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THE SOCIAL CONTRACT: STATE LEGITIMACY AND

SERVICE DELIVERY

= Service delivery: reinforcement of the social contract between state and society:

Empirical analyses of what contributes to state legitimacy have established correlations
between service delivery and approval of and trust in the state (proxy variables for legitimacy).

Gilley (2006) notes that a combination of welfare gains, good governance and democratic
rights indicators is highly correlated with legitimacy.

Sacks (2009) notes that the relationship between service provision and state legitimacy is
indirect and mediated by other indicators of well-being like food security.



THE SOCIAL CONTRACT: STATE LEGITIMACY AND

SERVICE DELIVERY

= State Responses:

Public sector reforms that seek to enhance service delivery.

Institutional reforms such as decentralization to enhance governance and accountability.

Distributive programs to strengthen the relationship between elected representatives and
citizens.
= The CDF: bringing finances and MPs closer to the ‘ground’



CDF AT-A-GLANCE

®= Financial resources are obtained from the national/central government’'s coffers
and disbursed at the local level.

= Funds are allocated to a country’s political subnational unit, often the constituency,
where MPs [can] exert significant influence on the allocation process within the
constituency.

® Funds are expected to be allocated to development projects which reflect localized
heeds and preferences.



“The essential objective of the Members of
Parliament Local Area Development Scheme
(MPLADS) is to enable Members of Parliament to
recommend development works with emphasis on
creation of durable community assets based on
locally felt needs to be taken up in their
constituencies” (Ministry of Statistics and

Programme Implementation, Government of India,
2014)

The main thrust of the Fund is to promote
human and infrastructure development
[emphasis added] at the community and
constituency levels through the
establishment of sustainable development
projects [emphasis added] (Office of the
Prime Minister, Jamaica, 2016).

“Equitable socio-economic
development at the constituency level”
(Vision- National Government
Constituencies Development Fund,
Kenya).

“The community based projects funded under
the CDF are meant to serve community needs
in the Constituencies, and to have long term
positive effects on people’s well-being” (Hon.
Dr. John J.N. Phiri, MP, Minister of Local
Government and Housing, Zambia, 2015).
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procedures
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Country

Jamaica

Kenya

Uganda

Zambia

Name of Fund

Constituency
Development Fund

Constituency
Development Fund

Constituency
Development Fund

Constituency
Development Fund

Year Created

Created in 2007,
began 2008

Created in 2003
(amended in
2007 and 2013)

Created 2005

1995

Legislation or

directive creating
fund

h/a

CDF Act 2003
(amendments 2007
& 2013)

h/a

Approved by
Parliament within
the country's larger
National
Decentralization
Policy

% or annual amount of
annual budget

2.5% of annual budget,
but only 0.5% disbursed
in 2008 and 2009. Now
~US$13K per MP per
constituency per financial
year

2.5% of annual budget;
75% of allocation equally
distributed to all
constituencies, and 25%
dispensed on basis of
poverty need and
population size

~ US$4K per MP per
constituency

~ US$40000) per
constituency in 2014

Direct or indirect Administrative .

. Oversight?
disbursement control?

Indirect: MPS submit

proposals to CDF unit,

which approves and OPM: CDF
submits project to Programme CDF Unit
Finance Officer at Management Unit

Office of PM for

dispensation

Indirect: CDF Board

approves project CDF Board;
selection; National National
Management AL Management
Committee dispenses Committee

funds

D.|rect: CDF CDF was abruptly
disbursements \ . .
discontinued in

allocated to MPs bank 2011
accounts

Direct: Local CDF
Authorities (District
Council and CDF
Committee)

CDF Committee not clear

Citizen
monitoring?

No: citizen
participation (but
not necessarily
monitoring) in
project
identification in
some
constituencies

Yes: Institute of
Social
Accountability

No



CDF AT-A-GLANCE

Proponents:

= Equitable distribution of a pool of funds to all MPs to pursue projects in their
constituencies

= Enhances the constituency service role of MPs
= Addresses gaps in public service delivery
= Promotes local decision-making and citizen participation

Opponents :

= Merely pork and clientelism

= |[nefficient allocation mechanism

= Undermines existing local government infrastructure (Chisinga, 2009)
= MP’s primary role is to legislate



CDF: DISTRIBUTIVE POLITICS

= Allocation of government goods and services, particularly to identifiable groups or
constituencies.

= Distributive policy decisions are inefficient (Weingast et al., 1981)

= Partisan in nature (Cox & McCubbins, 1986; Dixit-Londegran, 1995,1996; Levitt &
Snyder, 1995; Keefer and Kehmani, 2009; Golden and Min, 2013;)
= Political parties as machines (Stokes, 1999)
Party machines and stages of political and social development (Scott, 1969).
= Programmatic vs. Non-programmatic distributive politics (Stokes et al., 2013)
= Clientelism:
Provision of private and club goods (Lindberg, 2010; Hyden, 2010).

Political clientelism
= Jamaica - Stone, 1980; Bartilow, 2014
= Van de Walle (2009); Barkan & Matiangi (2009)



CDF: CONSTITUENCY SERVICE

= Social proximity of MPs to citizens (Stokes et al., 2013)

= Politicians mediate between the citizens and the state. Challenges the Weberian
nhotion of the state (Berenschot, 2010).

= Political parties (particularly in African countries) are typically weak, and electoral
politics is driven by candidate-centered organizations (Barkan & Mattes, 2014).
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

® Question 1:

How do MPs spend their CDF monies? What are the determinants of the allocation of CDF
monies to public, private and club goods?

® Hypothesis 1:

MPs are likely to spend CDF monies on private and club goods than on public goods in their
constituencies.

11



RESEARCH DESIGN

= Subnational comparative case study analysis: Jamaica and Kenya

= Explored not only how the CDF in different countries operates, but how MPs utilize
the CDF within their constituencies.

= The purposive sampling strategy included identifying cases:

(i) with fairly well- established rules and processes for the operation of the CDF to better
understand how countries address the critique that the CDF is merely pork;

(ii) that were not necessarily in the same region in order to identify processes and practices of
the CDF that are common across geographical boundaries, and also unique to the country
given social, political and cultural contexts. This was a significant indicator for choosing
Jamaica. The one existing case study of the CDF in Jamaica focuses on a different set of
questions than those being addressed in this study (Bartilow, 2014). Other existing studies
either focused on single or multiple case studies from African and Asian countries (for
example: Gutierrez Romero, 2009; Keefer & Khemani, 2009; Tsubura, 2013); and,

(iii) with accessible CDF-related data spanning at least two general elections.
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RESEARCH DESIGN

Qualitative/Quantitative

1. Semi-structured interviews

Qualitative None 20
R qualitative 3 3
EET qualitative 6 3

2. Observations
Complete observer
Site Visit

ualitative None 6
ualitative None 3

Q
Q

CDF Committee Meeting Minutes Qualitative 25+ 25+
CDF Allocation & Disbursement Data Quantitative 50+ 50+
CDF Project Documents Quantitative & Qualitative 50+ 50+

Audit Reports Qualitative 4 4

Newspaper Articles Qualitative 50+ 50+

4. Demographic Data Quantitative Yes Yes

5. Election Data Quantitative Yes Yesl3



CDF IN KENYA: STRUCTURE

= CDF established under the Constituencies Development Fund Act (2003)

= 2.5 percent of government’s revenue is allocated to the CDF:
75 percent is divided equally among all constituencies
25 percent is allocated to each constituency based on the poverty incidence

CDF Allocation Annual GDP Rate
Year
(US $ million) (%)
2003/04 19 2.9
2004/05 83 51
2005/06 107 59
2006/07 148 6.3
2007/08 149 6.9 14




CDF IN KENYA: STRUCTURE

= Parameters:
3 percent is allotted for CDF administrative costs
5 percent for emergency reserves
10 percent for school bursaries

® Administrative structure

Constituency Development Fund Committee: established within the National Assembly. Oversees
the policy and legislative environment of the CDF.

Constituency Development Fund Board: responsible for overall management of the CDF at the
national level: approval of projects; disbursement of funds; review of constituencies’ annual reports.

District Projects Committee: coordinates project implementation at the district level. Compiles list
of projects for each constituency in the district; suggests projects that can be taken to scale; liaises
with the Constituency Development Fund Committees (members: the District Commissioner: heads
of local authorities; the District Development Officer; chairpersons of the CDCs; the District
Accountant)

Constituency Development Fund Committee: decides on project proposals; prioritizes list of projects
(members: the MP, constituency councilors, district officer, residents)

15



CDF IN KENYA

Constituency Development Fund NO. 10
SECOND SCHEDULE (Sec. 14)

STANDARD CONSTITUENCY PROJECTS SUBMISSION FORM

Name of ConstituenCy---—sssseeeeesmeacnns -Anandal Year-----e—eeeeeeeees -
Distrigt-——-——— e e e e e —Provinge——--—--ceeemecceaeee— -
SERIAL NUMBER | NAME OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATES

In Kshs.
TOTAL FOR THE YEAR KShS, e-eesememmm e cee | e e

1. Name of Member of Pariament————--—-—-———-  Sgnature

2. Name of Member of Comstituency Development Committee

Signature

3. Name of Chairman Of District Project Committes ——

Signature

Date

Constituency Development Fund NO. 10

THIRD SCHEDULE (5. 15)STANDARD
PROJECTS DESCRIPTION FORM

( To be comphned in consaiiation with Delret depaetsontal head)

ConstituenCy-—=-sseessmemmmmsemanees Districts——=-sesemeemeemeas Province----—===ssmemeseemeeas
Project Number---=--seeecememcaces Project Tithe----eeeeemmmm e e
Relevant Government Departimie i — == e e e

Status of the project (tck ONe) NEw------—-----—EXLENSION--—r--—ON-going—~------
Rehabllitation - eeeeee -

Brief Statement on the progress at the time of submission

Financial Year under reference 1% July-——--emememeees ST S T ——
Original Cost Estimates, In KShS, ~——esmmemmmame et e e e e
Amount allocated 1ast financial Y ar- e e 24
Person completing foorm:  Signature ——
Name -
Position - i ciaae
Date T —
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CDF IN JAMAICA

“It can’t be that a constituency can only
be properly looked after its Member of
Parliament becomes Prime minister.
And that is why we are committed. We
are going to set aside 2 12 percent of the
budget; we're going to divide that
equally among all 60 constituencies. It
is going to amount to about 150 million
dollars a year. But the people have to be
represented, and if central government
is going to forget them, we have to
make sure resources are there to

address their needs” (Bruce Golding,
2007)

ﬂThere are many constituencies and communities within thosh
constituencies that suffer; some of them because of neglect,
some of them because of downright victimization. If you are a
backbencher in parliament, you are not likely to be treated very
handsomely. If you happen to be a backbencher on the
opposition benches, ‘dog nyam yuh suppa’. And when we
propose to set aside a certain amount of the budget to be
divided equally among the constituencies, is to ensure that some
of the things that cause roadblocks can be addressed” (Bruce

Golding, 2007). /
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CDF IN JAMAICA: STRUCTURE

® Each MP receives the same amount:
FY 2008-09: JMD$40million (~US$562,825)
FY 2009-10: JMD$20million (~US$225,276)
FY 2011-12: JMD$15million (US~171,861).

= Projects funded by CDF fall in the following categories:
Physical infrastructure projects: minor road repairs, community center renovations.

Human and social development: Parliament requires that 10% of what MPs allocate to human
and social development should be reserved for Welfare and Emergency Assistance and Social
Housing Assistance. Examples of projects include: education & training programs; book
vouchers; filling prescriptions for the indigent; and sports and cultural development.

Economic enablement projects: Economic enablement projects: such projects facilitate groups
or individuals in becoming self-sufficient. Examples include: livestock production, agricultural

development; and small business/entrepreneurship ventures.
Disaster mitigation: for emergency situations due to a natural or other disaster

18



CDF JAMAICA: STRUCTURE

®m Administrative Structure

CDF Parliamentary Committee: comprises MPs who oversee CDF legislative and policy
environment. The committee also approves CDF projects.

CDF Project Management Unit: compiles projects submitted by MPs, oversees and monitors
implementation of projects.

19



CDF IN JAMAICA

| [CONSTITUENCY DEVELOPMENT FUND MEeasurarLE INpiCATORS: Means of VERIFICATION:
T R . : S Teoe g Atiahoe A S ok, e X pany Y MO i
‘ St. Andrew : Prourcr £4 : CDFPMU mounitoring reports
E i i b). Increased attendance levels b). School'College records
NAME OF PRouecT: ProtecT DURATION: €). Decreasein de-registration of tertiary students €). As above
St Andrew Programme 2017-2018 New DiRecT BENEFICIARIES: Be~errs To Be Dewaven:
1Vear X Ov-coing A Students within ths constimency who are in nead A Feas, education relatad needs satisfisd
T T education assisEnce
. = B. Aszbove B. Ability to attend school reznlasrly
Phy=ical Infraztrocture ! =1 Ecememic CDF: J$5,000,000.00 C. Parents C. Financizl and sconomic 2ssistance
v Huomap & Social Foablement Contributing Parmer (Name)*- 75 D. Educational institutions D. Increasad reistration and attendance
: . R = T Kry Assvvrerions
Development 5 Dizacter Mitization TOTAL:  J$5,000,000.00 Students reside in the constituency and are in s=nuine nead of assistance

Educational institutions can verify sesistration

Intervention will le2d to intendad positive outcomss

Education brings significant banefits to socisty, not only through higher smployment opportunities and income, but INPLEMENTIER:

alzo through enhancad skills, improvead social status and access to networks. A large portion of the constituents are Social Davalopmant Commission

zingls mothers who ars unsabls to fund the aducation of their children dus to lack of rasources. _

The volums of raquests from the constitusnts for aszistance with school f22:, book vouchsars, uniforms and school . SUSTA_IN ABILITY OF P'ROJ'ECT

suppliss sxcaads that which we are abla to satisfy. (Operation & maintenancs once project is complatad)

JUSTIFICATION:

| b3 v

This projact will go a far way in assisting parents to provide aducational opportunitiss for their children. Responsible Iustitution:
PURDOSE Origin of Resources:
To provide financial aszistance to parsnts who ars in nead, for the purposs of aducation Approximate Annual Cost of Operation Maintenance:
Outcomes Or Tmpact DURATION OF THE ACTIVIIIES OF BUDGET
. . Outputs Or Short- Medium-Term Or (Chronogram):
Project Scope Activities Term Results Results Long-Term Results Nonths
To zssistnaady Identify smdants Batter attendance m Higher rate of lieracy | Higherlevel of Principal Activities: 1 3 I 7375761 7 15 (9T 01112
studentsatall levels | needing financial schools productivity inthe See Pazel XX X Ix { XX X XX 1x 1<
of the education 2ssistance and evahuze labour markst L = = = —1- -1 = —1- = =
system with mition, | thecost
examination and Tdentify smdems Batter ourp rom TessvioEne i Tz cime 10 emaia
other f22s; bools, neading tertizry schools Schools
uniforms andother | assistance
rzlatad expenses Conduct neads Batter exam results Greater enszgement in DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT COSTS
assessmentand civic activities Typeof Cost CDF Community Other
shortlist zpplicanss Coutribution Coutribution TOTAL
Recommend levelot | Improved qualsyorhe Increzsed employmant 3 [ 3 [ 3 [ 3
?;ﬁf__;m; Sz . Education Assistance 500000000 500000000
Monisor propect Hisher 11 expeqancy
m}
e R R . TOTAL: | $5,000,000.00 s5po000000] |20




PUBLIC, PRIVATE, CLUB GOODS

= Public goods are defined as those goods and services where consumption by one
individual does not reduce its availability to other individuals, and no one is excluded-
they are ‘non-rivalrous’ and ‘non-excludable’ (Buchanan, 1965; Samuelson, 1954).

= Private goods are on the opposite spectrum, and are those goods and services where
“consumption by one individual automatically reduces potential consumption other
individuals by an equal amount” (Buchanan, 1965, p. 3). They are rival and excludable.

= Club goods are nonrival and excludable, that is, one individual’s use of the good does
not prevent other individuals from its use (nonrival), and use of the good can be
restricted (excludable). Club goods can be regulated by, for example, utilization of fees.
Examples of club goods include swimming pools, golf courses, (See: Buchanan, 1965;
Cornes & Sandler, 1996; Olson, 1965).

21



JAMAICA: CDF & ‘WELFARE’ GOODS

The Hon. Richard Azan Award e / If you look at the [CDF] programme and \

o &P you look at welfare, there is nothing in many
N M.P. North West Clarendon K3 constituencies that you can turn back and

8 Book \(hti e 8 s.a.y over three years, we have spent $4§

= S million, and you can't see a stump standing
= TWO THOUSAND DOLLARS o up and say this represents CDF," Munroe said
© sueer PesiaEeow ENCCNG s cenie O during a CDF meeting at Gordon House on

(Books-r:‘nodpgz::olgssau c?:“?ees Only) W”” (Luton. 2014)- /
D
/ “Members of Parliament should not be \

limited particularly in inner-city
constituencies where education, social
housing and housing rehabilitation were
the greatest needs” (Clerk of the Houses

Rogiament, 2012) /
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JAMAICA

Question 1:

How do MPs spend their CDF monies? What are the determinants of
the allocation of CDF monies to public, private and club goods?

Hypothesis 1:

MPs are likely to spend CDF monies on private and club goods than on
public goods in their constituencies.




RESULTS: JAMAICA

= Model:

Average Amount Spent per Public Goods Project 2011-2015_, OR Average
Amount Spent per Private Goods Project 2011-2015_. OR Average Amount Spent
per Club Goods Project 2011-2015,

= Bo+ B, MP Seniority . + B,MP Sex .+ B3 MP Party Affiliation
+ B, Percentage of Households with Private Kitchen

+ B; Percentage of Households with Private Bathroom

+ B Percentage of Households with a Flush Toilet

+ B, Percentage of Households with Public Piped Water

+ B9 Percentage of Constituents with a High School Diploma .
+ B, Party Stronghold . + B,; Candidate Stronghold .

+ B,, Garrison Constituency . + €

24



JAMAICA: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

= MP Characteristics
= Fifty-five (of 63 MPs): male
= Forty-two (of 63) affiliated with the People’s National Party

m
17

= Tenure:

26.98
1 1.59
4 6.35
1 1.59
13 20,63
2 3.47
o 1429
16 25.4
63 100

25



JAMAICA: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

®m Political Characteristics

Party stronghold: constituency in which the same party won every election for the previous five
elections (see: Keefer & Khemani, 2009).

Candidate stronghold: constituency in which the same candidate won every election for the
previous five elections.

Party Number of Candidate Number of
Stronghold Constituencies | Stronghold Constituencies

30 Yes 6
No 30 No 54
Missing | 3 Missing 3

26



JAMAICA: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

= Garrison constituencies: constituencies with a percentage of more than 75 percent voting for
the individual (CAFFE, 1998).

Percentage of Votes
Constituency won by candidate in

2011 Elections (%)
Kingston Eastern & Port
Royal 83.0

PNP
P 82.1
PNP 91.2
: PNP
JLP

St. Andrew South Western 94.0
St. Catherine Central 75.7

27



OLS

JAMAICA: PUBLIC GOODS || Rreegression

Results




Determinants of CDF Spending on Public Goods and Services

Dependent Variable: Average
Amount Spent per Public Goods
Project 2011-2015c¢c

_ Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

OLS, Robust Standard Errors (in parentheses)
( *p value of 0.10, ** p value of 0.05, *** p value of 0.01)

_ -295491.5 1746672 513345.7*
Cabinet Minister + Previous MP  [CL-Pr X1 fs) (242997) (282489.2)

985237.9% ** 7451425 652119%**
O Ty I (143608.8) (664957.4) (221344.3)

502532.8%** 810678.3 606893.8% **
Minister of State + Previous MP (143608.8) (669486.4) (152469.7)
_ 86120.11%** 81767.64%* 86964.89%* *
% HH Private Kitchen (26337.2) (32086.36) (26899.94)
_ 67763.38% %+ 61441.15% %+ 68960.53%**
% HH Private Bathroom (17312.28) (20749.28) (17946.09)
_ 15734.1* 16367.89* 17020.61%*
% HH Flush Toilet (7803.392) (9388.385) (7623.56 )
_ -104895.7* -115710.2* -119435.2)
Average Age of Constituents (68199.54) (66107.41) (71183.15*
_ 237677.6 437479.9%* 6969711
Party Stronghold (185521.2) (202166.4)  (170175)

614069.4%* 4745052  -511192.8**

Candidate Stronghold (257571.7) (298703.8)  (237376.1)
I 63, 0.17 63, 0.04 60, 0.09 63, 0.37 60, 0.24 60, 0.36

Model 7
-332773.4
(271375.7)

495713.1**
(250996.8)

804080.9% * *
(213632.7)

-81558.33***
(30177.84)

62961.93 % **
(20792.46)
15293.8
(8681.039)
126422
(87824.68)
137609.1
(168919)
-473821.4
(295840.9)
60,0.45



OLS

JAMAICA: PRIVATE GOODS J Reegression

Results




Dependent Variable: Average Amount

Spent per Private Good Project
(JMD$)

Cabinet Minister + Previous MP

Cabinet Minister + First Time MP

Previous Minister of State + Previous

MP

% HH Private Bathroom

Party Stronghold

Garrison Constituency

Determinants of CDF S

Model 1

207989
(160542.7)

-265860.1* *
(131161.5)

$-1510050* *
(700487.6)

2429166
(467088.9)

CER o .26

Model 2

-18568.23* **
(17312.28)

21563.84
(2757600)

63, 0.40

nending on Private Goods and Services

OLS, Robust Standard Errors (in parentheses)
(*p value of 0.10, ** p value of 0.05, *** p value of 0.01)

Model 3

321894.6%*
(141755.5)

823150.9**
(381659.5)

1782294
(80297.12)

60, 0.28

Model 4

135748.8
(180729.5)

-76188.29
(181868.1)

-1338887* *
(605085.7)

-29944.26
(19403.09)

3674862
(1811634)

63, 0.38

Model 5 Model 6
-18046.34 ***
(207829.7)
-451906.9
(166441.5)
-1186763**
(594334.8)
-7614.599
(15942.09)
272372.6** 352448.2**
(159770.2) (151887.9)
662616.9* 763749.7**
(396401.1) (362556.2)
2189946 3285803
(379771.1) (2258583)
60, 0.47 60, 0.31

Model 7

-42007.48
(229403.3)

-330008
(227907.8)

-118063.9* *
(570758.3)

-22415.71
(17363.1)

376086**
(177407.3)

543630.6
(376236.7)

2319810
(1707159)

60, 0.49
31



OLS

JAMAICA: CLUB GOODS Regression

Results




Determinants of CDF S

Dependent Variable: Average Amount Spent per
Club Good Project 2011-2015¢

Garrison Constituency

Model 1

414770.3)
(218819.2*

521596.3
(393100.9)

63, 0.06

Model 2

420315
(2094625)

63,0.14

nending on Club Goods and Services

OLS, Robust Standard Errors (in parentheses)

Model 3

-102926.3
(408749.8)

1102963
(113521.9)

60, 0.03

Model 4

376513.7
(267845)

395344.1
(2411420)

63, 0.38

(*p value of 0.10, ** p value of 0.05, *** p value of 0.01)

Model 5

522827.8*
(282648.6)

174685
(435781.8)

453890.7
(429106.8)

60, 0.10

Model 6

498467.8
(310869)

-169682.1
(2366005)

60, 0.19

Model 7

578950.7
(338943.9)

741117.8%
(431175.9)

-661043.5
(2639052)

60, 0.49 33



KENYA

Research Question 1

How do MPs spend their CDF monies? What are the determinants
of the allocation of CDF monies to public, private and club goods?
Hypothesis 1:

MPs are likely to spend CDF monies on private and club goods than on public goods
in their constituencies.




RESULTS: KENYA

Qur Eeo.plel belclleve |ntl?tr|1:_k-and-m’::1rtar\ / “Key among the concerns being \
Tl TR e &I EURIMITEEe EEul e raised is over whether or not MPs can

opposed to qualitative development..... be fair in the distribution of resources

Wr:entwnl vlve stda.:t uzmg CD’,FHmoney i in their own constituencies. "There is
start rural credit schemes « Have we fear that MPs are either using this

th:)lfghtfabgu; w:‘m:g tIrI\etT |£tot UL fund themselves or channelling it
revolving Tunds: at will It take to wean through their supporters, which is

29 LA e i 37 o G s wrong," the official added.” (Onyango,
development with concrete” (Kisero, / 2004)

2007).

“The voters’ perception of an Mps
responsibility is very high, a development
that makes it difficult for Mps to deliver
services to their electorate,” Mr Shikuku
[late Kenyan MP] said.

/
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RESULTS: KENYA

Model:

Average Amount Spent per Public Goods Project 2002-2007, OR Average
Amount Spent per Private Goods Project 2002-2007, OR Average Amount
Spent per Club Goods Project 2002-2007,

= Bo+ B4 MP Sex MP Seniority . + B, MP Seniority .

+ B; MP & President Party Affiliation .+ B, Major Ethnic Group .
+ B5 Population Density .

+ B¢ Percentage of Households with Zinc Roofed Houses

+ B, Percentage of Households with Water Source: Borehole .

+ Bs Percentage of Households with Waste Disposal: Bush Waste
Disposal .

+ B9 Percentage of Households with Light Source: Lantern

+ B,o Poverty Incidence

+ €,
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KENYA - DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

= MP Characteristics
“ One hundred and ninety-two (of 202 MPs): male
= Tenure:

Percentage

Tenure
Cabinet Minister & Previous MP 29 14.36%

Cabinet Minister & First Time MP 8 3.96%
Minister of State & First Time MP 15 7.43%
Minister of State & Previous MP 13 6.44%
Previous Cabinet Minister & Previous MP 10 4.95%
Previous Minister of State & Previous MP 3 1.49%
Previous MP 49 24.26%
First Time MP 75 37.13%

Total 202 100%
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KENYA - DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

®m Political Characteristics
= Party Affiliation

m
2

Ford Aisili (FORD-A) 0.99

Ford People (FORD-P) 14 6.93
Kenya Africa National Union (KANU) 62 30.69
National Rainbow Coalition (NARC) 119 58.91
SAFINA 2 0.99
Sisi Kwa Sisi (SKSP) 2 0.99
Shirikisho Party of Kenya (SPK) 1 0.5
Total 202 100
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KENYA - DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

m Political Characteristics m_m_m_z-’—‘- —
Major Ethnic Groups by Constituency 2 099
Digo ] 3 1.49
T 2 0.99
1 0.5
5 2.48
Kalenjin | 25 12.38
17 8.42
11 5.45
Kikuyu | 34 16.83
Kisi 10 4.95
Kuria ] 1 0.5
[luhya 24 11.88
M 19 9.41
6 2,97
2 0.99
Meru ] 7 3.47
Oma | 2 0.99
1 0.5
[Pokot | 3 1.49
samburu | 2 0.99
3 1.49
1 0.5
1 0.5
2 0.99
3 1.49
202 100.07 39



OLS

KENYA: PUBLIC GOODS J Regression

Results




Dependent Variable: Average Amount Spent per

Public Goods Project - 2003-2007 (Coefficients

OLS, Robust Standard Errors (in parentheses)

expressed in ‘0000s
T Model 1

523.577*
(286.0857)

Population Densit

Incidence

1811.058
(287.674)
202, 0.02

v e | v - - 1]
o = o c (=]
< Q = = =
g : : 3 :
= 3
Q o

N, R-squared

Model 2

-0394931 % **
(.0145486)
21.60892 ***
(4.442118)
971.7566
(438.2975)
202, 0.07

*p value of 0.10, ** p value of 0.05, *** p value of 0.01

Model 3

-538.9088* * *
(159.3678)
-266.297
(192.7693)
780.3324% % *
(254.9561)
469.3525% **
(469.3525)
2286.187%**
(2286.187)
572.922%**
(215.2778)
-356.9119%*
(149.4214)
1038.791%*
(421.6856)
3054.519%**
(144.9801)
964.956* **
(339.0169)

1820.122
(149.4214)
202, 0.42

Model 4
442.595%*
(252.9802)

-.0284551*
(.0160839)
22.01931***
(4.913604)
505.7954
(588.8715)
200, 0.07

Model 5
373.2564
(272.3402)
-575.4038***
(184.492)
-352.3798*
(181.0216)
741.6177***
(273.9205)
498.9359* **
(182.8218)
2282.666***
(457.3271)
570.4748**
(232.6376)
-393.4069* *
(175.5529)
1176.919**
(466.4393)
3022.787***
(179.0338)
1018.153***
(302.4445)

1483.361
(332.9046)
202, 0.42

Model 6

-749.8393**
(274.8129)
-563.5186* *
(265.1081)
532.0363**
(270.185)
101.0322
(314.4527)
1978.508***
(561.0362)
262.1093
(361.4635)
-431.2667*
(239.5356)
852.5123*
(487.4487)
3035.473%**
(289.2163)
746.0076
(506.1196)
-0138521
(-0138521)
13.01846
(8.320514)
1313.872
(497.2764)
200, 0.43

Model 7
430.0674
(262.2613)
-560.9006* *
(260.7662)
-412.6625* *
(185.3609)
680.5402* *
(279.218)
518.8466% * *
(188.3116)
2322.908** *
(484.6304)
658.8333%**
(243.7017)
-535.5524%%
(239.0197)
1247.034%*
(500.8453)
3278.742%**
(309.4759)
1227.61%**
(338.5793)
-.0136781
(.02333060)
13.60254
(9.346359)
-661043.5
(2639052)
200, 0.4341



OLS

KENYA: PRIVATE GOODS J Regression

Results




Determinants of CDF S

Dependent Variable: Average Amount Spent per Private Goods Project

2003-2007 (Coefficients expressed in ‘0000s)

 vodel 1

74.1078%**
(24.8254)
-65.68385* * *

(24.60682)
-42.69923*

(23.6674)

Previous Minister of State + Previous MP

Previous MP

- - - o o
S 2 2 = ® |9
x o @ =3 g o
) e @ o g S
3 o = o
D o o

Poverty Incidence (%)
33.8594
(25.45115)

T 202, 0.03

endin

Model 2

1.638041%*
(.701032)
420315
(2094625)
200, 0.03

on Private Goods and Services

OLS, Robust Standard Errors (in parentheses)

Model 3

-81.36061
(41.71915)
-75.73561**
(36.89867)
234.2285%**
(77.80144)
161.2939**

(63.68135)
-53.3427**

(23.93849)
-74.22317***

(28.11611)
-62.90659* * *

(22.33903)
-79.48561**

(36.89867)
74.35432***

(19.03358)
-49.35603*

(26.31276)

106.9856

(36.89867)
202, 0.22

Model 4
69.50173% **
(26.52336)

-101.1059% **

(29.03309)
-50.91635*

(26.87253)

1.733416%*
(.7000217)
-76.92206
(90.72284)
200, 0.07

(*p value of 0.10, ** p value of 0.05, *** p value of 0.01)

Model 5
72.08408***
(27.04829)
-45.24206 *
(26.649279)
-53.33743*

(28.11229)
38.95456* *
(46.41487)
-90.68115%*
(41.91909)
231.7143%**
(79.84459)
159.9965**

(63.23901)
-68.44974***

(26.02207)
-63.45768**

(32.57742)
-71.83253***

(25.89191)
-22.34707

(50.30388)
61.61351

(28.27356)
-9.494318
(29.97524)

453890.7
(429106.8)
202, 0.25

Model 6

-95.90825* *
(43.57921)
1415501 ***
(48.78093)
199.7885**

(99.19581)
140.403**

(67.3017)
-63.64605% *
(30.69238)
-88.46698*
(49.2303)
-76.9821 % *
(31.88602)
-130.0074% **
(49.37426)
54.70842

(56.09325)
-93.09474*

(56.53436)

9612038
(1.106393)
60.59033
(88.64498)
200, 0.24

Model 7
61.01135**

(26.20804)
-75.2038%**
(37.69462)
-55.84092* *
(26.65279)
-120.3441%*
(46.99648)
-163.081%**
(50.80347)
199.9368*
(104.9159)
140.0545% *

(69.7012)
-82.56161***
(31.18103)
-82.70375*
(45.57753)
-85.90644**
(37.31418)
-81.29346

(72.15749)
56.50989

(77.61284)
-45.57477

(64.10333)

9154208

(1.174402)
2454288

(110.0949)
200, 0.2731
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OLS

KENYA: CLUB GOODS Regression

Results




Dependent Variable: Average Amount Spent per Club Goods

Project 2003-2007. (Coefficients expressed in ‘0000s).
e Model 1

42.01922**
Cabinet Minister + First Time MP (10.4316)

Cosmopolitan
uo
Mbeere

Pokomo

Population Densi
Percentage of Households with Water Source: Borehole

Poverty Incidence (%)
(40.41279)

L 202, 0.02

Model 2

.0093026* * *

(.0023501)
-6027829* *

(.2344366)

.7137571*

(.3879514)
30.41034

(34.03622)
200, 0.12

OLS, Robust Standard Errors (in parentheses)
*p value of 0.10, ** p value of 0.05, *** p value of 0.01

Model 3

105.9867* *

(44.21718)
77.76776%*

(36.67738)
-17.48357

(13.14851)

-18.04204

(9.142296)
-5.958917

(13.00566)
-17.78515

(11.38295)
-18.44196%**

(8.844347)

-28.24844***

(8.204681)
-25.8883%**

(9.393468)

25.8883

(9.393468)
200, 0.25

Model 4

-31.79913* **

(12.18557)

.0090562* * *

(.0027905)
-6012845%*

(.2559074)

7779036** *

(.3399064)
42.3643

(43.22444)
200, 0.13

Model 5
-14.5862

(14.57743)
101.4429%

(47.50239)
70.70368* *

(33.94837)
-17.4273

(16.62468)

-18.85335*

(10.45372)
-9.748994

(14.21391)
-15.75872

(12.44901)
-21.20343

(14.3158)
-28.29474%%

(11.9751)
-27.71696**

(11.58638)

453890.7

(429106.8)
202, 0.26

Model 6

79.94743*

(45.3545)
38.80347

(44.78976)
-48.4463**

(20.04756)

-56.74333* *

(28.43468)
-47.77647**

(20.54807)
-34.52459%*

(14.18358)
-61.50609* **

(21.30724)
-40.85114%*

(11.3256)
-36.26598* *

(16.99557)
.0054184*

(.0028471)
-6660813* *

(.3052002)

1.405064* *

(.5366249)
13.22499

(40.25757)
200, 0.32

Model 7
-19.26379

(14.42733)
68.98872

(51.32798)
27.6527

(42.28173)
-53.49648%**

(25.28186)

-61.88472***

(23.05712)
-56.9077**

(24.3245)
-35.89119**

(18.12038)
-72.98963**

(30.42879)
-44.92096* **

(14.98667)
-37.77083%%*

(16.07514)
.0054091*

(.0029279)
-7061749%*

(.3181355)

1.578229**

(.6659966)
29.32069

(54.74774)
200, 0.34



CONCLUSION

_ Public Goods Private Goods Club Goods

Jamaica MP Characteristics: Political characteristics Political characteristics

° MP Seniority ° Party Stronghold ° Garrison constituency

. L. . Garrison constituency
Constituency Characteristics

° Private kitchen
° Private bathroom

Political characteristics MP Characteristics Political Characteristics
. Ethnicity
. Ethnicity . MP Sex
. MP Seniority Constituency Characteristics

° Water source: borehole
° Population Density
° Poverty Incidence

Political Characteristics
° Ethnicity
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