 0.018
(0.008) (0.008) (0.011) (0.010) (0.008) (0.008) .012) (0.012)
Resources
Poverty 0.002 0.004 0.004 0.019*** 0.017** 0.017
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)
Full-time 0.019* 0.015* 0.013 0.002 0.007 0.005
(0.008) (0.009) (0.008) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012)
Education_Primary 0.008 0.013 0.006 0.029** 0030 0.020*
(0.011) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012)
Education_Secondary 0.003 0.012 0.001 0.045%** 0409*** 0.036**
(0.012) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.016) (0.016)
Education_Post-secondary -0.011 -0.002 -0.021 63070 0.067*** 0.043**
(0.015) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.018)
Information 0.012%* 0.016*** 0.008* 0.022%** 0.G3*** 0.020***
(0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007)
Regional controls
Country dummies yes yes no no yes yes no no
Region dummies no no yes yes no no yes yes
Individual Controls no no no yes no no no yes
Observations 23140 23140 23070 23070 25893 25893 8935 25893

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses (in Estimatie? and 5-6 robust standard errors, and in Bftims 3-4 and 7-8 standard errors clustered by2dte
regions); *significant at 10%, **significant at 5%*significant at 1%. Observations are weightedngscombined withinxacross country weights. Thehinit
country weights adjust the samples to be nationmajtyesentative with respect to gender, regioranatoral distribution etc. The across country wesgidjust all
country samples to the same size (N=1200). Foserifion of the individual controls see Table A2.
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In line with this, accounting for resource diffetiais appears to help explain the lower particppatimong
women compared to men, but not the relatively Ipigticipation rates among older people and citizens
living in rural areas. Introducing the resourceiafales into the regression, the observed gendesigapks
somewhat. Still, though, important variation rensaimexplained, and in several of the individualrtou
estimations the gender gap actually remains stabtelusion of the resource variables. With respecthe
relatively high participation rates among oldergleaand citizens living in rural areas, controlliiog the
individual resource base, the age effects remabiestand the unexplained rural-urban participatiierde
becomes even wider (a similar pattern is obsenvelda majority of country sub-samples). Similaitythe
individual countries where we found ethnic diffezes in participation, introducing the resource alales
does little to explain observed divides.

Hence, with the exception of the relatively lowtp@pation rate among women, accounting for indistl
resource endowments does not help us understardvedsgroupnequalities in political participation.
Seemingly, the key to explaining these group inétiesin political participation lies outside tihesource
perspective. These results should not necessaritgken at face value, however; to evaluate thiaeafory
power of resources as a means of meeting the abgtsticipating we need to control for systematic
variation in the costs and benefits of participgtin

Regional fixed effects should pick up the influelméeontextual factors that could create regiorsaiation
in the costs and benefits of political participatityet, when introducing region dummies and cluis¢er
standard errors at the regional level (see TabReBressions 3 and 7), the results remain largedygi'?
Where the resource variables had no statisticajhificant effect, they still have no statisticaflignificant
effect. And where they did have a statisticallyngfigant effect, the effects are still there andrinst cases
remain stable (the information effects become latiggugh, seemingly suggesting that regional viaxiain
information availability obscures the relation beem participation and individual information expesu
Similarly, accounting for regional variation theseloved group inequalities in terms of gender, agk a
urban-rural location remain (although the latteydin size):

When controlling for contextual variation in paigiation, there is still the possibility that ousaairce
variables pick up omitted individual level factaf$ecting the decision to participate politicaljowever,
when in line with the discussion in Section 3.2Juling controls for social capital, political inést,
clientelist experience and distributional policeferences (Regressions 4 and 8), the resourceagstim
remain qualitatively the same.

Time and money still do not come out as a factorstraining political participation. The poor atidl s
equally likely to vote and more likely to attendmmunity meetings, and although the unexpectedipesit
association between having full-time employmentaotihg is no longer there (seemingly indicatingtth
this relationship was driven by omitted variablesvrcaptured by our individual controls), there sttt no
signs of a negative association between politieafigipation and being full-time employed. Hence,
controlling for people in full-time employment hagi access to more politically relevant social cait
being more civic-minded — factors which could cewatt the supposed negative effect of having litthe

— working full-time still does not stand out asaatbr constraining political participation. The jiog effects
of education (on attending community meetings) iafatrmation (on both voting and attending community

12 conditioning on individual group affiliations amdsource endowments, the absolute majority of egand region
dummies (not presented) still come out statistycaignificant, pointing to the importance of ma@aond meso level
determinants of participation. Although interestinige present paper focuses on the role of micvelleesource
endowments, and view the country and region fixédcts merely as controls for contextual variationfactors
affecting the cost and benefits of participation.

13 Accounting for regional variation, we can obseaveveakly statistically significant difference beamemajority and
minority ethnic groups in terms of voting, withizéns belonging to majority ethnic groups reportstightly higher
turnout. Controlling for regional fixed effects the individual country estimations (the results axailable upon
request), however, participatory inequalities asrethnic groups are observed in few countries (vdting, and 4 for
attending community meetings).
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meetings) remain, but drop in size. Hence, accogritir higher levels of social capital among thdlwe
educated and a tendency of civic minded individtmseeknformation, resources in terms of human capital
and information still seem relevant for meeting ¢bets of participation.

The aim of this exercise was to ensure that thectff(or lack of effects) of our resource varialalesnot
driven by omitted factors related to the individtedource base, as opposed to what we are trying to
measure, i.e. the importance (or lack of importan€¢he respective resources for meeting the aufsts
participating. The fact that the resource estimege®in largely intact in the face of controls elyselated
to participation as well as resource endowmentsldhnake us more confident on this pdiht.

Sensitivity of results

The results so far indicate systematic participatoequalities based on gender, age and residéntition,
but comparatively little inequality along ethnindis. Moreover, they suggest that the resource geisp
has surprisingly weak explanatory power, both fgi&ning individual variation and group inequadgiin
participation. This section explores the robustréssir findings (the results are available upajuest).

To begin with, could the results be contingent anahoice of group affiliation and resource indazaf To

get an ethnic affiliation measure that is simpld aamparable across countries, we focused on whethe

not the respondents belong to a majority ethniagrd his measure is quite crude, however, for examp
hiding possible variation across different minogtinic groups in a country. Is this why we obseérve

limited ethnic inequalities in participation? Topapach this issue, | introduce another group lavely
distinguishing between majority, minority and migl@tthnic group$. Using this more detailed measure does
not change the results markedly; in the majoritgaintries there is still no evidence of partioggt
inequalities along ethnic lines.

Turning to the resource variables, in the benchraatlyp, we used an information index as a proxy for
informational resources and found that informati@s the only of our resource variables that sedmed
matter for both voting and attending community rimggt. Being an index covering the extent to whiad t
respondent gets news from a variety of sourcesntlieator has the advantage that it contains aflot
information. However, if instead of using the infation index we focus on the most common infornmatio
source — radio — we get similar results, with mairaightforward interpretations. Those who repordwn a
radio are 4 percentage points more likely to voig @ percentage points more likely to attend comitpun
meetings (conditional on poverty and the otherues®variables). Controlling for political interestd
politically relevant social capital does not chatigje pattern. Moreover, using the alternative infation
proxy does not affect the extent to which the resewariables help explain the group inequalities i
participation.

The result that the poor are, if anything, morelljito participate was stable to the inclusionegfional and
individual level controls, but what if we use ateahative indicator to capture economic standitfigf?stead
of the poverty index — which is a relative povearigasure — we use a poverty dummy classifying

4 Due to the endogeneity concerns discussed in $e8t®, | view these indicators merely as proxies dmitted

variables and do not interpret their estimates.tRersame reasons, | refrain from interpretingaffiect of including the
individual level controls on the marginal effecfstlve group affiliation variables. For instanceisinot evident what to
make of the fact that the ‘female effects’ dropsine when including the individual controls. Although men being
isolated from networks for communication about txdi seems like a sensible explanation for lowendie

participation, we cannot rule out reverse causaligy that women participate less and therefongl t® have more
limited access to this form of politically relevascial capital. Similarly, to explain lower femalarticipation with

lower political interest among women seems unsattsfy, and naturally raises the question of whyneo would be
less interested in politics.

15 A respondent is coded as belonging to a middleietroup if his/her home language is cited as htanguage by at
least 10% of the respondents from his/her couriity {s not the language cited as the home langbggee largest
segment of respondents), and as belonging to arityirethnic group if his/her home language is citeithe home
language by less than 10% of the respondents fiskinen country.
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respondents as poor if their family has gone witlemough food 'several times' or more often dutiregpast
year, the results suggest that the poor are nmkaly lio both vote and to attend community meetidggin,
using the alternative resource measures doesfeat #ie capacity of the resource variables toarphe
group inequalities in participation.

Our time indicator, finally, did not stand out &bewvant for participation. Focusing on whether espe has
full-time paid employment the variable is meantépture time availability. On the other hand, iesimot
capture self-employment or work within the housdhélrguably, these activities — although time conig
— involve a greater flexibility of time use, allavg for a break to go to the polls or to visit tleeenunity
meeting hall. The ideal, however, would be to haweeasure of reported time use on different aisyit
including both working to earn money and workindhie household. Round 2 of the Afrobarometer —
although lacking a number of our other focus inttics most notably the question on voting — acyuadls
this information. Using this data, it turns outttheporting to spend a lot of time working — witldis well as
outside the household — is positively correlatetth @itending community meetings. That is, busieppe
participate more, meaning that again, time doestamid out as a major constraint on participation.

With respect to our dependent variables, we kn@tttirnout figures based on self-reported votirgy ar
higher than official turnout statistics. As discerdsn Section 4.3, the figures are not strictly panable and
the discrepancy is most likely due to several factOne of these, however, is presumably that refgus
tend to over-report voting. Although applying teraall number of observations (less than 0.5% of the
effective sample), a potential concern could bé dloa voting indicator excludes those who claim toot
remember whether they voted. Presumably, this respoould serve as an escape from having to adatit t
you did not vote, meaning that non-voters woulaber-represented among the excluded observatiors |
alternative voting regression | therefore use ingdndicator which assumes that these respondefst
did not vote (i.e. instead of being coded as miggalues, they are given zeros on the voting dumiiyg
results remain unchanged. To further evaluateehsisvity of the results to respondents over-répgr
voting, in an alternative estimation | restrict g@mple to include only respondents from the fiventries
with the smallest discrepancy between self-reportgthg share and official turnout (Cape Verde, &ha
Liberia, Namibia and Zambid§.Reassuringly, the main results stand. Similaflgestricting the sample to
only include observations where the intervieweggsithe respondent as honest (based on the question
‘What was the respondent’s attitude towards younduthe interview? Was he/she: honest, in between,
misleading?’ with 79 percent of the respondentadppidged as ‘honest’, 19 as ‘in between’ and 2 as
‘misleading’}’’ does not change the basic results.

Another concern would be if people’s voting behavior tendency to over-report voting) is affecbgd
restricted civil liberties or democratic practiégegheir country of residence. Reasonably, an iicdial could
have plenty of resources in terms of time, monefgrimation and human capital, but still abstaimfro
voting due to voter intimidation or as a resulpefceiving the election as unfair (see e.g. Lingb2004;
and Collier and Vicente, 2009). To check if thisvisy we find that the resource perspective hagivels
weak explanatory power, in two alternative votiagnessions | restrict the sample to include onlyntides
judged as ‘free’ by Freedom House, and countri¢is Rolity IV democracy scores higher than five (see
Table Al). The basic results stafid.

Our second dependent variable — community meetieg@dance — is meant to shed light on political
participation taking place between elections. Lagkat our data, attending community meetings ctutet
an important form of inter-electoral participati®ihat could be a potential concern, however, is\lea
have no information on the issues addressed imtwtings referred to or on the extent to which our

1% |n cases where presidential and parliamentaryietecare held concurrently and their official tow rates differ, the
higher official turnout rate of the two is usedtire calculation (considering that it seems moreljikhat the survey
respondent refers to the more popular and widebywknof the two elections).

7 Being a subjective judgement on part of the irieaver we cannot be sure that this assessment ésaind fair.

Nevertheless, the question is useful as a rougbkobfedata reliability.

18 Interestingly, however, focusing on these moreatgatic countries there is no gender gap in voting.
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respondents take active part in the discussionth Wspect to the former, considering that the eyurv
guestion on community meeting attendance is paathdbck of queries asking about ‘actions that peop
take as citizens’ it seems likely that attendinowinity meetings is interpreted as a form of civic
engagement, rather than as taking part in, saycialgyathering. Nevertheless, it is not evideat the
meetings referred to always deal with issues déarly political nature. With regard to the lattsimply
showing up at a meeting to some extent involvescisbn to take part. Still, though, we cannot e s
whether respondents who report to have attendedncmity meetings took active part in the same or
attended passively. If attending community meetisgspassive form of political participation, maythis is
why we find the individual resource endowmentsdamblimited relevance?

To check if the findings are relevant for differémtms of inter-electoral political participatioand not just
for attending community meetings, | construct a posite variable based on the first principal congurof
three binary indicators revealing if during thetpasar the respondent has 1) attended a commued§ing,
2) joined others to raise an issue, and 3) takenirpa demonstration or protest march. Using itidcator
as dependent variable in an OLS estimation thdtsasmain qualitatively the same. As it seems, the
findings obtained when focusing on community megtittendance could be relevant for other forms of
inter-electoral participation as well.

Conclusions

Motivated by the importance of broad-based citiergagement for equitable democratic development and
by the very sparse existing evidence on patterpelitical participation in the emerging African
democracies, the aim of this study was to exantiaedle of individual resource endowments for eixita
individual and group variation in African politicphrticipation.

Empirical analysis of a unique data material, cimgepolitical and economic attitudes and behaviafusver
27 000 respondents across 20 African countriegesigd surprisingly weak explanatory power of the
resource perspective, both for explaining individiaiation and observed group inequalities in
participation. The estimations offer no supporttfa view that time and money are resources retdean
meeting the costs of participating. If anythinggytlsuggest that the poor are more likely to paudite
politically. And while education and informationese to bear some relevance for meeting the costs of
participation, education matters only for attendiegnmunity meetings, and the information effects ar
modest and only observed in a limited number octhentry sub-samples.

Correspondingly, the results clearly indicate thatobserved group inequalities in terms of palltic
participation are not simply the result of systeémdifferences in individual resource endowmentse T
estimations reveal systematic participatory ineitjealbased on gender, age and residential locatian-
against the background of the large literaturessing the relation between ethnic identities andcah
voting behaviour — comparatively little evidenceettinic inequalities in participation. And with the
exception of the relatively low participation raemong women, for which resource differentials appea
have some explanatory power, accounting for indi@idesource endowments does not help explain the
observed participatory inequalities. In fact, weually see the relatively resource-poor groupsdeol
citizens and people living in rural areas — pgutiting to a larger extent than their more resotiote
counterparts. Hence, in spite of the argumentithdéveloping countries higher participation castd more
limited individual resources should result in teeagurce constraint relevant for political partitipa more
often being binding, the resource approach doesmisingly poor job at explaining both individuahd
group variation in political participation.

The main results are robust over a wide rangetefradtive specifications. They remain intact taoegl
controls included to account for contextual vadatin the costs and benefits of political partitipa, to
individual controls included as proxies for omittetiables related to the person’s resource basekhas
to the decision to take part, to the use of altdreagroup and resource indicators, to using aeridttive
measure for inter-electoral participation, anddstricting the sample to only include respondenais f
countries with a small discrepancy between selfreg and official turnout, to respondents judged a
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honest, and to respondents from countries withivelg well-functioning democracies. Breaking dotire
pooled sample into the individual country sub-sasphowever, it is important to note that wheroas t
main patterns can be observed in a wide rangeusftdes there is also significant country heteraign

So what can we take from this? Are comparativefjntparticipation rates among relatively resouroarpo
groups good news? To some extent yes; we wantolid avscenario where higher participation among the
resource rich reinforces existing inequalitiesll,Siarticipatory inequalities — in any shape amfio- could
be seen as problematic since they imply that thhdseparticipate politically are not representatifehe
public. Also, if the relatively resource poor peifiate to a greater extent than the comparatiesgurce
rich, this naturally raises the question why. Faugi®n the relevance of resources for meeting tistsoof
participating, the present paper explores factoabkng participation rather than the motivatioesibd the
choice to participate. If high participation amaegource poor groups, such as rural citizenssigraof the
often suggested importance of personalised rektips and clientelist appeals in African polititgs
would not come across as good news. Neither woatteaario where the resource rich do not partieipat
the same extent because they are able to influmitcemes via alternative — corrupt — means. Todbeta
evaluate and tackle systematic participatory inéiigs we need to understand the basis of existing
disparities. While the provision of information aeducation might stimulate general political engaget,
and presumably help citizens make more informedcelspthe results of the present paper suggesditoe
go beyond these measures to tackle participateuialities. We need further knowledge about thaereat
of, and the motivations behind, political partidipa in Africa.
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Appendix

Table Al: Post-independence democratic development

First multi-  Polity IV Freedom house
Country Colonise Indep Post-independence democratic development party electioh scoré ratind'
Benin France  19601960-91 Military rule, one party rule, and reseittdemocratic practices. 1991- Democracy 1991 7 e @e
Botswana UK 1966 1966- Democracy 1965 8 Free (2)
Burkina Faso France 1960960-78 Military rule, one party rule, and res&ittdemocratic practices. 1978-80 Democracyl978 2 Partly free (4.5)
1980-2002 Military regime / restricted democratiagiice. 2002- Emerging democracy.
Cape Verde Portugal 1978975-90 One party rule.1991-Democracy 1991 n.a. Free (1)
Ghana UK 1957 1957-92 Periods of democracy, military rule, ongypaile, and restricted democratic practice4.956 8 Free (2)
1992- Democracy / Emerging Democracy
Kenya UK 1963 1963-2002 Emerging democracy, one party rule,iotstr democratic practices. 2002- Democ. 1992 7 thPfaee (3)
Lesotho UK 1966 1966-70 Democracy, 1970-93 Military rule and resédl democratic practices, 1993-2002 1965 8 Free (2.5)
Democracy/Emerging democracy. 2002- democracy
Liberia us 1847 1847-1984 Emerging democracy, one party, militafg.r1984-97 Restricted democ. practice 2005 7 Partly free (4.5)
transitional governments. 1997-2001 Emerging derf081-06 Restricted democ. practice /
transitional governments. 2006- Democracy.
Madagascar France 196Q960-89 Periods of military rule, one party ruledaestricted democratic practices. 1989-93 1989 7 Partly free (3)
Multiparty transition, 1993-Democracy
Malawi UK 1964 1964-93 One party rule, 1994- democracy 1994 6 Partly free (4)
Mali France 1960 1960-91 Military and one party rule. 1992- Demograc 1992 7 Free (2)
Mozambique Portugal 19751975-90 One party rule,1990-94 Multiparty transiti@994- Democracy 1994 6 Partly free (3.5)
Namibia S. Africa 1990 1990- Democracy 1989 6 Partly free (2.5)
Nigeria UK 1960 1960-99 Democ., military rule, restricted demoaratiactices. 1999- Dem./Emerging democ. 1979 4 Waee (4)
Senegal France  196960-2000 Periods of emerging democracy, one palty and restricted democratic practices1978 8 Free (2.5)
2000- Democracy
South Africa UK 1961 1910-94 Restricted Democratic Practice, 1994- Deauyc 1994 9 Free (1.5)
Tanzania UK 1964 1964-92 One Party rule, 1992-1995 Multiparty trdasi 1995- Emerging Democracy 2000 2 Partly KB=B)
Uganda UK 1962 1962-66 Democracy, 1966-96 Periods of military rolee party rule, and restricted democratid 962 1 Partly Free (4.5)
practices, 1996- Restricted democratic practice
Zambia UK 1964 1964-90 Emerging Democ. / one party rule, 1991-2D8mMoc./ Emerging democ., 2006- Demd891 5 Partly free (4)
Zimbabwe UK 1980 1980-87 Emerging Democracy, 1987- Restricted DeatimcPractice 1979 1 Not free (6.5)

'From the African Elections Database (201@)rst post-independence multi-party parliamentaegtéon judged as ‘free’ or ‘partly free’ by thetémnational Institute for
Democracy and Electoral Assistance (2010) (or &ggtivalent election held in a period in which toeintry is judged as a democracy by the Africarctidas Database);
3polity IV (Polity IV project, 2010) democracy scofer 2005 (for 2006 in Liberia due to democratiartsition in 2005), 0-10 with higher values meanirater

democracy (see Marshall and Jaggers, 20®2&edom house combined political rights and ciliéiities rating from 2005, 1-7 with 1-2.5 judgedfase’, 3-5 as ‘partly
free’, and 5.5-7 as ‘not free’ (see Freedom Ho@6&0).
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Table A2: Variable descriptions

Dependent variables

Voting: Dummy variable equal to one if the respartdeeports to have voted in the ‘most recent [20X0étional
elections’; zero otherwise. ‘Don’t know’/'Can’'t reamber’ responses, as well as those who were tongytu
vote at the time of the election (including thogming 18 during the year of the election), areezbds missing
values.

Meeting: Dummy variable equal to one if the resgandeports to have attended a community meetingglthe past
year; zero otherwise (‘don’t know’/’can’t remembegsponses coded as missing values).

Group affiliations

Female: Dummy variable equal to one if the respohidefemale; zero otherwise.

Rural: Dummy variable equal to one if the respondigas in a rural area; zero otherwise.

Age variables: Age in years and age squared.

Ethnic affiliations (based on the question, ‘WHayour home language?’):

Major ethnic: Dummy variable equal to one if thependent’s self-reported home language is the gwaited
as home language by the largest segment of resptanidecountry; zero otherwise.

Resour ce endowments

Education (based on question of what is the resparalhighest level of education):

No-school: Dummy variable equal to one if the resfent has no formal schooling; zero otherwise (Lsed
reference category in estimation). Education_PrymBummy variable equal to one if the respondehiighest
level of education is at primary school level (iding those with incomplete primary); zero othepwis
Education_Secondary: Dummy variable equal to oné¢hé respondent’s highest level of education is at
secondary school level (including those with inctetg secondary); zero otherwise. Education_Posirgkry:
Dummy variable equal to one if the respondent’shégg level of education is at post-secondary schel
(including those with incomplete post-secondargypzotherwise.

Poverty: A poverty index with mean zero and stadddeviation one, higher values meaning that you pererer.
Constructed as the first principal component ofahswers to, ‘Over the past year, how often, if evave you
or anyone in your family gone without: (a) enouglod to eat, (b) enough clean water for home use, (c
medicines or medical treatment, (d) enough fuelwk your food?’, with response categories randiom O for
'never’ to 4 for 'always’ for each item.

Information: An index with mean zero and standaediation one, higher values meaning that the pehsmngreater
access to information. Constructed as the firsigipal component of the responses to, ‘How ofteryalo get
news from the following sources: (a) radio, (betéion and (c) newspapers?’ with response categoanging
from O for 'never’ to 4 for ‘every day’.

Full-time: Dummy variable equal to one if the resgent has full-time paid employment; zero otherwfgeno

employment or part-time employment).

Individual controls

Social capital: Dummy variable equal to one if thepondent reports to occasionally or frequentgualés politics with
friends/family; zero if reporting to never do so.

Pol. interest: Dummy variable equal to one if thepondent claims to be somewhat or very intereatedblic affairs;
zero if not at all or not very interested.

Clientelism: Dummy variable equal to one if in t®ice between statement (a) ‘since leaders remreseryone, they
should not favour their own family or group’, ang) (once in office, leaders are obliged to helpith®me
community’, the respondents agrees/strongly agnétisstatement (b). The dummy variable takes tHeevaero
if instead the respondent agrees/strongly agre#s (&), agrees with neither statement or choosesdbn't
know' response category.

Policy preferences: Three dummies based on thdignésow well or badly would you say the curremvgrnment is
handling narrowing gaps between rich and podad inc. gap: Dummy equal to one if the respondeinks
the government handles narrowing gap between ridrpaor very badly or fairly badly. Good inc. g&gummy
equal to one if the respondents think the goverrrmandles narrowing gap between rich and poor wety or
fairly well. Undecided: Dummy equal to one if the respondeninidecided with respect to the above question
(used as reference category in estimation).

Regional controls

Country dummies: 20 countries.

Region dummies: 246 sub-national regions.
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Table A3: Official turnout versus sdlf-reported voting

Official turnout (% of voting age population)

% share of respondents
reporting to have voted in

Country in last national election prior to the survey last national electidn
Benin 2007 Parliamentary: 62 92
Botswana 2004 Parliamentary: 44 67
Burkina Faso 2007 Parliamentary: 40 75
Cape Verde 2006 Presidential: 79; 2006 Parliamgngar 85
Ghana 2004 Presidential: 80; 2004 Parliamentary: 80 90
Kenya 2007 Presidential: 55; 2007 Parliamentary: 55 83
Lesotho 2007 Parliamentary: 39 65
Liberia 2005 Presidential: 59; 2005 Parliamentady: 82
Madagascar 2007 Parliamentary: n.a. 69
Malawi 2004 Presidential: 58; 2004 Parliamentafy: 5 82
Mali 2007 Presidential: 48; 2007 Parliamentary: 39 79
Mozambique 2004 Presidential: 36; 2004 Parliamgn&6 80
Namibia 2004 Presidential: 81; 2004 Parliament@y: 79
Nigeria 2007 Presidential: n.a.; 2007 Parliamentasg. 65
Senegal 2007 Presidential: 55; 2007 Parliamengay: 80
South Africa 2004 Parliamentary: 57 74
Tanzania 2005 Presidential: 68; 2005 Parliamen&by: 90
Uganda 2006 Presidential: 61; 2006 Parliamentdy: 6 73
Zambia 2006 Presidential: 56; 2006 Parliamentay: 5 64
Zimbabwe 2008 Presidential: 47; 2008 Parliamentéby: 65

'Source of official turnout figures: Internationaistitute for Democracy and Electoral Assistancel(@*Refers to those

of voting age at the year of the election.
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Table A4: Voting estimations by country: group inequalities and resource differentials (probit marginal effects)

Panel A: Group affiliations
Benin Botsw. Burk.F. CapeV. Ghana Kenya Lesothobetin ~ Madag. Malawi Mali Mozam. Namibia Nigeria $gal S.Afr. Tanzania Uganda Zambia Zimb.

Groups
Rural 0.08*** 0.07**  0.11*** 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.05 05 0.07* 0.08*  0.09* -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 005 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.19%**

(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) 0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) 0@F. (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03)

Female -0.02  0.06*  -0.08* 0.02 -0.04%  -0.09%* .02 0.0l  -0.09% 0.2 0.08%* .0.00  0.01 -0.12%0.06*  0.04 0.02  -0.07%* -0.06*  -0.10%*
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) 0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) OF. (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Age 0.01%* 0.04%+ 002 002 0.01*  0.03%* 0.02%* 0.02% 002 002 002 002 002 * 001%* 002+ 002 001 0.04%* 002 0. 05**

(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) oM. (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Age sq. -0.00*** -0.00** -0.00** -0.00** -0.00* -0.00** -0.00** -0.00** -0.00** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00** -0.00*** -0.00 -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00 -0.@*** -0.00** -0.00***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) O0o@®. (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Major eth -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.34 0.04* 0.04 0.01 10.0 0.07* -0.03 0.00 -0.08* 0.07*** 0.00 0.01 0.09*** -0.07* -0.08** -0.03 0.08**

(0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.32) (0.02) (0.04) (0.12) 0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) 0Q). (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Panel B: Group affiliations + Resources

Benin Botsw. Burk.F. CapeV. Ghana Kenya Lesothobetin ~ Madag. Malawi Mali Mozam. Namibia Nigeria $gal S.Afr. Tanzania Uganda Zambia Zimb.
Groups
Rural 0.08*** 0.08*  0.12*** 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.06 o7+  0.03 0.05 0.15*** -0.03 0.00 -0.01 0.01 0.06** 0.05* -0.01 0.04 0.28***
(0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04) 0.08) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) 0Q@). (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Female -0.02 0.06* -0.08*** 0.03 -0.05*  -0.08*** .02 0.01 -0.09** 0.01 -0.06* -0.01 0.01 -0.12*** aB*** 0.04 -0.01 -0.07*** -0.05 -0.07*
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) 0.08) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) 0Q). (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04)
Age 0.01***  0.04** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.01* 0.02*** 0.02** 0.02**  0.02** 0.02*** 0.02** 0.02** 0.02* ** 0.01* 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.01*  0.03** (0.02*** (.0 5***

(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 0.04) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) o@. (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Age sg. -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00* -0.00*** -0.00** -0.00** -0.00** -0.00** -0.00*** -0.00** -0.00*** -0.00 -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00 -0.06** -0.00**  -0.00***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) O@. (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Major eth -0.03 0.01 -0.02 0.37 0.04* 0.06* 0.00 0. 0.07* -0.03 -0.00 -0.09* 0.08*** -0.00 0.01 009 -0.07* -0.08**  -0.02 0.07

(0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.31) (0.02) (0.03) (0.12) 0.08) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) 0Q). (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Resources

Poverty 0.01*  -0.03 001 0.02 001 003 001 @.0 -004* -001  0.00 0.02 -0.03* -0.02* 0.02 -0.02 0.00 0.00 0.2 0.03
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) OQF. (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)  (0.02)
Ful-time -0.02  0.08* 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.03 000 0D 0.04 0.01 0.06  0.07 0.03 0.03 0.10%* -0.02 .0@  0.07* -0.12%* 0.02
(0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.06) 0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.07) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) 0@F. (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05  (0.05)
Ed_prim. -0.01  0.04 0.06  0.04 -0.09*** 0.02 0.03 .08 0.07 0.05 002 006 0.16" -000  0.05 -0.04 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.09
(0.02) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.06) (0.06) 0.03) (0.06) (0.05) (0.03) (0.07) (0.05) (0.06) O@F. (0.08) (0.05) (0.04) (0.07)  (0.08)
Ed sec. -002  0.04 0.05  0.04 -0.11*  0.05 -0.07 098 0.3 0.12*  0.06 0.07 0.8 -0.03  0.08* 05  0.00 0.04 0.10 0.16*
(0.02) (0.07) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (0.07) 0.04) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.07) (0.06) O). (0.08) (0.05) (0.04) (0.07)  (0.09)
Ed post. -0.00  -0.01  0.04 0.03 010 0.1 008 0D -016 -0.13 0.5 017  0.13* -0.06  0.04 0.02 -0.12  0.04 0.03 0.12
(0.04) (0.08) (0.07) (0.05) (0.07) (0.04) (0.09) 0.05 (0.11) (0.11) (0.05) (0.15) (0.05) (0.06) OF). (0.09) (0.13) (0.05)  (0.09)  (0.09)
Info. 0.01 -0.04*  0.01 0.03* 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 -0.02  -0.00 006 -0.02  0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.04* -0.02  0.03 0.04*
(001) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) O@. (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)  (0.02)
Obs. 1082 1000 1002 1057 919 987 1079 1009 1227 9331120 731 927 1901 1065 1950 929 2146 1009 1067

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses; ifisgmt at 10%, **significant at 5%, ***significanfait 1%. Observations are weighted using within tguweights adjusting the sample to be nationally
representative with respect to region, urban-rdisttibution etc.
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Table A5: Meseting estimations by country: group inequalities and resource differentials (probit marginal effects)
Panel A: Group affiliations
Benin Botsw. Burk.F. CapeV. Ghana Kenya Lesothobetin ~ Madag. Malawi Mali Mozam. Namibia Nigeria $gal S.Afr. Tanzania Uganda Zambia Zimbab.

Groups
Rural 0.06* 0.09*** (0.18*** (0.13** 0.18*** 0.15*** 0.15*** 0.12*** -0.01 0.09**  0.06 0.10*** -0.05 QL0***  0.15**+* 0.11*** 0.09**  0.07**  0.31** (0.27**

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) 0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) O@F. (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Female -0.12%* -0.06** -0.13** 005  -0.16** -0L0** -0.06** -0.17** -0.03  -0.03  -0.17** -0.04 002 20.21%* -0.02  -0.07** -0.05*  -0.08%* -0.12** -0.04
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 0.08) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) OF. (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Age 0.01 0.03** 0.03** 0.01*  0.03%* 0.02%* 0.03* 0.02** 0.00 0.02%% 0.02+** 0.01%  0.04%* 0.0 1%* 001 002 0.02%* 0.03%* 0.02%* 0.03* *
(0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) O@. (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01)
Agesq. -0.00  -0.00%* -0.00%** -0.00* -0.00%* -000** -0.00%** -0.00+ 0.00 -0.00%* -0.00%* -0.00  -0.00%* -0.00  -0.00%** -0.00%* -0.00%** -0.00%* -0.00%* -0.00%
(0.00)  (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) O@. (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)  (0.00)
Major eth -0.01  0.03 0.04 0.04 -0.10%* -0.09* 0.05 -0.07  0.00 0.01 0.03 0.03 015" -011** 001 .10** 0.03 -0.11%* -0.08** 0.00

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.22) (0.03) (0.05) (0.12) 0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) 0Q). (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Panel B: Group affiliations + Resources
Benin Botsw. Burk.F. CapeV. Ghana Kenya Lesothobetin ~ Madag. Malawi Mali Mozam. Namibia Nigeria $gal S.Afr. Tanzania Uganda Zambia Zimbab.

Groups
Rural 0.05 0.08*** 0.20** (0.18** 0.17** 0.21** 0.13** 0.18*** -0.00 0.08* 0.12** 0.11** -0.03 Ql1l1** Q.15** 0.09*** (0.13** 0.13** (.35*** (.31 ***

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) 0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) O@). (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Female -0.12%* -0.06** -0.11%* -0.04  -0.16%* -008* -0.06* -0.12%** -0.03  -0.03  -0.14** -0.03 (D2 -0.20%* -0.01  -0.08* -0.04  -0.06**
0.11*** -0.03
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) 0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) 0. (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Age 0.00 0.03%* 0.03** 0.02%* 0.03%* 0.02** 0.03** 0.02%* -0.00  0.02%% 0.2 0.01*  0.04** 0.01*  0.01% 0.02%* 0.02%* 0.03%** 0.02%* 0.03*
(0.01)  (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) O@M). (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Agesg. 0.00 -0.00%** -0.00%* -0.00** -0.00*** -Q00*  -0.00%* -0.00  0.00 0.00%** -0.00%* -0.00  -0** -0.00  -0.00** -0.00%* -0.00%* -0.00%**

0'00*** _0'00***
(0.00)  (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) O@. (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)  (0.00)
Major eth -0.03  0.03 0.05 0.09 0.10** -0.10* @0  -0.10* 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.01° 015" -0.09** 00  0.09%* 0.03 0.12%+ -0.07*  -0.02
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.19) (0.04) (0.05) (0.11) 0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) O@F. (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)  (0.04)
Resources

Poverty 0.07** 0.06** 0.02 0.02 0.03* 003  -062 001 0.01 0.03*  0.04* 0.03 001  0.05%* 0.07* 0.04* 0.01 0.01 0.04**  0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) 0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) OQF. (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)  (0.02)

Ful-time 0.14** -0.05  -0.01  -0.08** 0.03 0.04 5% -0.02 004 007  -0.08  010% -0.03  0.08** 0.02 005  0.06*  0.00 0.03 001
(0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) 0.05) (0.02) (0.05) (0.07) (0.05) (0.04) (0.03) OF. (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05  (0.05)

Ed _prim. -0.01  0.06 0.08*  0.08 -0.08* 0.17% 001 007 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.16%* -0.02  -0.11 0.13*  0.06 0.14*  0.04

(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05 (0.07) (0.05) 0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.08) (0.08) (0.06) O@). (0.09) (0.07) (0.04) (0.08) (0.07)
Ed sec. -005  0.10* -001  022% -011* 0.19% @ 011 001 0.04 0.10 0.05 0.09 0.16%* 0.01  1B. 015 009 -0.11  0.21%*
(0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.08) (0.06) 0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.05) OF). (0.09) (0.04) (0.04) (0.08)  (0.08)

Ed_post. -0.07  0.10*  0.04 0.25%+ 013 022" @ 015" 0.02 0.08 0.02 0.04 014 0.16%* 0.08 0607  -009  0.08 0.07  0.15%
(0.09) (0.06) (0.08) (0.09) (0.08) (0.06) (0.08) 0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.08) (0.12) (0.10) (0.06) O®. (0.10) (0.15) (0.05) (0.10)  (0.07)

Info 0.03 0.04*  0.03 0.04*  0.03 0.04*  0.01 0.07+++0.01 0.00  0.08%* 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.04*  0.03 0.02 0.04* 0.03 -0.02
(0.02)  (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 0.02)  (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) O@. (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)  (0.02)

Obs. 1147 1156 1068 1184 1092 1046 1152 1148 12831081 1184 1041 1188 2069 1126 2242 1037 2355 1126 4111

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses; ifisgnt at 10%, **significant at 5%, ***significanfit 1%. Observations are weighted using within tguweights adjusting the sample to be nationally
representative with respect to region, urban-rdisttibution etc.
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