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“Uncritical Citizenship” in a “Low-Information” Soc iety: Mozambicans in Comparative
Perspective

Abstract

High levels of poverty along with underdevelopefildstructure greatly inhibit Mozambicans’ ability
to participate in politics and assess the qualityavernance in their country. Particularly, loves

of formal education, high levels of illiteracy alwhited access to news media reduce the flow of
political information that would allow citizens toake informed opinions about the way democracy
functions. Data from the Afrobarometer demonssrétat relatively high proportions of
Mozambicans are unable to answer questions pertpinithe performance of government or to offer
preferences about what kind of regime Mozambiqughbto have. Citizens who are able to offer
answers most often uncritically overrate the peniamce of the new democratic regime. This paper
explores the extent to which Mozambicans’ pattérfuncritical citizenship” is a function of livingn

a “low-information society”. We find that this pitef of “uncritical citizenship” is characterizeg b
low levels of political information, relatively higlevels of “don’t know” responses, and extremely
positive evaluations amongst those who do havei@pnMoreover, there exist high levels of
satisfaction with the supply of democracy juxtamba@h low levels of demand for democracy.
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INTRODUCTION

Mozambique is one of the poorest and most undelolese societies in the world. While
poverty and the lack of infrastructure have mangiadaand political consequences, perhaps the
most important from the standpoint of the countigésnocratic development are the limitations
these obstacles place on the ability of its pedplact as full citizens. Yet even compared to
other poor societies, Mozambicans suffer from emély low levels of formal education (the
adult literacy rate is 46 percent, compared to wrage of 61 percent across all low income
countries)t and extremely low levels of access to public infation: the country has just three
newspapers per 1,000 people (compared to 44 forifroame countries), 14 television sets per
1,000 (compared to 84), and 44 radios per 1,00tgened to 198). Extremely low rates of
formal education, high levels of illiteracy and iied access to news media strike at the very core
of the cognitive skills and political informatiohat enable citizens to assess social, economic and
political developments, learn the rules of how stbes and governments function, form opinions
about political performance, and care about theigairof democracy.

As we will detall in this paper, data from the Afeyometer demonstrates that relatively high
proportions of Mozambicans are consistently unabl@answer many key questions about the
performance of government or the democratic regoméo offer preferences about what kind of
regime Mozambique ought to have. Those Mozambiedns are able to offer opinions grant
their political leaders and institutions high les/ef trust and approval, and perceive low levels of
official corruption. They offer these glowing vieveven as many respondents tell interviewers
they are critical of what their government has doneeveral different policy areas, have great
difficulty working with government agencies, aresshtisfied with their personal circumstances,
and live in desperate poverty. Most importantlpse Mozambicans who are able to offer
opinions exhibit some of the lowest levels of commneint to democracy measured by the
Afrobarometer across 18 African multi-party systemdd the same time, Mozambicans are some
of the most likely to say their country is demouratThus, there are many reasons to suspect that
Mozambicans uncritically overrate the performantcteir new democratic regime.

In a comprehensive overview of public opinion ider democracies, Pippa Norris (2000: 3) has
traced a growing tension between the promise ofodemcy and the reality of the performance of
democratic institutions to the:
emergence of more ‘critical citizens,’ or ‘disshéd democrats,” who adhere strongly to
democratic values but who find the existing struesuof representative government,
invented in the eighteenth and nineteenth centutdeBe wanting as we approach the end
of the millennium.

Such “critical citizenship” requires citizens whdfes their leaders neither “blind trust” nor

cynical, knee-jerk distrust, but rather display ealthy skepticism (Almond & Verba, 1962;

Mishler & Rose, 1997). However, the combinationMbzambicans’ very high levels of trust in

leaders and institutions with very low levels ofrguitment to democracy means that they
present precisely the opposite archetype: thatioéfitical citizenship.”

In this paper, we explore the extent to which Moleans’ apparent pattern of “uncritical
citizenship” is a function of living in a “low-infonation society” (with the primary features being
a lack of schooling and limited access to news alpmlitics and public affairs). While
modernization theory has classically cited educatind the development of cognitive skills as
one of a broad bundle of “social requisites of deraocy” (alongside urbanization,

1 “|CT Dialogue: Mozambique,World Development Data
2 World Bank Development Rep¢2005): 310-312.
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industrialization, affluence, and the expansiontt middle class) (Lipset, 1959; Almond &
Verba, 1963; Inkeles & Smith, 1974), Geoffrey Evamsl Pauline Rose (2007: 2) demonstrate
that the actual evidence of the impact of educatiotieveloping societies is “surprisingly thin.”
And while there is a great deal of evidence of aitpe link between education and pro-
democratic attitudes in older, developed democsa¢is well as increasing evidence from
Eastern Europ€)some American political scientist now argue tla tole of knowledge and
cognitive skills is overstated. They claim thae thoorly informed tend to reach the same
political opinions and decisions as the well infedn largely because they utilize “low
information reasoning” using personal experiencecammonly accessible information (like
prices, joblessness, housing construction etc...)hesristic cues to evaluate government
performance (Popkin, 1994; Lupia & McCubbins, 2008)nd latter day modernization scholars
see education more as a “marker” of material sgcwiich is actually the main driver of pro-
democratic values (Inglehart & Welzel, 2005).

But we also consider alternative explanations. a8k whether such a set of uncritical public
attitudes may reflect not so much a lack of edocaand information as the fear created by
sixteen years of civil war, the domination of agerof potential alternative sources of political
information by Frelimo (the governing party), asliwas Frelimo’s recent electoral gains that
threaten to entrench its electoral dominance. \Wge @vestigate whether the “uncritical”
mindset reflects a socially embedded and culturaiynsmitted set of orientations shaped by
indigenous tradition and two centuries of Portugueslonial rule, orientations that conflict with
and thus inhibit the extent to which Mozambicand ke the values that underlie democracy?
Finally, we probe the extent to which Mozambiquelectoral system contributes to this
syndrome of attitudes by removing critical cogrétiinkages between citizens and the political
system.

Mozambicans’ Awareness and Evaluations of Governmérmand Democracy

Our main purpose in this paper is to explore thkdges between key characteristics of a “low
information society” -- especially Mozambique’s eols and mass news media -- and key
elements of democratic citizenship. In particulag are interested in assessing the extent of
Mozambicans’political information or the extent to which they are able to providarge of
basic political facts and the identity of key leexle Second we assess Mozambicans’ degree of
what we call bpinionation] or the extent to which people are able, or wiglino offer
assessments of the democratic regime and stateird, Tlwe assess what we here call
“criticalness, or the extent to which those respondents whaahbte to offer substantive opinions
offer negative, or critical assessments. Finaly,implied in the introduction, we assess two
distinct dimensions of popular attitudes to demogra On one hand, we assess the
Mozambicans’perceived supply of democragyovided by their multiparty regime, and the
extent to which they exhibitdemand for democracy

Political Information

To what extent are Mozambicans aware of the idewfittheir leaders and the larger political
process? Measuring citizens’ information is alwaysicky affair; findings often differ sharply
depending on whether researchers ask respondentscati certain facts from memory, or
recognize them from a list of several possible amsw Thus, because the Afrobarometer uses the
recall method, one should be aware that our firglingght understate the actual level of
awareness.

% See Evans & Rose (2007: 2-6) for an excellentview of this literature.
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Mozambicans are relatively well aware of the idgri the largest political party in the country:
68 percent were able to offer the name of Frelimdhe largest party, which puts the country
right around the median point of the Afrobarometeuntry rankings. Yet while 73 percent of
Frelimo identifiers can provide this informationsf 56 percent of independent voters (those who
identify with no political party) and an even low& percent of opposition identifiers are able to
do so.

However, Mozambicans are relatively unaware of s@wather key political facts. For example,
just one in five (20 percent) -- the lowest of Bl Afrobarometer countries -- were able to tell
interviewers how many terms the President is altbue serve (two terms), with the level
dropping to 16 percent in rural areas. By way aftrast, nine in ten Namibians and Batswana
were able to supply the correct answer for theimty. And just eight percent (4 percent in the
countryside) were able to tell interviewers that#s the responsibility of the courts to ensuré tha
legislation was constitutional. While this verywldigure was similar to the tiny minorities
measured in over half the Afrobarometer countriesyas far lower than the 45 percent of
Nigerians who were aware of the role of their countjudicial review.

Figure 1: Political Knowledge -- Biggest Party?
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Figure 2: Political Knowledge -- Term Limits
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Figure 3: Political Knowledge -- Role of Courts
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Just one in four Mozambicans were able, when agikegrovide interviewers with the correct
name of the President of the National Assen(Bf percent). City-dwellers were twice as likely
to know this (37 percent) than rural (15 percerijozambicans also have some of the weakest
grasps of the identity of their MPs and local cdalans. One third (30 percent) were able to offer
the correct name of their local councilor, and onten (13 percent) were able to give the correct
name of an MP who represents their province (in &tazique’s system of proportional
representation, MPs are elected on provincial )listénformation about local councilors is
relatively similar across party identification, angral and urban status, but awareness of MP
identity is not: 18 percent of people living in arbareas know their MPs name compared to 10
percent in the countryside. The impact of partigkentification also reverses: 21 percent of
opposition supporters can provide the correct naféheir MP compared to 14 percent of
Frelimo identifiers and 8 percent of independents.

Figure 4: Incumbent Awareness -- Deputy President
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Figure 5: Incumbent Knowledge -- MPs and Counsilor
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From these individual question items, we can bailodkoader additive index that is both reliable
and valid and runs from 0 to 6 for the number ofrect answers each respondent is able to
provide to these questiofis.Fully 23 percent of all Mozambicans were unaldeptovide a
correct answer tany of these questions. The average (mean) Mozamhwveanable to provide
1.6 correct answers to the six questions (withsttare ranging from 1.4 in rural areas to 2.0 in
urban), which puts it third last ahead of Cape ¥eadd, again, Benin

* Factor analysis identified two factors, the foéwhich explains 36.2 percent of total variandgnan
Eigenvalue of 2.17. Index reliability (Cronbacpha = .64) is acceptable (n=22,600). Also a
comparison of questions on awareness of incumbetiisprevious surveys suggests a high degree 6f tes

retest reliability.
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Figure 6: Correct Answers Provided by Mozambicang o Questions on Incumbent
Identity and Key Political Facts
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Figure 7: Citizen Awareness of Incumbent Identityand Key Political Facts

O Mean Number of Correct Answers

Opinionation

Beyond their grasp of factual information about ploditical process, to what extent are ordinary
Mozambicans able to offer substantive preferenoelsapinions about key issues of democracy
and governance? To a large degree, the answendiepa whether people are being asked for
their normative preferences or for empirical agsesgs, as well as the immediacy with which

the issue affects their personal lives.

A broad overview of responses to questions locatedss the entire Afrobarometer questionnaire
reveals that Mozambicans are quite willing and #éblstate their value preferences when they are
provided with both sides of a conflict of politicat social values. For instance, when asked to
indicate whether they agreed with Statement A (ffReshould look after themselves and be
responsible for their own success in life”) or 8mént B (“The government should bear the main
responsibility for the well-being of people”), judtpercent said they did not know and another 3
percent stated they agreed with neither option. n@me of many similar items contained in the
Afrobarometer did the combined percentages whotbkaig “don’t know” or “agree with neither”
go above 15 percent, and most were well below i€epé

However, people were far less able to state ttaires when the question either did not provide a
balanced set of “forced-choice” alternatives, orewlthe question dealt with a more abstract
concept like democracy. Thus, when asked whebiegrwould approve or disapprove of a range
of non-democratic alternatives to multi-party el@es, 16 percent of Mozambicans had no view
on the possibility of military rule, and one in €\19 percent) were unable to offer an opinion
when it came to the issue of abolishing electiond garliament to allow for presidential

dictatorship. And fully one quarter (24 percenidhno opinion on whether democracy was
preferable to all other forms of government. leotfahe term “democracy” is unfamiliar to

significant proportions of the populace. Whiley#8Ilpercent simply had no response opinion to
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the question “What, if anything, does ‘democracyam to you?,” an additional 20 percent
admitted that they could not understand the worehidcracy,” either in Portuguese or when
translated into a local language.

By contrast, Mozambicans are able to offer evabmatiabout a range of economic trends or
government performance on issues that directlycatteeir personal lives. For example, just 1
percent were unable to tell interviewers aboutrtberrent living conditions, and only 5 percent
could not offer a view on the present situatiothef national economy. But the numbers of those
unable to offer an opinion about political and emorc conditions also increased consistently and
substantially as the object of the question grewemdistant from the daily purview of the
respondent. For example, 12 percent could notgutie performance of President Armando
Guebuza, the dominant figure in Mozambican poli{tbeugh at the time of the survey, Guebuza
had only been in office for five months). One iwef(19 percent) could not offer an opinion on
the performance of Parliament, and one in thregpé8ent) could not judge the performance of
their local councils. One in five were unable &y svhether members of parliament (18 percent)
or local councilors (21 percent) “try their bestigten to what people like you have to say.”

And once we move to more remote institutions orséee issues, the percentages rise even
higher. One quarter were unable to say how wellcthuntry’s electoral system did in allowing
people to replace bad leaders (28 percent) or enthat the members of parliament reflects
public opinion (24 percent). At least one in feware unable, or unwilling to offer an assessment
of how many officials in the Presidency (26 pergeMP’s (26 percent), local government
officials (26 percent) or local councilors (30 pam were involved in corruption, rising to as
many as 30 percent for judges and magistrates. Wil just 10 percent were unable to offer a
view on whether the 2004 elections had been frddan 16 percent could not rate their level of
current satisfaction with the way democracy woiksg 21 percent could not rate the level of
democracy in the country.

In order to compare Mozambicans’ ability to offgrirdons with other Africans in an efficient
way, we created two valid and reliable summary messsof the extent to which respondents
offer opinions (whether positive or negative). Thiest index simply sums the number of
substantive opinions (positive or negative) thapomdents were able to offer across 20 question
items on the supply of democracy (the freeness fairdess of elections, satisfaction with
democracy, and the extent of democracy), and tpelgwf good governance (the extent of
official corruption, the responsiveness of electgaresentatives, the degree to which the electoral
system produces accountability, and the overall getformance of key incumbent leaders).
Based on this, Mozambicans fall well below the Afiiometer average (fourth lowest) in terms
of being able to offer views on the supply of gmaarce and democracy (a score of 16.3 out of a
possible total of 24).

® Factor analysis identified five factors, thetfiof which explains 40.1 percent of total variamith an
Eigenvalue of 8.03. Index reliability (Cronbac&pha = .91) is very high (n=22,600).
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Figure 8: Opinionation on Democratic and Governni®&grformance
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@ Average number of questions (out of 20) respondengble to answer on the supply of democracy, corrujin, responsiveness, incumben
performance, the conduct of the last election, anthe degree of government acccountablity

The second index measures people’s ability tartedrviewers whether or not they demand
democracy, by summing whether or not respondents alge to offer a meaning of democracy,
and provide preferences about democracy and nowctatic alternatives across 5 survey itéms.
In these terms, Mozambicans were tied for thirddstnamongst the 18 Afrobarometer countries
(with a mean of 4.1 out of a possible five quest)on

® Factor analysis identified two factors, the fisswhich explains 43.9 percent of total variandthan
Eigenvalue of 2.20. Index reliability (Cronbacipha = .62) is acceptable (n=22,600).
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Figure 9: Opinionation on Preferences for Democracy
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Not only are many Mozambicans unable or unwillimgaffer opinions, those whdo offer
opinions are also especially unlikely to be critichthe performance of the multi party regime,
institutions or leaders. For instance, eight in tespondents said they trust the President (81
percent) and approved of his performance in theipue twelve months (81 percent). And three
guarters said they trust Parliament (75 percerd)agoproved of its overall job performance (73
percent).

Not only are Mozambicans far more likely to expresst than distrust, they are also very likely
to placetotal trust in their political leaders, choosing the megtreme response category
available. Two thirds of all respondents (67 petreaid they trusted the President “a very great
deal” while only 14 percent trusted him “a lot."hi$ pattern also applied to the public’s view of
Parliament (56 percent trusted it a “great deall anly 19 percent “a lot”). In fact, for every
single institution that the Afrobarometer asks dbthie modal response was one of total, rather
than qualified trust.

Levels of approval of government performance ircgfepolicy areas were relatively lower, but
still high in absolute terms, ranging from 70 petcepproval of government handling of health
and educational policy (with job creation, keepipgces stable, combating HIV/AIDS all

" This distinction is inspired by the work of Willin Mishler and Richard Rose (1997) who pointedtioit
importance of such differences on the other enti@tcale, differentiating between distrust, skeqtn
and blind trust to understand how Eastern and @eBtiropeans viewed post communist institutions.
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receiving over 60 percent approval) to a low of pgcent approval of its job in narrowing
income gaps. And even though both Transpareneyrational (2006) and the World Bank rate
Mozambique as one of the most corrupt countrighénworld?® a relatively modest 19 percent of
Mozambicans feel that “all” or “most” national gowenent officials are involved in corruption.

Yet these high levels of trust in political leadarsd general incumbent approval co-exist with
relatively critical views on a range of other issueFor instance, while 61 percent said they
approved of government performance in job creati@percent also said job opportunities had
become worse over the past few years. And evésDgsercent gave the government positive
marks for managing the economy, four in ten (4@C@el) agreed that “government’s economic
policies have hurt most people and only benefitéelhg” and 51 percent said the gap between the
rich and poor had widened.

But, more commonly, popular responses revealedtt@rpaof internal contradiction, in which
people expressed trust in institutions even infgoe of poor performance. Three quarters of
people (71 percent) said they trust the police @heigh four in ten (40 percent) said it was
“difficult” or “very difficult” to get help from tke police, and another 17 percent reported being
victimized in the past twelve months by a policended for a bribe or a favour. And 65 percent
said they trust their local government council,uio only 57 percent approved of its overall job
performance, and though 40 percent said their cbwas handling local road maintenance
“fairly” or “very badly,” and 34 percent said thewere doing a bad job keeping their
communities clean.

And given what we learned in the previous secttbe, ratio of positive-to-negative responses
would be even greater if we were to exclude th@spondents unable to offer a substantive
opinion. In fact, we create such a scale that oreasthe balance of positive versus negative
viewsamongst only those who offer an opinioWhen viewed in these terms, Mozambicans rank
as second last among the 18 countries in termsedf propensity to offer critical views about the
supply of good governanéeand one of the four lowest countries in terms féring critical
views of the supply of democraty.

8 See Transparency International (20@6)ruption Perceptions Indefvww.transparency.org).

® Factor analysis identified five factors, thetfio§ which explains 35.0 percent of common variawité
an Eigenvalue of 8.40. Index reliability (CronbacAlpha = .91) is very high (n=22,600).

10 Factor analysis extracted a single unrotatedfd@igenvalue = 2.00) which explains 66.7 peragnt
the common variance. Index reliability (Cronbachlpha = .74) is high (n=22,600).
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Figure 10: Critical Opinions on Political Perforncan
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Figure 11: Critical Opinions on Democracy
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Democracy: Supply and Demand

Following earlier work (Bratton, Mattes & Gyimah-8di, 2005; Mattes & Bratton, 2007), we
assess the extent to which Mozambicans feel theelivang in a democracy and also measure the
degree to which Mozambicans say they want to liveaidemocracy. On the supply side,
Mozambicans perceive a relatively high degree oha@acy in their country today. Three
guarters of Mozambicans told interviewers that ttmuntry’s 2004 election was either
“completely free and fair” (57 percent) or “freedafair, but with minor problems” (20 percent).
And three quarters believe that the country isuthdemocracy” (35 percent) or “a democracy,
but with minor problems” (29 percent). Three inefiwere either “very” (31 percent) or “fairly
satisfied” (28 percent) with the way democracy vearkMozambique.

On the demand side, however, significantly larg@arities -- and sometime pluralities -- of
Mozambicans remain uncommitted to democratic gavemt. While 80 percent agree that “we
should choose our leaders in this country throwegular, open and honest elections,” they are
not yet completely sold on the necessity of mudtitp elections. Fully one-third (33 percent)
agree in a separate question item with the statethan “Political parties create division and
confusion; it is therefore unnecessary to have npaniigical parties in Mozambique.” Similarly,
one third (33 percent) approve of an alternativenf@f government where “only one political
party is allowed to stand for election and holdoaff

Many Mozambicans are also quite comfortable with ithea of very strong, even dictatorial
leaderships. One third (34 percent) agree thatnctsithe President was elected to lead the
country, he should not be bound by laws or couctsilens that he thinks are wrong”; four in ten
(42 percent) would approve of an alternative sysbégoverning the country whereby “elections
and the parliament are abolished so that the mesthn decide everything”; and one in five (19
percent) would approve of the alternative whereattmey “comes in to govern the country.”

We develop valid and reliable scales of supply @achand out of smaller subsets of these items.
On the supply side we calculate the percentage of people who thhey tare living in a
democracyand are satisfied with the way democracy works. Jwstler one half of all
Mozambicans could be classified as feeling “fullypglied” (48 percent). This lagged behind
only Ghana (64 percent), Namibia (61 percent), Bate& (54 percent) and South Africa (53
percent)'! On thedemand sidewe calculate the percentage of people that rejesidential
dictatorship, military rule and one party ruéd prefer democracy to non democratic forms of
government? By this measure, just one quarter of Mozambid&dspercent) can be classified
as “committed democrats.” In sharp contrast tegetions of supply, where Mozambicans have
some of the highest levels in Africa, this figusetied for thelowestlevel amongst the 18
Afrobarometer countries, statistically indistindwable from the 24 percent of Namibians who are
committed. Obviously, there are many Mozambicahe think they live in a democracy, but do
so from a perspective of not being terribly conedrabout whether or not they want to live in
one.

™ The two items are sufficiently correlated (Peatso = .61) and reliable (Cronbach’s Alpha = .7®)
warrant the creation of a two item average cons{ne22,600).

12 Factor analysis extracted a single unrotatedfd@igenvalue = 1.88) which explains 46.9 peragnt
the common variance. Index reliability (Cronbachlpha = .62) is acceptable (n=22,600).
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Figure 12

The Consolidation of African Regimes, Circa 2005
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As argued at the start of this paper, Norris (2)0has documented the growth of “critical
citizens” in Western democracies, that is, peogie support democracy but increasingly find
the existing structure of government wanting. dntcast, the combination of very high levels
of trust in leaders and institutions with very ldevels of commitment to democracy
demonstrates that Mozambicans present preciselppbesite archetype: that of “uncritical
citizens.” In order to operationalise the concefptritical citizens, we create an individual
level measure of whether or not a respondent redeive level of democracy they desired by
taking each person’s average scores for both sugpdydemand (which was scaled to run
from 0O to 4), and subtracted the supply score filoendemand score. This yields a new score
that runs from +4 (indicating a sharply criticalntecrat who deeply wants democracy but
perceives absolutely no democracy) to -4 (indicaten completely uncritical, acquiescent
citizen who has absolutely no desire for democrhay feels his or her country is completely
democratic). Across 18 countries and 21,500 redguts, the average (mean) score is + .61
(with a standard deviation of 1.5), indicating thia¢ average African wants slightly more
democracy than she or he thinks they are receiviMgt it also indicates that a large
proportion of African responses generate scoreswbeahe “0” point, meaning that these
respondents’ perceived supply of democracy outsttigir desire. The average (mean)
Mozambican, however, has a score of -.55,|0hesstof all 18 countries (though Namibians
are in a statistical dead heat at -.50).
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Mozambicans’ Levels of Cognitive Awareness of Polis

The rest of this paper focuses on the connecti@teden the “low information” nature of
Mozambican society and its relatively distinctivefile of public attitudes toward governance
and democracy. To do this, we begin by describiagous constituent elements of a broad
concept that we have elsewhere called “cognitivaramess” about politics and democracy
(Bratton, Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi, 2005; Mattes &mndtton, 2007). Cognitive awareness
includes not only the amount of information thabjle possess about politics and democracy,
but also their exposure to information through ¢@bisources such as the broadcast and print
news media or through alternative sources suchriasds and neighbors, the associations to
which they belong, and the community leaders withicw they may come into contact. It also
includes the cognitive skills acquired through falneducation, or alternatively, through an
abiding interest in politics and regular interpero discussion of politics that provides
motivation to acquire and process information.

Formal Education

We begin by examining the basic social instituttbat provides a society with the cognitive
skills with which to acquire and process informatidhe school system. How much formal
education have Mozambique’s citizens enjoyed? Surgey results indicate that Mozambique
has the lowest level of schooling amongst its agafiulation in Southern Africa, and one of the
lowest in Africa. As of mid 2005, 28 percent of atlult Mozambicans said they had formal
education (though 8 percent say they have had sofoemal schooling)® One in three (33
percent) have only had some primary education,etdemt have completed primary school, and
just one in ten adults have completed a high scbdotation. A total of three percent have gone
beyond high school, but just 0.03 percent had cetagla university education.

This is clearly a reflection of the legacy of Pguese colonialism which provided Africans with
only primary education in Catholic schools whichuiged Africans to abandon their given name
for a Portuguese one and to convert to Catholi¢fsmOnly Europeans, Asians and a few
“assimilated” Africans were able to attend secopdamd high schoolS. The situation was
further exacerbated after independence by 16 yadpsutal civil war which destroyed much of
the existing educational infrastructdfe.

Yet there is also some good news in these statistiirst of all, while 28 of this sample of
citizens 18 years and older had no formal schoamgf 2005, other analysts have estimated that

13 In other countries, such as Senegal and Malhawe found that “informal schooling” largely reftec
Islamic Koranic schooling. However, in Mozambiqgslems are no more likely to have attended
“informal schooling” than Christians.

14 pAfter independence, most skilled Portuguese wesrkeft the country due to Frelimo’s nationalizatio
policy, leaving the public administration withoutalified human capital. To keep government insttws
functioning, the Frelimo government imported skillevorkers from the Soviet Union. Students with
secondary school, but no teacher training, werepedled to become teachers.

> Assimilated natives were those who had been komiain western culture. Most of these were
“coloured,” children of unions between Portuguestddrs and Mozambican women.

% The existing school infrastructure was destraged all 17 years and older had to do compulsonyicer
in the army. By the end of 1980, Renamo guerrittastrolled two-third of the country leaving the
government confined to provincial capital citids. these cities the few school vacancies were vesefor
the most successful students. Other studentshestvacancies in favor of younger students andferred

to alternative night schooling. While night sclingl attempted to be more inclusive, it often conét
function due to constant electricity cuts in mampital cities. Some cities went as many as sixthmn
without electricity.
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as recently as 2000, 64 percent of the populat®iyears and older had no schooliigThe
sharply improving trends implied by this findingeaindeed visible in the Afrobarometer data
once we disaggregate by age. While none of thedgyare as high as those estimates, it shows
that 48 percent of those aged 56-65 had no foramding, while only 15 percent of those aged
18 to 24 fell into this category.

Figure 14: Newspaper Readership
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While Mozambique’s level of education is the lowessouthern Africa, it is still considerably
higher than in Benin, Mali and Senegal (though almme in five Senegalese and Malians say
they have had informal schoolinf). We note, however, that citizens of all three loése
countries are consistently far more likely than siobicans to offer opinions, offer critical
evaluations, and demand for democracy than Mozanbic

News Media Use

Not only do adult Mozambicans posses low level$oaial education, they also have very low
rates of access and use of formal news media. tiusten percent regularly read newspapers (8
percent every day, and 5 percent a few times a)wadlgure higher only than Lesotho, Mali and
Benin. Again, much of this reflects the legacidstiie Portuguese colonial state which
bequeathed Mozambique with a very weak mass meatigork: just one radio statiorRédio
Mocambiqug and two daily newspaperBi@rio de MogcambiquendNoticiai§ and one weekly
newspaperomingg. Though the country now has greater media phmathan before, few
people have access to newspapers. According tévtred Bank, Mozambique as of 2000 had
just 3 daily newspapers per 1,000 people, sigmiflgdower than the sub-Saharan average of 12;
higher than Mali (1), but far lower than Ghana (ZZgmbia (22 percent), Botswana (25) or South

" Barro-Lee, 2000. Found http://devdata.worldbank.org/edstats/ThematicDatdication/
CountryData#tal _agel5.xls.
18 |n terms of high school attainment, however, Mobkijue is not any better off than these countries.
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Africa (26)! Moreover, very few are distributed outside of yimoial capital cities leaving
many towns, boroughs and rural area without angssto print media. While one in five city
dwellers (23 percent) read newspapers on a regakas, just 5 percent of rural citizens do so.
Just one quarter say they regularly watch newsrprog on television (16 percent everyday and 8
percent a few times a week). This proportion iwdothan in all countries surveyed except
Tanzania, Malawi, Lesotho and Uganda. Televisias wnly introduced in Mozambique in
1982, with a single public station that was acds#ssonly in the Maputo area. Access was
broadened to reach the country’'s second biggegt(Bitira) in 1994, and has now spread to
provincial capital cities and some towns and bohsugAccordingly, 44 percent of those in urban
areas said they get news from television on a adohsis compared to just 9 percent in the
countryside. Viewership is also limited by the itakaility of affordable sets: just 19 percent of
Mozambicans say they own a television and moshe$e people are located in the cities (32
percent live in urban areas, compared to 9 pefoemtiral).

Figure 15: Television News
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Mozambique’s public and private radio stations layefar the most accessible and widely used
form of news media. Yet while two thirds of allldidMozambicans say they get news from the
radio either every day (49 percent) or a few timeageek (21 percent), this figure ranks ahead of
only Madagascar, Zimbabwe and Lesotho. Radionksthip is limited by the supply of radio
stations. The only radio station that comes clasecovering the entire countryRadio
Mozambiqugis owned by the state. Community based sta@wesowned both by the state and
civil society agencies. Many rural areas still admwithout any radio coverage. But it is also
limited by the supply of affordable radio sets. \Omvo thirds (66 percent) said they own a radio,
far lower than the 81 percent of South Africans,aperhaps surprisingly, the 80 percent of
Senegalese and Malagasy who do so.

9 World Bank,2005 World Development Indicatoys. 312-313.
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Figure 16: Radio News Use
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Cognitive Engagement

We have thus far seen that relatively few Mozamiscare regularly exposed to news about
politics or public affairs via the print or eleaio news media. Yet even if large numbers were
regularly exposed, we have also seen that few pduaple the advanced cognitive skills provided
by formal education that would enable them to pseand interpret the information about public
affairs provided by the news media. It is possib®wever, that some citizens can make up this
deficit in education and news media exposure.hénabsence of a formal education and the news
media, they can remain mentally engaged with psliind public affairs by taking an active
interest in and regularly talking about politicsthwitheir spouses, families, neighbors or co-
workers, adding their experiences to those of stfReichardson & Beck, 2004).

The Afrobarometer data suggests that people liimga “low information society” like
Mozambique can still remain relatively engaged wiitie political process. Two thirds of
respondents said they are either “very” (38 pejcent‘'somewhat interested” (29 percent) in
politics and public affairs. A similar two thirdsid they talk about politics with friends and
family “frequently” (25 percent) or "occasionally43 percent). Both figures put Mozambicans
around the Afrobarometer country average.
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Figure 17: Interest in Politics
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Figure 18: Political Discussion
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Alternative Sources of Information and State Domingion

Citizens in a “low information” society like Mozangue not only have alternative ways to

develop cognitive political skills, but also maycass political information from sources other
than the news media. They can glean importantnmdition about the larger political world from

the secondary associations they join, or from theegiment or community leaders with which

they come into contact. Yet in a country like Mataque, not all of these alternative sources of
information are equal, especially in the degreahah they contribute to democratic citizenship.
The specific informational environment where peopglet their information may have an

important effect on political attitudes that can b®wre, or less conducive to democratic
consolidation. Gunther, Montero and Torcal (2008, example, focus on the nature of
intermediation in a wide variety of democratic gyst distinguishing between informational

intermediaries that are explicitly partisan fronogh that are ostensibly apolitical and non-
partisan. However, a different distinction maycdisinate between formal and alternative
informational sources that are aligned with theaestar ruling party versus those that remain
relatively independent (Shenga, 2007).

This is especially relevant in a country like Mozaque where ruling party and government
officials have been moving the political regiraeiay from democracy over the past few years
(Shenga, 2007). Mozambique has regressed frong lmitegorized by Freedom House as an
“electoral democracy” to what Diamond (2002) hdtedsan “ambiguous” regime. Freedoms are
limited and corruption is high (CPI, 2005; Freedétouse, 2005). Organizational leaders or
party or state officials who are actively subvagtthe quality of democracy are likely to transmit
messages to their members or constituents thalesnenental to democracy.

On the other hand, influential community leadersl apposition party officials that remain
outside the orbit of state control are more likielyconvey messages that are more conducive to
forming positive attitudes to democracy. Theyma@e likely to be critical about the conduct of
government and more likely to desire political gotile accountability, competition, rule of law,
and inclusive participation, if only as a way tti@we their own political goals.

Mozambique’s particular conundrum is that not oadyits citizens possess relatively low levels
of information about public affairs, but the thrdecades of monopoly over formal political
power by the Marxist oriented Frelimo party (fitktough an explicit one party system, then
through growing electoral dominance under multigam) means that available information
about public affairs is often conveyed by or thitowgpurces that are anything but fronts of
independent and critical information.

First, large sections of the electronic broadcast @rint news media are under the control of the
state: we have already mentioriRddio Mocambiquebut the major television statiom{M), and
largest daily Kloticias Diario de Mogambiqueand weekly Domingqg are also state controlléd.
Second, significant sections of civil society axplieitly or implicitly aligned with the state. Fo
example, the predominant trade unions (sudBrgsnizacdo dos Trabalhadores Mocambicanos-
Central SindicalOTM-CS) are explicitly pro-government, having eitibeen created, dominated
or historically favored by Frelimo. The businessmenunity is also largely pro-government,
consisting of a significant proportion of the oldréaucratic elite of the Frelimo one party state
who have since taken advantage of their positiords row run or manage newly privatized
companies that often benefit from state bank lgmasted either at nominal interest rates, or with

% savanaDemos Embondeierare some of the independent weekly newspaperssigttificant
circulation. A new media bill is currently beingadted by the state Information Office that wouddjuire
all news journalists to register with the governtremd carry an official card (Mosse, 2007).
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no expectation of repayment at all. This commusiitynain capital is precisely their link with
Frelimo and its state” (Pereira & Shenga, 2005: 58hus, citizens affiliated to these types of
organizations are more likely to receive informatfavorable to the state, rather than critical of
it.

The range of the community, party or state leattesugh which citizens ordinarily might learn
something about politics are also likely to be radid to the Frelimo party-state system. This
applies not only to the typical array of Frelimortyaofficials and officials of government
ministries, but also to local councilors and triaahial leaders. While there are a healthy (though
declining) number of opposition party MPs whichizghs may contact, the electoral system
(Provincial List Proportional Representation) regiithe incentives of both MPs and citizens to
contact one another. MPs must please party boasiesr than citizens, and citizens come to
discover that MPs may have limited ability to delivgoods to constituents or turn their
preferences into policy outcomes. And since Rendrogcotted the country’s first local
government elections in 1998 over irregularitiesvioter registration, the opposition has been
poorly represented in municipal councils. Thereeaabsolutely no opposition councilors across
the country from 1999 to 2003, though independerds some seats in Maputo City. Since
2004, Renamo has controlled just four of 33 muaidiies. Thus, any information about politics
and democracy obtained from contact with local telaepresentatives will mostly have a
Frelimo tint to it. Traditional leaders also calidocal taxes and have been officially described i
Government Decree Number 15/2000 as a continuafitime state bureaucracy at the community
level.

On the other hand, church or community developn@nself-help organizations are more
independent and less dominated by the state. Tuispnly do Mozambicans have relatively
little low levels of access to the development agrative skills and the usual sources of political
information in the news media, but they are alstbpbly more likely than other Africans to get
the little information that they do have from statigned sources.

Membership in Secondary Associations

We now turn to establish the number of Mozambiaahe might be able to make up the deficit
of formal education and news media exposure byirjgirand interacting with secondary
associations or by contacting community and pealitieaders. We first examine civil society
membership. Significant numbers of people belandhe types of civic associations that in
Mozambique are more likely to be aligned with thees One in four (23 percent) are affiliated
with either a trade union or farmers’ associatiaiti( 12 percent active members and 1 percent
official leaders), and a surprising 16 percent vday they are affiliated with a business or
professional group (with 8 percent active and gatra leader). Both figures put Mozambique
around the middle of the 18 Afrobarometer countries

But a far larger proportion (81 percent) of Mozaaalnis told interviewers that they are affiliated
with some form of religious association. While aba third (31 percent) characterize themselves
as “inactive members,” 44 percent say they areaati these groups, and another 6 percent say
they are an official leaders. This also places aflzique around the middle of the 18
Afrobarometer countries.
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Figure 19: Active Membership Trade Union / Farm&ssociation

80%-
70%-
60%
50%-
40%-
30%-
20%-
10%-

0%+

2 .
3, 420047@/@0 6‘4 47@;(% %, 6’% <5 %/&e‘@)@o, S, O%(% %0
2o U % T s 002 A%, B s 0L %, Ry
% 7 ? 476;9' ® %o é% % %,'8,0 Ry,
/QO Qe S
N

B Active Member O Official Leader

Figure 20: Active Membership Professional / BusghAssociation
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Figure 21: Active Membership Religious Groups
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Just one in five (19 percent) say they are afétlan some way with a group that is involved with
community development issues, and just one in teraetive (9 percent active leader, 1 percent
official leader). This figure places Mozambiquetihe bottom half of our 18 countries, and is

twice as low as places like Tanzania, Senegal agdrid, and four times lower than Kenya and
Malawi.
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Figure 22: Active Membership Community Developm@nbups
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Figure 24: Public Contact With Elected Officials
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But regardless of whether or not they formally bgldo any organized associations, three
quarters of Mozambicans (76 percent) say they @¢gra community meeting in the previous
year (with 37 percent saying they’d done so “ofje@hd a similar 69 percent reported “getting
together with others to raise an important iss@8’ gercent did so “often”). The latter figure is
tied with Madagascar for tleghestlevels of community participation. Thus, ther@egrs to be
no evidence of any ingrained predisposition agajetfing involved in community affairs.

Contacting Community and Political Leaders

And to what extent are Mozambicans able to gathirination by speaking with political and
community leaders? The answer is “not much,” if view the question in terms of elected
leaders. Mozambicans have extremely low rateonfact with elected leaders. They have the
lowest rate of contact with local councilors of B8 Afrobarometer countries (just 9 percent had
contacted one in the previous year). And just sepercent of Mozambicans said they had
contacted an MP, which was a statistical tie fag tbwest ranking position with Benin (6
percent), South Africa (5 percent ) and Madagafegaercent).

Yet when it comes to non-elected leaders, MozamBideave relatively high rates of contact.
One in five respondents (21 percent) said theyrhade contact at least once with a party official
in the past year (7 percent did so “often”), whathtistically ties Lesotho (23 percent) for the
highest recorded rate in the Afrobarometer. AndpgEcent said they had made at least one
contact with a ministry or government official (lvid percent “often”). Frelimo supporters are
more likely to contact elected representativesierpercent made contact with a local councilor,
compared to five percent of opposition supporteight percent contacted an MP (compared to
six percent for opposition, and 16 percent maddambrwith a government or ministry officials
(double the rate of opposition supports, sevengujc Interestingly, there is no difference
between the rate of contact with party officialdween opposition (23 percent) or Frelimo (22
percent) supporters.

Figure 25: Public Contact With Government and P@axtycials
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Mozambicans’ rate of contact with community leadtes right around the Afrobarometer
midpoint. One in two people (53 percent) said thagt contacted a religious leader at least once
in the past year (with 19 percent doing so “ofterdhe in three (31 percent) contacted a
traditional leader (13 percent “often”), and 17 et had contacted some other community
leader (6 percent often). Traditional leadersthesone institution with which rural dwellers (36
percent) are more likely to contact than their arbaunterparts (24 percent).

Figure 26: Public Contact With Community Leaders
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In summary, we have seen that extremely few aduwtzdvhbicans have had any substantial
schooling, let alone high school or university deg. And beside the radio, only small
minorities have regular exposure to news aboutipslor public affairs. Yet, at the same time,
they are relatively motivated to engage with thditipal process through interest and
interpersonal discussion.

While a majority belongs to a religious group, ordgall minorities belong to community
associations, trade unions or business groups. largé majorities say they have attended a
community meeting and joined with others to accasmpsomething in their community. And
while very small proportions come into contact waflected leaders, larger minorities get to see
government or party leaders, and a relatively langenber of people are in contact with
community leaders, many on a fairly regular basis.

Connecting Cognitive Awareness and Democratic Citenship in Mozambique

While the first section of this paper describedrf@eparate cognitive aspects of democratic
citizenship (political information, opinionationyiticalness, and attitudes to democracy), this
final section attempts to explain these attitudgdidst focusing on the role of formal education
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and news media use, and then considering a rang#teshative explanations such as values,
political fear, actual political and economic demhents, and the electoral system.

The Role of Cognitive Awareness

We use a series of multiple regression models sesasthe extent to which Mozambique's
distinctive pattern of public attitudes are a fumetof the lack of formal education, access to the
news media, and political information. Furthermovee probe whether relatively poorly
informed citizens are able to use more experientigns like interpersonal discussion, attending
group meetings or contacting officials to make umrative deficits and gain additional
information about politics and public affairs. &ily, we examine whether it matters if citizens
use news media, belong to associations, or cooffictals that are aligned with the state or
governing party.

The results displayed in Table 1 indicate thalitical informationis not a random, meaningless
ability to answer “quiz-show” type questions abpatitical trivia. Examining the first column in
Table 1, we can see that political information im2dmbique is driven first and foremost by
formal education. But even taking the impact afedion into account, watching news programs
on television and listening to them on radio (Imattably, not by reading newspapers) also makes
an important, independent and positive contributiBut the results also demonstrate that people
with no formal education or who never make use @fv$1 media can make up some of their
informational deficit through interpersonal disdoss joining collective action groups and,
surprisingly, contacting officials from governmeninistries.

Looking across the first row in Table 1, we can ®e# political information is, in turn, a very
potent predictor of several other important vaeabl Even after controlling for Mozambique's
large rural-urban divide, and the privileged pasitof those who speak Portuguese, knowledge
of incumbents and facts about governance and dewywgreatly increases Mozambicans’ ability
to offer opinions about the performance of govemirend the democratic regime, as well as
their ability to form preferences about politicajrmes or demand democracy.

As we have seen above, tfiemal educatiorpossessed by small minorities of the Mozambican
population plays a crucial role in helping themdrae more informed about the political system.
But even after adding political information to thedel, formal education continues to play an
important role in contributing to people’s abilib§f offer opinions on performance, form regime
preferences and demand democracy. While radio taledision news do make important
contribution to the accumulation of political infoation, news media usbkas extremely few
effects on cognitive elements of citizenship ortwdes to democracy. Newspaper readership
does contribute to demand for democracy, but thds® obtain news from television (which is
largely state dominated) are actuddgscommitted to democracy.

Cognitive engagemertas effects on most of the dependent variablessasd in the various
models in Table 1. However, interest in politsxonsistently more important than interpersonal
discussion. But while interest is almost always iarportant part of the explanation, its
contribution to democratic citizenship is not alwaositive. Political interest enables people to
offer more opinions and preferences, yet amongethrespondents with opinions, interest in
politics reduces the likelihood that they will afferitical opinions. And while it increases
demand for democracy, it also increases Mozambitandency to (over)rate the extent of
democracy in their country.

Our analysis finds few consistent contributionsnfr;mterpersonal contacbr organizational
affiliation. Membership in a community development group dwesble people to form opinions
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about performance of government and democracyit bigo leads those who do have opinions to
be less critical of performance, and leads all meslio be more likely to perceive a higher
supply of democracy. Attending community meetireggbles more opinionation, but also
detracts from a sense of critical democratic aitsteép. And while joining collective action
groups contributes to political knowledge, it alsads to less critical views of performance. The
only positive impact with any real consistency cerfrem citizen contact with religious leaders.
Net all other influences, those citizens who mosttdiently seek out religious leaders for help
solving important problems are more able to formfgnences about democracy, more likely to
demand democracy, and more likely to be a critiemhocrat.

Overall, cognitive factors explain a significantash of the variation in political information

(Adjusted R = .243), and more modest shares of opinionatiougperformance (Adj. R=.183)
and political regimes (Adj. R=.168) and demand for democracy (Adj."RL16). However, they
explain little about whether or not those Mozambgawho have opinions are more or less

critical.

Table 1: Consequences of Cognitive Awareness disinative Information Sources in Mozambique

Political Opinionation | Opinionation | Criticalness | Criticalness | Demand for | Supply of
Information (Supply of (Demand for | (Supply of (Supply of Democracy | Democracy
Governance & | pemgcracy) | Governance) | Democracy
Democracy)
Cognitive Awareness
Political -- 211%** .190*** NS -.083* .096** 139%**
Information
Formal Education 297 *** 110%** 107** NS NS 77 NS
Radio News Q77+ NS NS NS NS NS NS
Television News 131%** NS NS NS NS -.080* NS
Newspapers NS NS .072* NS NS .096*** NS
Interest in Politics NS 107*** 170%** -.093* -.095** .106*** 143%**
Political Discussion| ,127*** .103*** NS NS NS NS NS
Alternative Sources
Member, Religious NS NS NS NS NS .06 *** NS
Group
Member, NS .058* NS =117+ NS NS 141%*
Development Group
Member, Trade NS .087** NS NS NS NS NS
Union
Member, Prof NS NS .108*** NS NS NS NS
Group
Attend Community NS .103*** .085** NS NS NS NS
Meetings
Joined With Others .058* NS NS -, 125** -, 132%** NS NS
Contact, Rel Leader NS NS .068** NS NS .090*** NS
Contact Govt .088** NS NS NS NS NS NS
Official
Contact Trad NS NS NS NS .072** NS NS
Leader
Control Variables
Rural -.070* -.183%* -.031™ -.068"> -.092* -.089** .070*
Portuguese|  -.003" .002" -.060* -.060™ .066* -.056"° -.038"
Adjusted R? .243 .183 .168 .045 .045 116 .070
N 1199 1197 1198 480 883 1199 1199

Table reports standardized (Beta) regression aiexfitis

@ Copyright Afrobarometer

29




ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS?

We now turn to consider whether alternative appteac offer better explanations of
Mozambique’s distinctive profile of public opinioriWe pay particular attention to the issue of
whether the impact of cognitive factors remains diminishes once we take these other
explanations into account?

Values

We begin by examining the role of values. A cudtiyr oriented explanation would argue that
Mozambique’s profile of “uncritical citizenship” i®oted in a syndrome of orientations that are
the consequence of both indigenous traditions amddenturies of Portuguese rule and which
undermine the values necessary for a democratietgofsee Chazan, 1993; Owusu, 1992;
Mamdani, 1996; Etounga-Manguelle, 2000). Firstabf popular emphases of the communal
good combined with the history of traditional rufeyy lead people to see themselves as clients
dependant on neo-patrimonial “big men” to providetheir welfare. Second, popular emphases
on the communal good may also mean that the gemeaitjust outcomes is valued over the rule
of law. Third, the patriarchal nature of many &#m polities may undermine the commitment to
equality. Fourth, emphases on consensus may linéadrance of dissent or at least popular
acceptance of government crackdowns on expressigmd finally, centuries of colonial
autocracy may lead people to see themselves as/@adsferential subjects of external forces
rather than as agents, or democratic citizens whtlh right to question authority and
accountability (Mattes & Shin, 2005).

The Afrobarometer asked a range of questions tatttape various facets of political culture.
Taken together, the responses suggest that imdgesubject political culture in a place like
Mozambique may need to be reconsidered. For iostan order to measumdientelism the
Afrobarometer asked people about the provision effare. While a significant number of
Mozambicans still see themselves as dependenteostéte, the figures are not overwhelming.
Just over one half (53 percent) agree that “Theesgowent should bear the main responsibility
for the well-being of people.” And just a littleare than one third (38 percent) agree with a
classic feature of clientelism that: “Once in officleaders are obliged to help their own
community.”

To tap popular support for thiale of law, we asked three questions, the answers to which o
valid and reliable index. Again, people are farrenlikely to support the pro-democratic value
than the conventional wisdom might suggest. Eiglén agreed that “It is important to obey the
government in power no matter who you voted fod’ figrcent), and that “it is better to find legal
solutions to problems even if it takes longer” @ cent), and seven in ten said that “the use of
violence is never justified in Mozambican politicslay” (69 percenty:

In contrast to the typical view, political and gencequality are also strongly valued by

Mozambicans. Again, eight in tend feel that “Aligple should be able to vote, even if they do
not fully understand all the issues in an electi@2 percent) and that “women should have the
same chance of being elected to political officer@n” (81 percent), while three quarters agree
that “women should have equal rights and receigestime treatment as men” (just 14 percent

2L Factor analysis extracted a single unrotatedfg@igenvalue = 1.58) which explains 52.6 peragnt
the common variance. Index reliability (Cronbachlpha = .55) is acceptable (n=21,592).
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agree with the proposition that: “Women have alwagen subject to traditional laws and
customs, and should remain so” (76 percént).

To be sure, significantly smaller proportions of 2mbicans suppoifteedom of expression
Two thirds (66 percent) agree that “the news metiauld be free to publish any story that they
see fit without fear of being shut down” (but onfiehf-- 21 percent -- say that “Government
should close newspapers that print false storigmisinformation”). Just over half (55 percent)
of all respondents say that “People should be &blspeak their minds about politics free of
government influence” (while one third (35 percesupport the view that “Government should
not allow the expression of political views tha¢ dmndamentally different from the views of the
majority). And one half (49 percent) agree thaté\8hould be able to join any organization,
whether or not the government approves of it” (awer a third -- 37 percent -- support the idea
that “Government should be able to ban any orgéinizgéhat goes against its policies®).

The typical view of political culture in a placékdi Mozambique does, however, resonate much
more strongly when it comes to public values almitizen agencyand their duty to hold leaders
accountable Just over one half (55 percent) say that “weaukhbe more active in questioning
the answers of our leaders.” And when asked wh® nesponsible for “making sure that, once
elected,” Members of Parliament or councilors “teit jobs,” just 8 percent and 11 percent
respectively answered that it is “the voters” teskold elected leaders accountable. In contrast,
the most frequent reply was that this was the Beesis job (46 percent for monitoring MPs, and
39 percent for local government). Around one fidtiswered “the parliament” (21 percent) or the
“local council” (21 percent), and about one tentimfing to the political party (10 percent and 11
percent respectively.

Political Fear and Intimidation

From a completely different perspective, one miglipect that Mozambicans’ tendencies to
decline to provide opinions and, or provide roskaed assessments of political performance
when they answer are not reflections of deeply weldes, but rather of the political fear and
intimidation that endures from a decade and a bélfcivii war and increasing electoral
dominance of the country’s ruling party. In orderassess the impact of political fear and
perceived intimidation on the survey response, \vst fasked people for their partisan
identification (73 percent said Frelimo, up substdly from 2003, 8 percent said Renamo, and
18 percent said they do not feel close to any ipaliparty). We also asked people about how
often they feel people “have to be careful of wiety say about politics?” Over two thirds
answered that people “always” (41 percent) or foft€8 percent) have to curb their speech in
Mozambique. At the same time, just under two ®i{@3 percent) say the “freedom to say what
you think” in Mozambique is better now than a feeays ago. Finally, we asked people in the
very last question posed during the interview: “Wmyou think sent us to do this interview?”
Well over half of all respondents felt that theldigorker was sent by the government (57
percent).

22 Factor analysis extracted a single unrotatemfg€igenvalue = 1.54) which explains 51.2 peraznt
the common variance. Index reliability (Cronbachlpha = .51) is low and barely acceptable (n=20)38
% Factor analysis extracted a single unrotatemfgEigenvalue = 1.58) which explains 52.8 peraznt
the common variance. Index reliability (Cronbachlpha = .55) is acceptable (n=21,588).

24 The two items are strongly correlated (Pearspr’s74) and strongly reliable (Cronbach’s Alpha84)
warranting the creation of a two item average coies{n=21,600).
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Performance Satisfaction

Finally, a third alternative explanation might sisngonclude that Mozambicans’ optimistic
assessments of government and democratic perfoaraacsimply a reflection that things are, in
fact, getting better — at least in terms of thedirexperiences of ordinary people. Thus, we turn
to a range of questions that tap people’s repoegoeriences with a range of economic
developments such as everyday povértgnd economic trend§,as well as ill-healtH and
personal loss due to AIDS related dedthdVe also identified a series of measures of pépple
experience with political phenomena such as thsteme¢e of freedom and rigHtsthe ease with
which they are able to work with state agenéiemd the extent to which they are victimized by
bureaucrat and police demands for extortion paybffslowever, we specifically avoided using
more subjective assessments of proximally distaménpmena such as job performance
evaluations, or perceptions of corruption in goveent.

Discussion

The results displayed in Table 2 demonstrate tlzdiies matter. The narrow majority of
Mozambicans who valu&éeedom of expressioare significantly more likely than those who
support government suppression of dissent to hpireams, to demand democracy, and are less
likely to say they are living in a democracy. Sarly, the seventy to eighty percent of
respondents who valuale of laware also more likely to have opinions and demasrdatracy,
though they are not as critical of the supply ofmderacy. Finally, the narrow majority who
believe thatitizens should question leadease more likely than those who say we should have

% The questions asked people how many times ipaeyear they had gone without food, water, médica
care, cooking fuel, and a cash income. Factowyaiza¢xtracted a single unrotated factor (Eigeralu
2.59) which explains 51.9 percent of the commoravae. Index reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha = .13)
very high (n=21,562).

% Three questions assessed people’s personal einditions now, over the past year, and in conspari
to other people. Factor analysis extracted a singtotated factor (Eigenvalue = 1.80) which expd&0.3
percent of the common variance. Index reliab{ifyonbach’s Alpha = .67) is very high (n=21,538)wo0
guestions measured people’s assessments of nagicoradmic conditions now and over the past yedie T
two items are sufficiently correlated (Pearsonss.41) and reliable (Cronbach’s Alpha = .58) to raat
the creation of a two item average construct (n58Q). Finally two items measured people’s expémtat
of improvements in both their personal living cdiatis and the national economy. The two items are
strongly correlated (Pearson’s r = .77) and réliighiCronbach’s Alpha = .87) is very high (n=2168

" The questions asked people how much work theynfiased in the past month due to their physical
health and how often they had felt tired or exhedistue to worry or anxiety. The two items arersjip
correlated (Pearson’s r = .59) and strongly rediglronbach’s Alpha = .74) warranting the creatiba
two item average construct (n=21,592).

% The question asked people whether they knewse dtiend or relative who had died of AIDS.

2 Four questions asked people whether they weee frow than a few years ago to join organizations,
vote the way they wanted, and whether they weer frem crime or from arbitrary arrest. Factorlgss
extracted a single unrotated factor (Eigenvalue38Pwhich explains 59.7 percent of the common
variance. Index reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha $6)1s very high (n=21,577).

% Five questions asked respondents how easy theyl fio to obtain identity documents, household
services and medical treatment from state agergigksce in school for their children, and helpirthe
police. Factor analysis extracted a single uneot&ctor (Eigenvalue = 2.10) which explains 426cpnt
of the common variance. Index reliability (CronbacAlpha = .65) is acceptable (n=21,577).

31 Five questions asked respondents how many timéipast year they had to pay a bribe in ordgeto
an identity document, a place in school for childigousehold services, medical treatment, or tadaao
problem with the police. Factor analysis extra@egsingle unrotated factor (Eigenvalue = 2.52) Wwhic
explains 50.4 percent of the common variance. Xmdiability (Cronbach’s Alpha =.75) is high
(n=21,584).
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more respect for authority to have opinions, ttiaize the supply of democracy, and to demand
democracy.

Is there any evidence of the impact of explicitrfea more implicit political pressure on
respondent answers? We find that those respondérnisthought the interviewer was from a
government agency were actuafthore likely to provide an opinion about democracy atel i
alternatives, but otherwise exhibited no other ifiggmt difference. The same finding applies to
those who said that it is not safe to speak th@idmabout politics in the country today. We also
find that those who perceive a declining level relelom of speech over the past few years are
less likely to demand democracy, but as we willlsglew, so are those who perceive declines in
other rights and freedoms. Finally, we observengirpartisan impacts with Frelimo identifiers
more likely to offer opinions on performance orrforegime preferences, but less likely to offer
critical opinions (compared to non partisans). @jifion supporters are also more likely to form
regime preferences (than non partisans) but mudie tileely to criticize the performance of the
democratic regime.

To what extent is Mozambique’s distinctive profdé uncritical citizenship simply a result of
citizens’ actual experiences with an improving sg@@ We find that those Mozambicans who
experience a greater supply of political freedom #rink the national economy is improving are
less likely to criticize the supply of governanacedademocracy. And those who have positive
experiences interacting with state agencies arelaks likely to be critical. Finally, those who
have been victimized by extortion at the handstatesbureaucrats and police are more likely to
offer opinions, and are more demanding of democ(get; oddly, are also more likely to think
the country is democratic).

Overall, the addition of cultural values, percepsimf political fear or pressure, and economic
and political experiences greatly increases ourtyalbo account for levels of critical evaluations
among those Mozambicans with opinions, and theepeed supply of democracy amongst all
respondents. But cognitive factors retain a strefigct (net all these other influences) in the
models explaining opinionation, demand for demogrand the supply of democracy. Political
information remains the single strongest prediatbropinionation and, along with formal
education, continues to have a large impact on ddrfa democracy.
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Table 2. Explaining Attitudes to Democracy in Mozanbique: Cognitive, Cultural, Political, and

Pressure Factors Compared
Opinionation Opinionation Criticalness Criticalness Demand for Supply of
(Supply of Gov (Demand for (Supply of (Supply of Democracy | Democracy
&Democracy Democracy) Governance) Democracy
Cognitive Awareness
Political Information .155%** .183*** .073* .108***
Formal Education .080* 119%** .156%** -.061*
Interest in Politics .148%** .074* -.060* .104***
.097***
Political Discussion .088*
Alternative Sources
Member, Trade Union .081** -.092* .071**
Member, Business Group 27+ .078**
Attend Community Meetings .084** B
Joined With Others -.091* -.086**
Contact Religious Leader .089** .084**
Values
Freedom of Expression (1) .09 2%** .202%** -.070*
Rule of Law (1) 121 %** .090*** -.097*** .160*** .058*
People Should Question Leaders .058* .120** .076**
Leaders Should Treat All Equally -.069**
Citizen Experiences
Lived Poverty (1) -, 097***
Personal Loss to AIDS .065*
Personal Economic Conditions (1) .083*
National Economic Conditions (1) -.148*** - 146%** .108***
Increased Economic Goods (1) e I I .084**
Relative Deprivation -.134*** -.053*
Easy to Work With State - 143%** -
Official Victimization (1) .090*** 122%** .084*** .060*
Increased Freedoms (1) -, 245%** -.096*** .136%**
Fear and I ntimidation
Identifies W/ Governing Party .071* .089** - 147+ .068*
Identifies W/ Opposition .081* 317%** -.148***
Less Freedom of Speec -.073**
Have To Be Watch What You Say .099***
Thinks Interviewer From Govt .106***
Control Variables
Rural -.028"% -.089*** -.028"% -.037° -.053% -.049'%
Portuguese 051" -.002° -.043"% .084** -.033"° -.048%
Adjusted R? .188 .237 .248 .252 .201 .208
N 1075 1196 470 870 1188 1181

Table reports standardized (Beta) regression aiexfitis
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Electoral System

Finally, we wonder whether Mozambicans’ cognitiveidits in politics have been exacerbated
by the country’s choice of electoral system. Besealist proportional representation systems,
such as Mozambique’s, place inordinate power irhdneds of party leaders who control the lists,
legislators’ have far more of an incentive to petweir party bosses than any identifiable group
of voters. Thus both MPs and citizens have littletivation to actively seek out each other,
exchange information and learn from one anotheheeiby expressing policy preferences or
sharing experiences of problems.

While all previous models in Tables 1 and 2 haveused within Mozambique, assessing the
impact of a variable that affects an entire couflike a national electoral system) requires that
we expand the scope of our analysis to compar®nelgmts across countries (see Table 3). Once
we do so, we find that even after holding constant multitude of cognitive, cultural, partisan
and performance related factors, the electoraksystas a very important impact. In fact, list PR
(measured here as a dummy variable, with single meendistrict systems as the excluded
category) has the single strongest impact on palitinformation. Moreover, its impact is
negative. In other words, compared to citizens \id®in single member district systems, those
Africans who live in countries that use proportibrepresentation are systematically less able to
provide the name of their member of parliament (Whiwould be expected). But, less
predictably, they are also less able to give tiveecd name of their local councilor, the Deputy
President or the largest party in the legislatureyw the correct limit on presidential terms or
understand the role of the courts. And perhaps ingsortantly, over and above the effect of
political knowledge, PR also decreases people’styabo offer opinions or form preferences on
issues of governance and democracy, decreasesetiigeicy with which those with opinions
will offer critical evaluations, and decreasesdieenand for democracy.
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Table 3: Explaining Attitudes to Democracy in &fi Cognitive, Cultural, Political, Pressure anddibral System Factors Compared

Political Opinionation | Opinionation | Criticalness | Criticalness | Demand for Supply of
Information (Supply of Gov | (Demand for (Supply of (Supply of Democracy Democracy
&Democracy) | Democracy) | Governance) | Democracy
Cognitive Awareness
Political Information X .128 .140 .128 ..066 .166 -.055
Formal Education .308 161 112 114
Radio News Use| .089 .086 .103
Television News Usg .068 .076 111
Newspaper Readership .071
Interest in Politics .059 -.062
Political Discussion .090 .103 .061 .050 .085
Alternative Sources
Member, Development Group .053
Attend Community Meetings .088 -.066
Contact Local Councilor .083
Contact Traditional Leader .058
Values
Equality (1) .070 -.071 .054
Freedom of Expression (I) .120
Rule of Law (1) .060 -.093 151 .095
Accountability (C) .054 .083
People Should Question Leaderg .073
Citizen Experiences
Lived Poverty .059 .064
Personal Loss to AIDS .085
National Economic Conditions (1) -.164 -.146 137
Increased Economic Goods (1) -.055 -.252 -.141 157
Relative Deprivation -.073 -.059
Easy to Work With State -.146 .059
Official Victimization (1) 117
Increased Freedoms (1) .063 -.231 -.120 .135
Fear and Intimidation
Identifies W/ Governing Party .138 -.156 -.169 .148
Identifies W/ Opposition .080 .070 .053
Less Freedom of Speech .094 -.071 -.071
Thinks Interviewer From Govt | .080

@ Copyright Afrobarometer

36




Electoral System
List Proportional Representation -.311 -.092 -.075 -.135 .073
Mixed System -.185 -.064 .061
Control Variables
Rural .000%° -.004"° -, 055*** -.046++* -.017"° -.034" -.043"
Adjusted R? .360 179 A77 426 .262 .233 .236
N 20,343 21,264 18,047 8925 13,128 20,317 21,508
37
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While more research is clearly necessary to proiefascinating and consequential finding, it
appears that proportional representation in Mozguoei(and other similarly designed political
systems) has had the effect of, in the currenta@rar, “dumbing down” the body politic.
Besides simply reducing the incentives for intdoactand mutual learning, removing any clear
connection between elected representatives antifidble geographic constituencies eliminates
an important “cognitive hook” with which citizensght otherwise obtain a firmer handle on the
political process and on which they can hang offieces of information about government and
public affairs. Legislators in constituency basgdtems constitute a key “linkage institutions”
that connects citizens (especially those in deegd aweas) with the state (see Barkan, 1995).

Conclusions

We have demonstrated that Mozambicans exhibittandisre and problematic structure of public
attitudes toward democracy and governance. Thifi@iof uncritical citizenship is characterized
by low levels of political information, relativelftigh levels of “don’t know” responses, and
extremely positive (and possibly unreflective) exilons amongst those who have opinions.
This syndrome is accompanied by high levels ofstattion with the supply of democracy
juxtaposed with low levels of demand for it. Baswd popular estimates that they view their
basket of economic and political goods is largew tban a few years ago, Mozambicans are
satisfied with the progress of Mozambique’'s demcrexperiment. Yet, paradoxically, this
optimism stops short of creating a widespread deini@ndemocracy.

We have established that a series of cognitivefadpolitical information, formal education and
interest in politics) have an important impact, re\adter taking into account the considerable
impact of values, on Mozambicans’ abilities to pdevopinions and form preferences, and on
their perceived supply of and demand for democratiese findings suggest that a significant
share of the fate of Mozambique’s fledgling demograiill rest on the speed and degree to
which the government and donors are able to exgalutational opportunities and access to
news media, particularly independent media, in otdebuild critical skills across the body
politic. Finally, we have found strong evidencattMozambique has chosen an electoral system
that does nothing to reverse, and rather probakdgerbates, the deleterious effects of a low
information society. By removing any identifiablénks between voters and elected
representatives, list proportional representatjgpears to reduce citizens’ ability (or incentive) t
learn other key facts about the political systend thus reduces their ability (or incentive) to
offer opinions and demand democracy. Consequesliygtoral reform also ought to occupy a
central place on the reform agenda of Mozambicamodeats.
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