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Customary authority can provide a source of resistance to corruption and
capture of resources in community-driven development – but it can also be
part of those problems. How to know whether a customary organisation is
likely to help or hinder? Practitioners can analyse the conditions under
which customary authority can be an effective partner in community-driven
development projects.

Main points
• Most development agencies, especially in the areas of democracy
promotion and governance, have been uncomfortable working with
customary authority to address corruption in community-driven
development. Yet customary authority can provide voice and
representation, monitor project implementation, and promote integrity
norms – roles that can provide a source of resistance to corruption and
capture.
• By nature, customary authority is neither homogenous nor formal. The
degree of legitimacy and the capacity of customary organisations vary
from community to community. Some customary forms of organisation
are highly reactionary and should be avoided. Others, however, can play
an anti-corruption role, and practitioners should be aware of their
potential.
• By exploring the institutional dimensions of customary authority,
policymakers can assess whether or not a given customary organisation
is likely to be a source of resistance to corruption and capture. It is
important for practitioners to consider whether customary authorities
have:
• a) A relatively autonomous space in which to operate, free from heavyhanded interference or co-optation by governments or other external
actors;
• b) Constraints on the authority and power of key decision makers and
leaders;
• c) Broadly inclusive decision-making structures that have ways to
consider the roles of women and minority voices;
• d) The ability to enforce rules and sanction those who violate rules that
community members have agreed upon.
• Generally, practitioners should gather information about customary
authority as they embark on community-driven development efforts; be
wary of prioritising the creation of new forms of organisation that ignore
customary authority; and be open to alternative frameworks of project
management that facilitate engagement with customary authority.
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Corruption in community-driven
development and the comparative
advantage of customary authority
Increasingly, development projects, programmes, and strategies are carried
out through modalities that emphasise local participation. Two basic
approaches are used to encourage local participation in governance
decisions. On the supply side, decentralisation devolves decision making
over resources to local governments, which in many cases are elected by
citizens. This paper focuses on the demand side of governance by
examining the ways in which international donors work with communities –
through community-driven development (CDD) schemes – to supply public
goods and services through local channels.
Local participation in CDD projects can involve different activities,
including deliberation, the contribution of goods and resources, and the
provision of information. CDD programmes typically seek to sustain or
create governmental organisations (NGOs) or community-based
organisations (CBOs) at the local level to manage and implement projects.
Such a strategy is meant to lead to more efficient distribution of goods, less
afflicted by opportunities for corruption.

Community-driven projects are subject to
manipulation of processes to benefit private interests.

Nonetheless, CDD projects are beset by risks of corrupt practices, such as
embezzlement and nepotism, and are also subject to manipulation of
processes to benefit private interests. One extensive review identified
corruption and capture as the largest threat to the efficacy of the local
participation paradigm (Mansuri and Rao 2013). In many development
settings, the ability of either the state or donor agencies to provide oversight
is heavily circumscribed, creating a difficult but common policy dilemma:
how can development practitioners ensure more resilience against risks of
corruption and capture in community-driven development? Finding an
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answer to this question is likely to lead to more effective local participation
and better development outcomes.
In light of this dilemma, we suggest that development practitioners consider
an alternative organisation often present in communities where development
projects take place: customary authority. Under conditions of limited
oversight, customary forms of organisation may have a comparative
advantage, because they have long-term time horizons and a ‘staying
quality’ that donor-created organisations may lack. They are centred on
common knowledge and are often regarded as legitimate, trusted, and
responsive. These attributes explain how they can – in certain contexts – be
more resistant to corruption and capture than alternative social actors, such
as NGOs or CBOs.
This paper illustrates the possible ways in which customary authority can
provide a source of resilience to corruption and capture. It challenges the
assumption that customary authority is only a source of capture in local
development and that donors and their implementing partners are therefore
better off looking for alternative organisations through which to implement
CDD projects. Still, equivalent risks of corruption and capture also apply to
customary authority. Mitigating these risks requires a different kind of
analysis and assessment than is applied to alternative social actors, such as
donor-created CBOs and NGOs. The question of whether to involve
customary authority in a programme is an empirical question, one that
requires a diagnosis of the institutional characteristics of a specific
customary authority in a specific context.
It is important to clarify that in many situations, customary authority would
not be a desirable partner, as it can be a source of illiberal norms that can
threaten stability and limit the participation of women and young people. On
the other hand, this type of authority is not monolithic. That is why it is
important to explore under what conditions customary authority might be a
good partner for CDD implementation at the community level. We do this
by providing a comparative framework that can help donors and their
implementers assess the nature of customary authority in the regions where
they are working and make predictions about the usefulness of specific
customary organisations in promoting accountable project implementation.
Such a framework seems necessary, for while research has been done on
informal justice systems, few attempts have been made to assess the
potential role of customary authority in community-driven development and
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anti-corruption programming. We put the rules that govern these
organisations at the centre of our analysis, which draws on a wide-ranging
literature review.
After discussing the risks of corruption and capture in CDD, we offer three
contributions to the policy debate:
1. We dispel some common assumptions about customary authority and
demonstrate why, for policy purposes, it is essential to understand the
structure of a specific customary authority in a specific setting.
2. We demonstrate why customary authority may sometimes be more
resistant to corruption and capture than other organisations, especially in
contexts where CBO/NGO failure is possible.
3. We turn to the vast literature that engages customary authority and
questions of governance and draw on these studies to develop a set of
variables that help clarify the conditions under which customary
authority is likely to be resilient against corruption and capture.

Corruption and capture risks within the
local participation paradigm
The turn to local participation
Several decades ago, development practitioners began to realise that aid
channelled through governments often struggled to meet the demands of
citizens. Service delivery regularly became tangled in webs of government
corruption and inefficiency. When services did reach citizens, they were
often not those most demanded by communities. A proposed solution to
these problems was the local participation paradigm, which called for more
development assistance to be directed and channelled by communities
themselves through community-driven or locally driven development
projects.
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The local participation paradigm became part of development policy
discourse in the 1980s, when academics and practitioners began to search
for alternatives to state-led development planning (e.g., Chambers 1983,
1994; Hirschman 1984). According to this vision, when communities
oversee resources and make decisions about which projects will be
implemented, the projects will be more likely to help the neediest
community members and alleviate problems of local concern. This is
because individuals at the local level have better information about
community needs than do donors or planners in central or provincial
governments.3
The local participation paradigm has become an integral part of donor
approaches to diverse issues such as health, education, sanitation,
agriculture, and other aspects of rural development. The World Bank has
incorporated local participation methodologies into its community-driven
development approach. In 2017, the World Bank estimated that there were
187 active CDD projects in 77 countries, with $19.1 billion in total World
Bank support, plus an addition $13.4 billion provided by borrowers and
other donors (World Bank 2017). Other large donors such as the United
States Agency for international Development (USAID), the UK Department
for International Development (DFID), and the Japanese International
Cooperation Agency (JICA) fund hundreds of programmes using similar
tools.
Donors engaged in local development through participatory processes have
frequently faced a dilemma: what kind of organisational forms are needed to
work with communities? Most CDD projects have created their own
organisations as the main mode for implementation; yet new organisational
modes, combined with an influx of resources, have all too often created new
opportunities for corruption and capture.

3. This new participatory approach to local development was initially embodied in the rapid
rural appraisal (RRA) and its relatives – participatory rural appraisal (PRA), rapid appraisal,
participatory community appraisal. Such models were adopted by a host of nongovernmental organisations. By the 1990s, PRAs became common among development
organisations seeking to implement projects at the local level. PRAs utilised community
organisers (usually NGO employees) who would travel to communities to help them
implement self-appraisals, which often took place over the course of several days. The
approach brings together community members (frequently segregating them by gender and/
or age) in a community mapping process. A skilled facilitator engages with the participants
in order to elicit the most serious challenges to local development. Once a community has
come to consensus about a concrete problem, grants are awarded to tackle the issues
identified.

4
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Corruption and capture risks within communitydriven development
Broadly speaking, two different types of corruption risks may occur when
resources are managed and decisions are taken locally: corrupt practices and
capture. Their respective magnitude will vary from context to context, but
they are closely related, feeding into and fuelling one another. Capture
increases the risks of corruption and predation, while corrupt practices may
be utilised to ensure the capture and control of projects.
The first set of risks consists of the ‘usual suspects’ of corruption, such as
bribery, embezzlement, and fraud, that can often be found within the
distribution of aid (Johnsøn 2015). Jean Ensminger, for example, has
documented these types of practices within the context of a CDD project in
Kenya. Examining the Arid Lands Resource Management Project,
sponsored by the World Bank, she found widespread corruption problems,
such as “over-invoicing in procurement, training and travel; nepotism and
bribery in hiring; kickbacks from contracting; and fake groups being formed
to obtain micro financing. Villagers in [the project] stole from their own
communities” (Ensminger 2017, 47). Similar malpractices have been
documented in other settings (Platteau and Gaspart 2003). Beyond the
general illegality, these corrupt practices hinder the effectiveness and raise
the costs of CDD.
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The second kind of risk, which relates to power and control within CDD,
consists of the capture of resources and processes of local participation so
that they can be channelled for private interests (Bardhan 2002; Bardhan
and Mookherjee 2006). Platteau and Gaspart sum up how elites “by virtue
of their dominant position … can thus manipulate participatory methods by
subtly representing their own interests as community concerns expressed in
the light of project deliverables” (2003, 1688). As a consequence of power
relations that exist on the ground, there is an ever-present risk that elites –
politicians, the educated, those well connected to international donors, the
wealthy, and those at the apex of a traditional social order, including tribal
chiefs and clans – will use “their dominant economic, social, and political
position to appropriate for themselves whatever portion of the resources
they need and to let the poor have the leftovers only” (2003, 1688). Arcand
and Fafchamps (2012) find that donor-created CBOs may be “elitist” vis-àvis indigenous organisations. Specifically, they find that individuals who
have more land and those who are older are more likely to join donorsupported CBOs than other kinds of local organisations. Capture
undermines the rationale of this modality – that it will be sensitive to those
most in need.4

Challenges in implementation of community-driven
programmes
Development practitioners employ various tactics to reduce risks of
corruption and capture. Measures may include the institution of rules on
procurement and hiring, check and balances, greater transparency,
monitoring systems, and complaint management (Ensminger 2017). Despite
these measures, corruption and capture still occur, in part because of the
structural constraints faced by CDD projects.

4. The involvement of elites is not the same as capture by elites. Looking at corruption in
CDD projects in Bangladesh, Dasgupta and Beard (2007) point to the difference between
“elite capture” and “elite control,” noting that not all elites engage in corruption. Elite
involvement in local projects is not always malevolent, as altruistic leaders are often willing
to spend time on issues of community governance to facilitate local projects that address the
poorest in their communities, even if the most disadvantaged do not propose those projects
(Mansuri and Rao 2013, 129–31). Customary leaders are often selected because they are
literate and can serve as effective intermediaries to the outside world, including to donors
and local government officials. These individuals are chosen or remain in power because
they are able to lobby the state on behalf of community interests (Murtazashvili 2014).
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In many development settings, the capacity of donor agencies to provide
oversight is heavily circumscribed. Moreover, the central state may lack
capacity to monitor what occurs during these processes at the local level, or
may even be engaged in collusion.5 Involving a complex chain of
implementers, CDD programmes are particularly challenging to manage,
further exacerbating these information asymmetries.6 Moral hazard
dynamics – occurring when an individual or community is willing to engage
in risky behaviour (like corruption or capture) because they are insured
against it – are also relevant, with the donor imperative to disburse aid
acting as a kind of insurance. Intermediary organisations face their own
moral hazard: they often have little incentive to detect corrupt practices or
capture affecting their programmes, as donors may penalise implementers
for reporting poor results (Gibson et al. 2005; Martens et al. 2002).
Given these structural constraints of CDD, how can development
practitioners think about lowering risks of corruption and capture in local
participation? We suggest that development practitioners consider
customary organisations as an alternative ‘link in the chain’ between donors
and communities. These organisations cannot overcome the structural
constraints, but as a presence in many development settings, they are often
legitimate, trusted, and responsive to communities. Engagement with
customary organisations does not mean a complete redesign of CDD
programming. It simply means that as development practitioners engage
communities (usually through partners such as local or international NGOs),
they should carefully consider what productive role, if any, customary
authority might play in strengthening project implementation against
corruption and capture.

5. This problem is particularly acute in CDD because it is not clear who is the principal and
who is the agent in these programmes. When resources are from an external third party, like
a donor, recipients may behave as if they are the agents implementing donor programmes.
CDD methodology insists that this is not the case, maintaining that programmes are
intended to enable communities to act on their own behalf. This creates a sense of confusion
among both donors and recipients as to who is the real owner (or ‘principal’) of a project.
6. In most instances, a donor provides funding to a host government, which then funds
international NGOs to implement CDD projects on their behalf. It is unusual for CDD
programmes to be implemented directly by governments. In Afghanistan, the World Bank’s
signature CDD programme, known as the National Solidarity Programme, had more than 25
mostly international NGOs implementing the programme on behalf of the government and
the donor. Single districts often had two or three different organisations implementing the
same CDD project across communities. Each organisation had its own approach to project
implementation, making it difficult to compare outcomes across communities (Brick 2008).
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What might this approach look like, and how might it differ from current
implementation strategies? In most cases, when implementing partners
engage with communities through participatory processes, they seek to
create or sustain organisations at the community level that will implement
the project. For example, if a CDD programme is designed to solve local
health issues, often the programme will create a new community health
council or fund a local NGO to implement the specific projects that
communities have agreed upon. Generally, community development
programmes create community development councils or similar
organisations, which are tasked to take on issues of monitoring,
procurement, and other issues related to project implementation in
communities. Donors and their implementing NGOs typically hope that
these often-new entities will continue to serve an important purpose in the
community after project implementation ceases, but in most cases they
disintegrate at the end of the project cycle (Mansuri and Rao 2013).
Rather than create multiple new councils, we suggest working with existing
customary organisations, under certain circumstances outlined below, to
implement CDD projects. The idea behind the creation of new CDD
councils was to get around sources of local capture thought to be embodied
in customary actors. But by bypassing or avoiding customary authorities,
donors often exacerbate problems of local capture because these customary
organisations may in fact have been a source of local accountability. The
next section will discuss what customary authority is, why it can engage in
such partnerships, and the comparative advantage it may offer. We then
explore the conditions under which it may be appropriate for CDD
programmes to partner with customary authority at the community level as
they seek to implement projects.

What is customary authority and why
does it persist?
Defining what constitutes customary authority has always been challenging
(White 1965). For the sake of concreteness, we define it as orders in which
actors are governed by rules associated with longstanding social practice,
religion, or tradition. Customary organisations are collective decisionmaking bodies with authority relations defined by established rules whose
origins lie outside the formal authority of the state. Customary authorities
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are the individuals who preside over these organisations – village elders,
chiefs, or tribal leaders, for example.
Engaging with customary organisation does not refer to engagement over a
geographic area but rather describes interaction with organisations within a
community (Agrawal and Gibson 1999). Community governance (of which
customary governance is a subset) is best understood as a set of rules
governing individuals. Practically speaking, this means that there is not
always congruence between a customary body and a single village. Instead,
these organisations may exert their authority within several villages or
communities. Alternatively, within a single community there may exist
overlapping forms of customary authority. Engaging with customary
organisations generally means engaging with a distinct governance structure
that can play different roles, from exercising symbolic forms of leadership
to providing public goods and maintaining order and security. ‘Customary
governance’ therefore relates to procedures and processes that define how
customary authorities operate – how decisions are taken, leaders selected,
disputes settled, and resources allocated.
Customary authority is usually, but not always, distinct from religious
authority. Religious leaders can typically plug into larger social networks
than can most forms of customary organisation, whose power tends to be
based in smaller communities or villages. In many contexts there is a
blurring of lines between religion and custom, making them almost
indistinguishable. But in other contexts, the lines between them may be
quite clear because religious leaders and customary leaders usually derive
their legitimacy from distinct sources.
Development scholars and practitioners have applied a range of paradigms
predicting a steep decline in the relevance of customary organisation, most
of which presume that modernisation will render customary governance
obsolete. Lerner (1958)famously proclaimed the passing of customary
authority. He argued that as societies became more educated, cosmopolitan,
and urban, traditional values and the organisations that build on them would
decline in importance and wither away. Despite this, scholars have recently
noted a resurgence of customary authority in the developing world
(Comaroff and Comaroff 2018).
From the mid-1970s, the ‘third wave’ of democratisation (Huntington 1991)
similarly implied an end to meaningful roles of customary authority.
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Scholars theorised that as a result of this democratic wave, customary
governance would no longer be needed to aggregate people’s preferences
and represent their interests to the state. These theories also suggested that
customary and democratic norms were in many instances incompatible. In
many contexts, post-colonial elites also actively undermined customary
authority, harbouring suspicion that it was a threat to fragile states, which
led policymakers to stamp out these organisations rather than integrate them
(Rudolph and Rudolph 1967, 64).
Yet post-colonial state building did not result in the demise of customary
governance. Western-style institutions, emphasising the impersonal exercise
of power, did not transplant well to many post-colonial states, where the
rules of the state were not in sync with the norms of large sections of society
(Berkowitz, Pistor, and Richard 2003). In many contexts, customary
governance continued to enjoy considerable legitimacy (Linz 2000, 143).

Customary authority remains an important feature of
the prevailing social and political reality of many
countries.

Despite forecasts to the contrary, therefore, customary authority has not
withered away but remains an important feature of the prevailing social and
political reality of many countries. At least 61 countries, primarily
developing ones and as diverse as Ghana, Mexico, and Indonesia,
acknowledge the presence of some form of customary authority in their
constitutions (Holzinger, Kern, and Kromrey 2016a). This is due in part to
the continuing weakness of the state in many parts of the developing world,
where state institutions nominally oversee vast territory but do not have the
capacity or revenue to actively control all of that territory (Bromley and
Anderson 2012; Herbst 2000). In such contexts, customary authority
provides services where the bureaucracy is too weak to do so. Herbst (2000)
argues that customary organisations remain vital throughout Africa because
weak states cannot afford to govern vast, sparsely populated territories.
Rather than make great expenditures to extend the state, governments rely
on customary intermediaries to provide public goods and maintain basic
order. In some countries, decentralisation has also meant the transfer of
some political authority to customary organisations. For example, in
10
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1997–98, Malawi, South Africa, and Uganda introduced forms of
decentralisation with elected local governments, and in all three countries
governments have made some effort to transfer some power to traditional
authorities (Muriaas 2011).
Navigating the terrain of customary authority is never easy. Customary
authority is not the product of uniform law, but is shaped by social practice,
tradition, and religion; accordingly, the nature of such authority varies
considerably. It is even difficult to construct a typology of customary
authority, so intricate and varied are the different forms. Some scholars treat
customary authority as monolithic and residual, using monikers such as
‘headmen’, ‘chiefs’, or ‘elites’ – terms that are often foreign to the
communities themselves.In this section, we emphasise some important
aspects of customary authority in an effort to dispel common
misconceptions and stereotypes that can distract policymakers from serious
consideration of the roles of customary authority.

Customary governance is not ‘frozen’ in tradition
but is generally dynamic and evolving
Customary governance draws from tradition but evolves over time. There is
rarely any ‘pure’ form of customary authority that is frozen in time and
remains unchanged by external influences, such as colonialism or conflict.
Customary organisations interact with the state, armed groups, and others
that seek to influence their working rules or the environments in which they
operate. In many contexts government and colonisers distorted customary
authority or placed their own agents within it to gain control, and in some
cases they even invented new forms of supposedly ‘customary’ authority to
serve their own ends (Palagashvili 2018). Customary authority also adapts
to modern political changes and circumstances, interacting with diverse
actors ranging from the state to business organisations to NGOs to rebel
groups (Hagmann 2013). As an illustration, researchers have shown how
customary village councils, a form of customary authority in Karnataka
State in India, have adapted to changes in formal politics, introducing new
forms of decision making that reflect the broader processes of
democratisation going on around them (Ananth Pur and Moore 2010).
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Customary governance entities are no less
predictable than state structures
Customary governance is an informal order, but it nonetheless is based on
well-understood rules and procedures that lend stability to the operations of
customary authorities. Often customary authority has a “fairly
institutionalised way of doing business” (Mohmand 2016, 6). For example,
in predominantly indigenous regions of Mexico, communities rely on
customary governance called usos y costumbres. They elect leaders under
customary law and take decisions through participatory democracy,
monitoring the process through an informal system of law enforcement and
community justice (Díaz-Cayeros, Magaloni, and Ruiz-Euler 2014;
Perreault 2008).

Customary authority is not always hierarchical, but
can be egalitarian
Customary organisations that are hierarchical often have a clear leader.
Frequently groups and subgroups nest in a ranked fashion, a larger group or
kingdom being followed by subgroups and chiefdoms. In Malawi, for
example, customary leaders operate in a hierarchical structure, beginning at
the village level with headmen and proceeding upward through groups of
village heads, sub-traditional authorities, traditional authorities, senior
traditional authorities, and paramount chiefs. On the other hand, some
customary organisations are relatively egalitarian. These groups have no
well-defined leader and rarely agglomerate upward into a coherent
organisational chart. The Pashtun tribes in Afghanistan are an example of an
‘acephalous’ structure, meaning there is no single leader or hereditary head.
Similarly, most forms of customary authority in Somalia and Yemen are also
egalitarian and acephalous (Dresch 1994; Menkhaus 2007). Implementers
should appreciate the wide diversity of leadership models at the community
level.
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Customary authority is not always related to
kinship but can be based on broader social
groupings
Some customary authorities in the developing world are not based on
kinship networks or lineages, but instead are place- or community-based
organisations. In Central Asia, the mahalla (‘neighbourhood’) is a
customary organisation based on neighbourhood identity; it predates the
Russian colonial and Soviet interventions (Cielewska 2015; Dadabaev 2013;
Kamp 2003; Sievers 2002). Individuals in mahallas frequently organise
communal labour (hashar) around their mahalla (Reeves 2017). ‘White
beards’ within mahallas are responsible for dispute resolution. In postconflict Tajikistan, mahallas are often led by women (Murtazashvili 2016a).
In parts of sub-Saharan Africa, customary authority is embodied in
community-wide gatherings that provide opportunity for community
members to participate in decision making and voice their opinions on a
wide range of issues. These councils are variously known as pitso (Lesotho),
kgotla (Botswana), shir (Somalia), baraza (Kenya), and other names (Logan
2009, 105).

Customary authority is not always in tension with
the state but has various and complex relationships
A state’s relationship with customary authority can range from exclusion
and reorientation to integration, subordination, and harmonisation (Ubink
2008). In some places, forms of customary authority are officially
recognised by the state and included within constitutional provisions.
Customary governing institutions can co-exist with formal government in a
variety of ways. For example, in North America some customary groups are
given sizeable autonomy in some federal arrangements; in Ghana and
Namibia they are formally represented in parliamentary Houses of Chiefs;
and in Latin America they often are simply guaranteed ‘rights’ (Holzinger,
Kern, and Kromrey 2016b, 1). In other cases, customary authority is not
formally recognised at all, for example in Afghanistan. Even in such
settings, however, customary authority can have a close-knit relationship
with state officials in practice, working with state agents to provide public
goods (Murtazashvili 2016b).Indeed, there is some evidence that customary
authorities sometimes co-opt public officials and elected councillors into
their own systems of power (Clayton, Noveck, and Levi 2015)
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Why understanding the structure of customary authority
matters: How important lessons from Iraq did not apply to
Afghanistan
The structure of each form of customary authority should be
analysed on a case-by-case basis, as unfounded assumptions
about its nature can have detrimental effects on policy. This risk
is well illustrated by the US military’s attempts to engage with
tribal structures in Afghanistan.
The US military surge that began in Afghanistan in 2008 was
influenced by models of ‘tribal engagement’ that military and
development planners thought had been successful in the US
military surge in Iraq (Kilcullen 2009). The US military had
found Iraqi tribes to be an important partner in fighting
insurgents. The Anbar Awakening resulted in several Iraqi
tribes, often repelled by the brutality of insurgents, joining
forces with the United States to fight al-Qaeda. During the
Awakening, US military leaders could quickly identify and call
upon leaders of major Iraqi tribes, who in turn could call upon
support from fellow tribe members. The hierarchical nature of
tribes in Iraq facilitated the success of counterinsurgency
strategy in Iraq (Lynch 2011).
Many troops who served tours in Afghanistan had also served in
Iraq. They came to Afghanistan during the Afghan surge
expecting to be able to quickly identify ‘tribal chiefs’ and other
local leaders with whom they could partner in the surge, just as
they had in Baghdad. Indeed, like Iraq, much of Afghanistan is
organized along tribal lines.
Yet, crucially, the Pashtun tribes in Afghanistan, which are
egalitarian and acephalous, are quite different from the
hierarchically organised tribes in Iraq (Glatzer 2002). In
Afghanistan, there are few hereditary tribal leaders or chiefs
based on kinship alone. Because of the acephalous nature of
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tribes, it is more difficult for a single leader to aggregate group
interests in a hierarchical fashion. Without strong leadership,
Pashtun tribes in Afghanistan were not well suited as partners
in military engagement. Despite this, the US military supported
the creation of ‘tribal militias,’ which they believed would offer
locally organised solutions to the problem of defence (Schmeidl
and Karokhail 2009).
The problem was that without hierarchy and a chain of
command, these tribal militias in Afghanistan were much less
effective. For example, in Iraq, the hierarchy of the tribal
structure provided a modicum of accountability over
disbursement of weapons and aid. In Afghanistan this was not
the case, and attempts to create tribal militias generated new
groups that were often outside the purview of local
accountability mechanisms. This is why there has been
significant public distrust in Afghanistan of efforts to create
tribal militias (Baczko 2016). It was impossible to gain the
support of an entire population based on the agreement of a
tribal leader. Thus, a tribal engagement strategy that succeeded
in Iraq did not succeed in Afghanistan because the underlying
nature of the tribal structures in the two countries was very
different.

The roles of customary governance in
reducing corruption and capture
While there are examples of donor agencies engaging with customary
authority, these experiences are few and far between. Recent reviews on
development policy suggest that as donors focus on building state capacity,
they often overlook or cast aside problem-solving capacity that exists
outside of the state (Denney, Mallett, and Benson 2017). In assessing the
potential of this capacity, we should recognise that customary authority is
not merely a feature of the social environment to be engaged for the sake of
an inclusive process. Rather, its capacity to play a substantive role in
15
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development is rooted in two essential elements of its organisational
ecology: trust and long-term time horizons. These elements provide
customary organisations with their ‘staying power’, allowing them to persist
over time in various forms and settings. And it is these qualities that can
distinguish customary authority from alternatives, such as CBOs, as
potential partners in CDD.
Of course, customary authority in specific settings may lack trust and longterm horizons, and there is no guarantee that individual customary actors
will be less corrupt than individual personnel in NGOs or the state. In some
situations, customary leaders are part of the problem. They may be out of
touch with the people they claim to represent, or bent on capturing aid
projects or other government benefits that are intended to serve a broader
population (Platteau 2009; Dasgupta and Beard 2007; Fritzen 2007).
Women are often completely excluded from decision making in customary
bodies, and human rights abuses can also occur.7 Even so, when they are
present, trust and long-term time horizons can give customary authority a
distinct organisational ecology that makes them more resilient to corruption
and capture.
In an age when trust in public institutions is withering around the world, the
trust many individuals place in customary authorities should not be
overlooked. Data from Afrobarometer reveals that across 36 countries in
2014–15, Africans expressed more trust in informal institutions such as
traditional leaders (61%) than in the formal executive agencies of the state
(54% on average) (Bratton and Gyimah-Boadi 2016). In many communities
in many parts of the developing world, the state is construed as external and
distant, and legitimacy resides with local leaders.
Based on close bonds, customary organisations are akin to what Charles
Tilly (2005) describes as a “trust network”, that is, a social grouping based
on mutuality and cohesion. Some trust networks involve coercion or the
exchange of capital, but many forms of customary authority are grounded in
the idea of commitment: a sense of solidarity rooted in shared tradition,
7. At this point, we emphasise the importance of avoiding the “nirvana fallacy” of
development policy, which compares existing institutions to a hypothetical – and
unattainable – ideal (Demsetz 1969). Set against the ideal forms of good governance that
imply a teleology within development processes, customary authority may be imperfect.
However, often the most realistic choice in development settings is not the straightforward
implementation of best practices and ideal types, but rather a choice between sub-optimal
alternatives.
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religion, language, or social customs. In this way, trust networks can be
important as repositories for people’s beliefs, norms, and values, and as
expressions of longer-term commitments to mutual aid and solidarity. These
networks of trust can serve as a source of resilience that helps communities
cope in the absence of effective government service delivery or mediation.
Long-term time horizons are the second essential element of customary
authority. Ties within trust networks tend be thick and to last longer than the
connections fostered by other forms of organisation (Tilly 2005, 44). Longterm horizons matter for the sustainability of organisations and shape the
likely incentives that actors face. As Mansuri and Rao point out (2013),
interventions with long-term horizons fundamentally improve the incentives
of citizens to confront local elites and fight for their own interests, as well as
to enter into credible long-term arrangements. Short-term horizons, by
contrast, incentivise individuals to extract all the rents that they can from a
project during its tenure (Mansuri and Rao 2013, 40). Moreover, when
leaders have short time horizons, they are less likely to follow through on
promises made (Olson 1993). NGO activities are typically bound by shorter
donor time frames and project cycles.
There are three main mechanisms that translate trust and long-term time
horizons into greater resilience against corruption and capture:
1. Aggregation of voice
2. Internal monitoring
3. Changing norms
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Aggregating ‘voices’ to constrain capture
Development practitioners generally assume that policies that encourage
local participation will provide more people more of a say in the design and
operation of projects. But in practice, people have highly differentiated
access to CDD projects, with many citizens unable to express preferences.
This is problematic as it can often result in the capture of CDD, with
overrepresented groups co-opting resources for their own particular interests
(Bardhan and Mookherjee 2001).8
Preventing capture means ensuring that community interests are channelled
to the locus of decision making within a given CDD project. Effective
brokerage relies on trust. Aid-driven associational models, especially the
creation of new community-based development councils and NGOs, have
been criticised as being less representative than they are intended to be. One
reason is that they tend to favour individuals who possess the education and
skills needed to comply with donors’ accounting requirements. This can
result in interest aggregation being provided by ‘briefcase’ NGOs that
organise themselves according to norms imported from the outside rather
than based on the interests of a particular community (Booth 2012, 78;
Olivier de Sardan 2008).
Although CDD projects may seek to bolster local participation, they do not
always do so. Indeed, by sidestepping or ignoring customary authorities and
building parallel development councils, they may negate or dilute important
voices inside the community. Such an approach may also ignore the fact that
customary authorities have long been trusted with the role of providing
citizen representation before other forms of authority. Research in subSaharan Africa also shows that customary authorities play an essential role
in aggregating voices because of their accessibility (Logan 2009). In many
instances, the endurance of customary authority can be attributed to its
responsiveness to citizens’ concerns (Murtazashvili 2016b). In India,
8. Ensuring that all interests and forms of agency are represented is an essential condition
for the effectiveness of CDD. This is well illustrated in a World Bank study of how the
creation of donor-backed elected councils affected the way in which donor-provided wheat
was distributed across 500 villages in Afghanistan (Beath, Christia, and Enikolopov 2013).
The study demonstrated that the creation of elected councils did improve the targeting of
this aid, but only under a key condition, namely when the role of the elected council in
relation to customary governance had been clarified.When elected councils did not engage
customary leaders to reach an agreement as to who had responsibility for the distribution of
the wheat, the likelihood of embezzlement actually increased, as uncoordinated activity led
to more competition over these development aid rents.
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citizens developed different kind of informal or customary brokers for
separate segments of society (Krishna 2011), with some relying heavily on
informal panchayats (customary village councils) to fulfil this role (Ananth
Pur 2007).

Engaging customary authority in authoritarian settings:
USAID’s Mahalla Initiative Program in Uzbekistan
The United States Agency for International Development
(USAID) developed an innovative bridging programme that
attempted to link customary authority in the form of urban
mahallas (neighbourhood associations) with emerging local
non-governmental organisations. The project sought to help
build nascent civil society in newly independent post-Soviet
Uzbekistan. It provided trainings and small grants to NGOs to
implement small-scale projects in mahallas, working with
customary leaders and citizens.
The project sought to ensure that mahallas, which were
incorporated into government under the new law on local selfgovernance, remained a source of vibrant civic advocacy that
could link citizens to one another as well as to local service
providers (Stevens 2005). USAID gave grants to mahallas that
partnered with local NGOs after going through a participatory
community appraisal that required community members, both
men and women, to collectively discuss issues of common
concern. The participatory approach in mahallas was novel, as
citizens had never been exposed to these kinds of project
implementation methods. Initially, this partnership with
customary governance appeared to be a success.
After only a few years of implementation, however, USAID
closed the programme. The problem was that the government
eventually co-opted the mahallas – not only for purposes of
welfare provision, but also for social control. Government
appointed mahalla leaders, and individuals within the mahallas
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were tasked to coordinate with local security services and spy
on citizens (Human Rights Watch 2003). The Mahalla Initiative
Program had been designed at a time when donors anticipated
that Uzbekistan would transition to democracy, but Uzbekistan
soon became one of the world’s most authoritarian regimes.
Rather than allow the mahallas to perform legitimate functions,
the government sought to use them to extend its authoritarian
reach in very brutal ways. In many communities, parallel,
informal mahallas emerged alongside the state-controlled ones
(Rasanayagam 2011). Overall, however, government control
undermined social trust within the mahallas and weakened
their ability to provide communities with social capital (Sievers
2002).
This case illustrates one way in which the development
community can engage with customary authority. When
mahallas were relatively autonomous, the project was
successful. But when the government sought to formalise
mahallas and limit their scope of activity, donor projects ceased,
as these bodies were no longer part of civil society but instead
became an arm of a coercive state. This example illustrates the
risks of engaging customary authority in authoritarian
environments.

Monitoring capacity
CDD programmes are more resilient to corruption and capture if there is
potential for the internal monitoring of community behaviour. In many
development settings, the ability of either the state or donor agencies to
provide this oversight is restricted. In contrast, as the heart of their
communities, customary authorities have the capacity to gather information
by mobilising people and organising meetings (Eggen 2011, 320).
Compared to NGOs, their long-term time horizons can make them a more
credible source of oversight, and they are often better aware than outsiders
of the immediate issues facing communities. This monitoring role can be
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historically embedded. Throughout Central Asia and Iran, communities long
relied on community-appointed individuals, called mirabs, a form of
customary authority responsible for monitoring water usage among
communities. Mirabs are still active in parts of Afghanistan and Tajikistan.
They receive incentives, such as a portion of each household’s harvest, in
return for equitable monitoring of water resources (Thomas and Ahmad
2009).
Customary authorities may also have ‘monitoring power’ – that is, the social
standing to prevent misconduct from occurring again. Eggen (2011), for
example, describes how chiefs in Malawi exercise a great deal of
monitoring power, a capacity they put to use to ensure that the
implementation of an agricultural subsidisation programme benefited the
local community. Such monitoring power may give customary authorities an
advantage in comparison to some NGOs and other civil society actors, who
may not be sufficiently embedded in communities, may not be trusted, or
may have weak capacity to effect changes in behaviour (Platteau and
Gaspart 2003).

Building up anti-corruption norms
Another role customary authority can play is that of persuading citizens of
the negative effects of corruption – in other words, building up a normative
constraint against corruption that can raise the social and political costs of
engaging in corrupt behaviour (Mungiu-Pippidi 2015). Norms are the
unwritten rules and expectations that define how people should behave.
They are important because they indicate what actions are approved or
disapproved of, which in turn influences how people behave as members of
a society and how they choose to act in different situations (Bicchieri 2016).
Norms can change, however, and theorists identify ‘trendsetters’ as
important in shaping new practices in society. Trendsetters are ‘first
movers,’ breaking free from established norms in a way that can inspire
others to follow suit (Bicchieri 2016).
Studies have not found strong evidence that conventional anti-corruption
campaigns using, for example, billboards or television advertisements have
been effective in changing norms around corruption. Awareness-raising
messages may even backfire, as heightening awareness that corruption is
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widespread may reduce citizens’ willingness to get involved in countering it
(Peiffer 2017). In the absence of effective channels for persuasion,
customary leaders can play a role in promoting new behaviours, though this
role needs to be determined on a case-by-case basis to ensure that customary
leaders are not proponents of reactionary norms.
Customary leaders are already playing a positive role in changing norms on
certain other issues. They have sometimes been included in strategies to
challenge cultural practices that discriminate against women and children,
for example. A comparative study of child marriage reform in Sudan and
Zambia found that the decision to include traditional leaders in a
comprehensive campaign was an effective means of avoiding countermobilisation against child marriage reform. Customary leaders gained a
sense of ownership over the policy and received training to increase their
understanding of how child marriage contributes to school dropout rates
(Muriaas, Tønnessen, and Wang forthcoming).

‘It takes a female chief’ in Malawi
A survey experiment in Malawi found that customary
authorities can play a central role in persuading community
members to favour protection of human rights (Muriaas,
Tønnessen, and Wang forthcoming). The researchers randomly
assigned 1,381 respondents either to a control group or to one
of four treatment groups that received positive messages about
child marriage reform from a female or male customary leader
or member of parliament. The survey allowed the research
team to examine the impact of authority type (customary or
elected) and authority gender (male or female) on citizens’
support for human rights reforms linked to women’s rights. The
survey revealed that the female customary authority was the
most effective endorser of child marriage laws among the four
types of leaders included in the experiment. All the other
endorsements produced a backfire effect – a decline in support
for the law relative to the control group, which heard no
endorsement at all.
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The authors argue that female customary leaders’ overall
effectiveness is linked to the public’s high level of trust in
traditional authorities, coupled with women’s stereotyped
competence in the area of women’s rights. The results suggest
the potential of customary leaders to act as ‘trendsetters’ or
‘norm entrepreneurs’ in other policy advocacy areas. However,
the authors emphasise that this potential should be assessed on
a case-by-case basis: the effect of messengers could vary not
only across cases, according to citizens’ trust in state and
traditional institutions, but also across policy domains, given
their link to stereotypically male or female competencies.

Assessing the quality of customary
governance
Although there has been a renewed interest in customary authority in recent
years, there has been little effort to explain why customary governance
serves as a barrier against corruption and capture in some instances but not
in others. To address this, we turned to the vast literature that engages
customary authority and questions of governance to develop a set of
variables that help clarify the conditions under which customary authority is
associated with improved resilience against corruption and capture. These
variables are:
•
•
•
•

Degree of autonomy
Constraints on decision makers
Inclusive decision making
Enforcement and sanctioning
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These variables refer primarily to organisational characteristics rather than
to broader contextual or structural factors.9 The assumption is that
customary authorities and the communities they govern are characterised
less by territory or geography and much more by the rules and institutions
they live by (Agrawal and Gibson 1999). To best assess the potential and
risks associated with greater reliance on customary authorities, it is
important to unpack the rules governing such authority to see whether they
are more or less likely to foster resilience against corruption. When
customary authority performs poorly across these dimensions, there may be
opportunities to create new forms of governance.
When a customary authority possesses a high value on each of these
characteristics, we argue, it is more likely to be a good partner than if the
values are low, as it is the confluence of the indicators that produces
customary authority with lower risks of corruption and capture. We provide
guidance as to how development practitioners might go about measuring the
presence of these conditions as they relate to customary governance.

9. It is difficult to discern a clear correlation betweenmost contextual variables and the
quality of customary governance. For example, we cannot say for certain whether customary
authorities tend to operate more effectively in democracies or non-democracies. If
democratic institutions are strong, there may be little need for customary arrangements. On
the other hand, customary authority can be a strong complement to democratic institutions
(Logan 2009, 2013). In authoritarian regimes, customary authority may not be able to
operate effectively because its leaders and citizens are repressed. Another variable, state
capacity, is strongly correlated with economic development. In countries with high levels of
state capacity, we anticipate a low demand and a small political space for customary
authority. International donors rarely work or engage in countries with high levels of state
capacity and development, so many of the issues dealt with in this paper will not apply to
those contexts.
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Autonomy and self-government
By ‘autonomy’ we mean the ability of customary authorities to govern
themselves without interference from governments or other external societal
actors, such as militias or political parties, that may seek to exert control. In
practice, this means that governments recognise an autonomous space
within which customary authorities can operate. Organisations that are
autonomous and independent from third-party influence will be better
positioned to serve the needs of their constituents (Fukuyama 2013; Evans
1995). Scholars who have examined the provision of public goods by
communities emphasise the importance of government recognition of
communities/customary authority as a factor that allows them to be effective
in their work (Ostrom 1990; Oomen 2000). When customary authorities lose
this autonomy, we expect them to lose some of their capacity to govern
effectively.10
Autonomy is a double-edged sword. On the one hand, it enhances the
legitimacy of customary authority. On the other hand, the ability of
customary organisations to make their own rules, which may contradict
those of the state, can lead to conflict or undermine the very values that
international donors seek to promote. For this reason, autonomy alone will
not yield customary authority that is a good partner for development
practitioners. It must be coupled with inclusive decision-making procedures
and governed by constraints, as discussed below.
In some instances, governments can formally recognise the authority of
customary governance to operate autonomously without interference from
the state. In the autonomous province of Somaliland, clan elders were made
part of the constitutional system because they could secure local order and
facilitate development in places where the state could not. Customary
authority plays a formal role in Somaliland, but its internal rules are
determined from within and not by third parties.
The autonomy of customary organisations is undermined when the state
seeks to co-opt such authority by, for example, offering salaries, honoraria,
land tenure rights, loans, and other financial incentives, mostly to customary
10. In this way, autonomy of customary authority differs from bureaucratic autonomy, which
Fukuyama (2013) argues is critical to improving the ability of governments to provide public
goods. He argues that some degree of bureaucratic autonomy is good, but too much can be
state-destroying because when there is no accountability to the centre, officials will not
implement programmes or abide by important rules established by the state.
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leaders.Such state intrusion into customary matters is often a relic of
colonial rule (Muriaas 2009, 2011). In South Africa, government
intervention in customary relations has led to a deepening mistrust between
customary leaders and citizens. In other countries, formal recognition of
customary authority has damaged the internal legitimacy of these
organisations, weakening democracy at the local level (Buur and Kyed
2006).
Russian colonisation and subsequent Soviet rule created Uzbekistan and
Tajikistan as modern political entities. Urban and rural communities in both
countries are made up of mahallas (neighbourhoods). In Uzbekistan, the
post-Soviet government took effective decision making regarding mahalla
leadership away from communities, giving district government officials a
say in determining who could serve as mahalla leaders (Sievers 2002, 100).
In Tajikistan, these organisations have had much more autonomy and appear
more involved in providing public goods and services and dealing with
citizen grievances than in Uzbekistan. It is this autonomy from the state that
lends them legitimacy.
Practical indicators: How do we know whether customary authority is
autonomous or not?
• Relationship with the government:
Do customary authorities have obligations to the government?
Are they formalised?
Do customary leaders receive a government salary or stipend?
• Relationship with donors:
To what extent do customary leaders depend on donor organisations for
funding and support of their initiatives?
• Relationship with local militias:
Have warlords or local militias tried to appoint heads of customary
councils or assert their own customary leaders?
• Community relationships:
Do customary authorities have the ability to make decisions on their
own without consulting other organisations?
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Constraints on decision makers
The most important internal characteristic that influences the quality of
customary governance is constraints on decision makers. In any context,
constraints on political leaders are key to improving governance outcomes
(Hanson 2014; Tsebelis 2002). Just as in the formal sphere, customary
authority is less likely to be corrupt when it is held in check by institutions –
that is, by the rules, often unwritten, that shape how customary authority
behaves.
There are many different kinds of constraints that can limit the authority of
local leaders. Community-imposed limits on length of service of individual
leaders are a particularly important example.
Although conventional wisdom suggests that customary leadership is
hereditary and leaders serve for life, this is not always the case. There is
enormous variation in the way leaders are selected, and in whether and how
they can be removed by citizens. In some instances, customary leaders come
to power through community consensus. Customary leaders can also be
constrained by the threat of removal if they do not perform their duties
responsibly (Oomen 2000; Van Kessel and Oomen 1997).The threat of
losing power is an important constraint that mediates the behaviour of
leaders. Another kind of constraint can involve a separation of powers at the
local level. In other words, there may be multiple customary actors in the
same space who can check the power of an individual leader. This is often
the case in Muslim-majority countries, where religious leaders can play an
important role in mediating and limiting the ability of customary leaders to
act without repudiation. In some settings, local customary councils of elders
or other local leaders serve to limit the power of an individual leader. When
individual customary leaders are constrained by multiple checks on their
power, they will be better partners for CDD activities.
For example, customary organisations in rural Afghanistan are not
monolithic actors. They are effective in governance because customary
authority consists of multiple actors – customary councils, village-appointed
leaders, and religious leaders. Multiple organisations operating in the same
space create an informal set of checks and balances. To many Afghans,
constraints on customary authority are more effective than those on formal
state officials. For these reasons, these organisations “remain an important
source of public goods in the countryside because they are characterised by
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a set of institutional constraints that yield legitimacy. This legitimacy yields
capacity” (Murtazashvili 2016b, 248).
These accountability mechanisms cannot be assumed; rather, they are an
important variable in the calculus of customary governance. In some
situations, customary authorities behave as “despots” (Mamdani 1996) or as
if they “own the people” (Muriaas 2011, 92), because they have no internal
constraints on their authority.The lack of constraints gives local leaders carte
blanche to engage in behaviour that is at best unpredictable and at worst,
predatory.
Practical indicators: How do we know whether customary authorities are
constrained or not?
• Are community-based criteria used to select customary leaders? If so,
are these criteria based on competence or simply on status/wealth/
lineage (although these two factors are often intertwined)?
• Are procedures available that allow for the removal of customary
leaders?
• Does customary authority consist of one monolithic decision maker or
are there multiple players and organisations that limit the power of
individual customary leaders? For example, is there a local customary
council that exists alongside a customary leader?
• Do religious authorities play a role in checking the authority of
customary leaders?

Autonomy and institutional constraints influence quality of
customary governance in Sierra Leone
In Sierra Leone, customary authority has become heavily
intertwined with the formal government. People living in
chiefdoms have complained that politicians and bureaucrats
place their own allies in positions of authority in chiefdoms in
order to take advantage of local resources (Fanthorpe 2005,
40). This was especially true in the run-up to the civil war in the
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1980s, when government officials tried to stack chiefdoms with
their agents.
Government interference damaged the chiefdoms’ internal
constraints that helped produce public goods. Acemoglu, Reed,
and Robinson (2014) found that reduced political competition
among chiefs yields worse development outcomes across a
wide range of sectors. They measure political competition
among chiefs by the number of ruling families within a single
constituency. Without checks on their authority, these lessconstrained chiefs are emboldened to take part in predatory
behaviour through control of land, taxation, regulation, and the
judiciary. Not only does the lack of constraints hurt
development, it also fosters patron-client relations, locking
citizens into a dependency relationship with local chiefs.
The writers explain this reduction in political competition by
suggesting that British-promulgated indirect rule undermined
existing checks on chiefly authority, especially pre-existing
norms that allowed citizens to appeal rulings. Colonial
authorities empowered chiefs as local government authorities,
reifying a hierarchical system of paramount chiefs, sub-chiefs,
and headmen. Not only did the British formalise a hierarchical
system, they also gave preference to ruling families. Prior to
colonisation, the number of families that had legitimacy to rule
chiefdoms was variable; after colonisation it became almost
fixed.

Inclusive decision-making procedures
Decision-making procedures also vary in inclusiveness. As with any
political organisation – formal or informal – when decision-making
processes within customary organisations are inclusive, they yield greater
transparency. As discussed previously, structural characteristics of
customary authorities will have an important bearing on their decision-
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making procedures. For example, organisations that are egalitarian will be
more likely to have inclusive decision-making procedures than those that
are hierarchically organised. However, this does not mean that hierarchically
organised authorities can never have inclusive procedures; such procedures
are simply more likely to be found in egalitarian systems, which by
definition feature participation by most segments of society.
Norms underpinning customary authority also matter; they can be inclusive
or exclusive. Attitudes towards gender are particularly important. Though
some customary leaders are women, this is not common – and customary
authorities often exclude women (Steegstra 2009; Eisenstadt 2007). Norms
of customary governance sometimes also exclude significant segments of
the population, such as young people and minorities (Rangan and Gilmartin
2002). The most powerful critiques of customary governance point to its
inability to include these groups in decision making (see also the section on
enforcement and sanctioning, below).

An example of inclusive decision making: Usos in Mexico
In Mexico, a 2004 constitutional reform allowed communities
to decide for themselves how they would select local
governments. They could utilise traditional forms of
governance, or they could rely on government-provided
institutions and elected political parties.Analysis of this reform
by Diaz-Cayeros et al. (2014) shows that provision of public
goods in municipalities that chose to be governed by customary
authority improved vis-à-vis those jurisdictions that relied on
political parties. Specifically, they found that electricity,
education, and sewerage services all improved under traditional
leaders. They argue that traditional arrangements are not
“authoritarian enclaves manufactured” to protect interests of
political parties, as they have sometimes been depicted (2014,
83). Rather, public goods increased under traditional
governance because this form of authority facilitated enhanced
forms of participation in local politics. Municipalities that are
governed by usos are more likely to hold open council meetings
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featuring citizen participation in decision making. Improved
public goods resulted from enhanced collective decisionmaking practices within customary authority.

Practical indicators: How do we know whether customary organisations
have inclusive decision-making procedures?
• Do members of every household participate in customary decisionmaking processes, or is participation limited to just a few families?
• Do customary bodies hold frequent meetings? Are these meetings well
known and publicised to all households in a community?
• Are rules and procedures that govern decision making common
knowledge to community members, or are decisions made in an
arbitrary and ad hoc fashion?

Enforcement and sanctioning
To provide public goods effectively, customary organisations need the
ability to enforce rules that community members have agreed upon and
sanction those who have violated them (Cammack 2011). This ability to
enforce a set of sanctions yields a kind of quasi-voluntary compliance, in
which most citizens will abide by the rules (Levi 1989).
There is a vast literature detailing the role that customary authorities play in
monitoring and enforcing management of natural resources (Bannon and
Collier 2003; Russell and Dobson 2011). Self-governing groups, including
customary authorities, that possess monitoring capacity are better able to
manage common-pool and natural resources (Ostrom 1990). Using a large
data set from 12 countries, Gibson, Williams, and Ostrom (2005) found that
both local monitoring and rules enforcement by community groups
positively correlated to the condition of forests. Customary authorities play
an important role in managing natural resources throughout much of the
developing world, and their ability to monitor behaviour and punish rule
breakers helps explain why they are effective. When customary authorities
lack these attributes, they will be less likely to provide services and less able
to improve governance outcomes.
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Enforcement and sanctioning are the teeth that ensure compliance with
rules. Although enforcement is often necessary for rules to matter,
development practitioners must be wary of the kinds of punishments
supported by customary authorities. Customary norms in this area are often
in violation of human rights and other international norms, and punishments
meted out by these authorities have given them a reputation as not
complying with human rights norms. For example, in Pakistan a village
panchayat ordered the rape of a teenage girl in retaliation for her brother’s
rape of another girl in the same community. Both families consented to the
punitive rape before it was carried out (Schmidt 2017). Such brutalising
punishments are not uncommon, and they are often found in areas related to
criminal activity and personal or family law. But not all customary
authorities use sanctions as harsh as those in the Pakistani case. Ostrom
(1990) found that the most effective local organisations have a set of
graduated sanctions to punish those who violate agreed-upon rules.
Practical indicators: How do we know whether customary authorities have
enforcement and sanctioning capacity?
• Are there well-known rules in place enforced by sanctions?
• Are sanctions graduated?
• What sanctions are used by communities (physical punishment, revenge,
financial compensation, ostracism)?
• Are appeal processes available to those accused of violations?

Advice for donors and practitioners
In sum, customary organisations that are autonomous and self-governing,
possess internal constraints on decision makers, have inclusive decisionmaking procedures, and possess the ability to monitor and enforce rules are
more to likely to improve governance outcomes. Absent these
characteristics, they may be predatory. So, what should donors and
practitioners do?

Gather information on customary authority
If donors first open the ‘black box’ of customary organisations and
understand the rules that govern them before designing interventions in
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places where such authority is present, they may be more likely to succeed.
Exploring the institutional dimensions of customary authority will allow
policymakers to avoid common pitfalls, such as assuming that customary
authority is more hierarchical than it is or that it fails to represent citizen
interests. Such analysis will help intervenors avoid terms often used to
discuss customary leadership, such as ‘headmen’ or ‘chiefs’, which may
lead to a fundamental misdiagnosis of local conditions.

Interventions in places with customary organisations
may be more likely to succeed if donors first
understand the rules that govern them.

Institutional analysis can be done by local survey firms that can undertake
qualitative as well as quantitative surveys of local institutions. Donors
should not hesitate to work with academics who focus on local politics in
order to better understand the role these organisations play in a wide range
of areas. Donors should be willing to collect diverse perspectives regarding
opportunities for partnership with customary leaders.
Donors need to be cautious in how they elicit information about customary
authority. With the persistence of aid programmes around the world,
individuals engaging with donors are conditioned to a kind of desirability
bias, often telling them what they think the donors want to hear (Fanthorpe
2005, 40). This also applies to the role of traditional authorities, which are
not always in conformity with donor ideas and intentions.
It is important to work with customary governance to identify the policies
that are most likely to accomplish development objectives. Development is
not just an implementation problem; it is also a knowledge problem. Donors
need to identify the policies that are most appropriate and most likely to
succeed in each local context. Customary governance can be an important
source of such information.
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Exercise caution when introducing new
organisations at the community level
Most development agencies, especially in the areas of democracy promotion
and governance, have been uncomfortable working with customary
authority to address corruption. Instead, many donors prefer to establish
their own community-based organisations that are intended to work around
customary authority. Donors are often keen to introduce new communitybased organisations because they provide a kind of uniformity that
customary organisations often lack. They are also directly accountable to
donor agencies, which is important because aid agencies must account to
taxpayers in their home countries for how funds are spent. Yet there is
enormous risk in creating new organisations. Foremost among them are the
lack of trust and short time horizons that may make these new bodies less
resilient to corruption.

Come to terms with ‘incoherence’ and be wary of
formalisation
By its very nature, customary authority is neither homogenous nor formal.
The degree of legitimacy and the capacity of customary organisations vary
from community to community. Though accountability and transparency
should be encouraged, standardised log frames or templates for relations
with customary authorities are unlikely to provide the flexibility required to
cope with diversity. Moreover, formalised administrative requirements –
requiring customary organisations to register as local associations, for
example – will be unlikely to enhance their legitimacy. When customary
authority is governed well, it is usually because it is legitimate and
accountable to citizens. Historically, indirect rule by colonial powers
illustrates this point. Through stipends, benefits, and promises of political
support, external control fundamentally altered political accountability
structures within customary organisations.
Donors today should avoid repeating these errors by entering communities
with promises of public goods and offers of support for customary leaders
who agree to implement their latest community-based development project.
Instead, donors should take a diagnostic approach and actively study the
contours of all local organisations, including customary authority, in areas
where they seek to engage.

34

U4 ISSUE 2018:3

References
Acemoglu, Daron, Tristan Reed, and James A. Robinson. 2014. Chiefs:
Economic development and elite control of civil society in Sierra Leone.
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/674988. Journal of
Political Economy 122 (2): 319–68.
Agrawal, Arun, and Clark C. Gibson. 1999. Enchantment and
disenchantment: The role of community in natural resource conservation.
World Development 27 (4): 629–49.
Ananth Pur, Kripa. 2007. Rivalry or synergy? Formal and informal local
governance in rural India.. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/
j.1467-7660.2007.00417.x Development and Change 38 (3): 401–21.
Ananth Pur, Kripa, and Mick Moore. 2010. Ambiguous institutions:
Traditional governance and local democracy in rural South India.
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00220380903002921.
Journal of Development Studies 46 (4): 603–23. .
Arcand, Jean-Louis, and Marcel Fafchamps. 2012. Matching in communitybased organizations. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2011.07.002. Journal
of Development Economics 98 (2): 203–19. .
Baczko, Adam. 2016. Legal rule and tribal politics: The US Army and the
Taliban in Afghanistan. https://doi.org/10.1111/dech.12276 (2001–13).
Development and Change 47 (6): 1412–33.
Bannon, Ian, and Paul Collier, eds. 2003. Natural resources and violent
conflict. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/15047.
Washington, DC: World Bank.
Bardhan, Pranab. 2002. Decentralization of governance and development.
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/
4981667_Decentralization_of_Governance_and_Development. Journal of
Economic Perspectives 16 (4): 185–205.

35

U4 ISSUE 2018:3

Bardhan, Pranab, and Dilip Mookherjee. 2001. Corruption and
decentralization of infrastructure delivery in developing countries..
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/
5059376_Corruption_and_Decentralization_of_Infrastructure_Delivery_in_
Developing_Countries Working Paper, University of California, Berkeley.
Bardhan, Pranab, and Dilip Mookherjee, eds. 2006. Decentralization and
local governance in developing countries: A comparative perspective.
https://mitpress.mit.edu/books/decentralization-and-local-governancedeveloping-countries. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Beath, Andrew, Fotini Christia, and Ruben Enikolopov. 2013. Do elected
councils improve governance? Experimental evidence on local institutions
in Afghanistan. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=2202563. MIT Political Science Department
Research Paper 2013-24. .
Berkowitz, Daniel, Katharina Pistor, and Jean-Francois Richard. 2003. The
transplant effect. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/
269477694_The_Transplant_Effect. American Journal of Comparative Law
51 (1): 163–203.
Bicchieri, Cristina. 2016. Norms in the wild: How to diagnose, measure, and
change social norms. https://global.oup.com/academic/product/norms-inthe-wild-9780190622053?cc=no&lang=en&. New York: Oxford University
Press.
Boege, Volker, Anne Brown, Kevin Clements, and Anna Nolan. 2008. On
hybrid political orders and emerging states: State formation in the context of
“fragility”. http://edoc.vifapol.de/opus/volltexte/2011/2595/.
Bratton, Michael, and E. Gyimah-Boadi. 2016. Do trustworthy institutions
matter for development? Corruption, trust, and government performance in
Africa. http://afrobarometer.org/publications/ad112-do-trustworthyinstitutions-matter-development-corruption-trust-and-government.
Afrobarometer Dispatch 112.
Brick, Jennifer. 2008. Final report: Investigating the sustainability of
community development councils in Afghanistan.
http://jen.murtazashvili.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/CDC-

36

U4 ISSUE 2018:3

Sustainability-Final-Report-AREU-FINAL.pdf. (PDF) Kabul: Afghanistan
Research and Evaluation Unit.
Cammack, Diana. 2011. Local governance and public goods in Malawi.
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1759-5436.2011.00210.x.
IDS Bulletin 42 (2): 43–52.
Chambers, Robert. 1983. Rural development: Putting the last first.
https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/handle/123456789/178. New York:
Routledge.
———. 1994. The origins and practice of participatory rural appraisal.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0305750X94901414.
World Development 22 (7): 953–69.
Cielewska, Anna. 2015. Community, the state and development assistance:
Transforming the mahalla in Tajikistan. http://lubimyczytac.pl/ksiazka/
4805049/community-the-state-and-development-assistance-transformingthe-mahalla-in-tajikistan. Kraków: Ksiegarnia Akademicka.
Clayton, Amanda, Jennifer Noveck, and Margaret Levi. 2015. When elites
meet: Decentralization, power-sharing, and public goods provision in postconflict Sierra Leone. http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/
640411468187792482/When-elites-meet-decentralization-power-sharingand-public-goods-provision-in-post-conflict-Sierra-Leone. Policy Research
Working Paper WPS7335. World Bank: Washington, DC.
Comaroff, John L., and Jean Comaroff, eds. 2018. The politics of custom:
Chiefship, capital, and the state in contemporary Africa.
http://press.uchicago.edu/ucp/books/book/chicago/P/bo27664545.html.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Dadabaev, Timur. 2013. Community life, memory and a changing nature of
mahalla identity in Uzbekistan. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euras.2013.03.008.
Journal of Eurasian Studies 4 (2): 191–96.
Dasgupta, Aniruddha, and Victoria A. Beard. 2007. Community driven
development, collective action and elite capture in Indonesia. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1467-7660.2007.00410.x. Development and Change 38 (2):
229–49.

37

U4 ISSUE 2018:3

Demsetz, Harold. 1969. Information and efficiency: Another viewpoint.
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/466657. Journal of Law
and Economics 12 (1): 1–22.
Denney, Lisa, Richard Mallett, and Matthew Benson. 2017. Service delivery
and state capacity: Findings from the Secure Livelihoods Research
Consortium. https://securelivelihoods.org/publication/service-delivery-andstate-capacity-findings-from-the-secure-livelihoods-research-consortium/.
London: Overseas Development Institute.
Díaz-Cayeros, Alberto, Beatriz Magaloni, and Alexander Ruiz-Euler. 2014.
Traditional governance, citizen engagement, and local public goods:
Evidence from Mexico. https://esoc.princeton.edu/files/traditionalgovernance-citizen-engagement-and-local-public-goods-evidence-mexico.
World Development 53: 80–93.
Dresch, Paul. 1994. Tribes, government, and history in Yemen.
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/tribes-government-and-history-inyemen-9780198277903?cc=no&lang=en&. New York: Oxford University
Press.
Eggen, Øyvind. 2011. Chiefs and everyday governance: Parallel state
organisations in Malawi. https://doi.org/10.1080/03057070.2011.579436.
Journal of Southern African Studies 37 (2): 313–31.
Ensminger, Jean. 2017. Corruption in community-driven development: A
Kenyan case study with insights from Indonesia. https://www.u4.no/
publications/corruption-in-community-driven-development-a-kenyan-casestudy-with-insights-from-indonesia/. U4 Issue 2017:9. Bergen: U4 AntiCorruption Resource Centre.
Evans, Peter. 1995. Embedded autonomy: States and industrial
transformation. https://press.princeton.edu/titles/5690.html. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.
Fanthorpe, R. 2005. On the limits of liberal peace: Chiefs and democratic
decentralization in post-war Sierra Leone. https://doi.org/10.1093/afraf/
adi091. African Affairs 105 (418): 27–49.

38

U4 ISSUE 2018:3

Fritzen, Scott A. 2007. Can the design of community-driven development
reduce the risk of elite capture? Evidence from Indonesia. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.worlddev.2007.05.001. World Development 35 (8): 1359–75. .
Fukuyama, Francis. 2013. What is governance.
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/gove.12035? Governance 26
(3): 347–68.
Gibson, Clark C., Krister Andersson, Elinor Ostrom, and Sujai Shivakumar.
2005. The Samaritan’s dilemma: The political economy of development aid.
http://www.oxfordscholarship.com/view/10.1093/0199278857.001.0001/
acprof-9780199278855. New York: Oxford University Press.
Gibson, Clark C., John T. Williams, and Elinor Ostrom. 2005. Local
enforcement and better forests. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.worlddev.2004.07.013. World Development 33 (2): 273–84.
Glatzer, Bernt. 2002. The Pashtun tribal system. http://afghanic.de/images/
Whatiswhat/tribal_system.pdf (PDF). In Concept of tribal society, edited by
G. Pfeffer and D. K. Behera, 265–82. New Dehli: Concept.
Hanson, Jonathan K. 2014. Forging then taming Leviathan: State capacity,
constraints on rulers, and development. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03057070.2011.579436. International Studies Quarterly 58 (2): 380–92.
Herbst, Jeffrey. 2000. States and power in Africa: Comparative lessons in
authority and control. https://press.princeton.edu/titles/10355.html.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Hirschman, Albert O. 1984. Getting ahead collectively: Grassroots
experiences in Latin America. https://www.elsevier.com/books/gettingahead-collectively/hirschman/978-0-08-031616-1. New York: Pergamon.
Holzinger, Katharina, Florian G. Kern, and Daniela Kromrey. 2016a. The
dualism of contemporary traditional governance and the state: Institutional
setups and political consequences. http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/
10.1177/1065912916648013?journalCode=prqb. Political Research
Quarterly 69 (3): 469–81.

39

U4 ISSUE 2018:3

Human Rights Watch. 2003. Uzbekistan, from house to house: Abuses by
mahalla committees. https://www.hrw.org/reports/2003/uzbekistan0903/
index.htm. New York: Human Rights Watch.
Huntington, Samuel. 1991. The third wave: Democratization in the late
twentieth century. https://books.google.no/
books?id=6REC58gdt2sC&printsec=frontcover&hl=no#v=onepage&q&f=f
alse. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press.
Johnsøn, Jesper Stenberg. 2015. The basics of corruption risk management:
A framework for decision making and integration into the project cycles.
https://www.u4.no/publications/the-basics-of-corruption-risk-managementa-framework-for-decision-making-and-integration-into-the-project-cycles/.
U4 Issue 2015:18. Bergen: U4 Anti-corruption Resource Centre.
Kamp, Marianne. 2003. Between women and the state: Mahalla committees
and social welfare in Uzbekistan. In The transformation of Central Asia:
States and societies from Soviet rule to independence.
http://www.cornellpress.cornell.edu/book/?GCOI=80140100065630, edited
by Pauline Jones Luong, 29–58. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Kilcullen, David. 2009. The accidental guerrilla: Fighting small wars in the
midst of a big one. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/
09592318.2012.632871?journalCode=fswi20. New York: Oxford University
Press.
Krishna, Anirudh. 2011. Gaining access to public services and the
democratic state in India: Institutions in the middle. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12116-010-9080-x. Studies in Comparative International Development 46
(1): 98–117.
Lerner, Daniel. 1958. The passing of traditional society: Modernizing the
Middle East. https://academic.oup.com/ahr/article-abstract/64/3/660/
96391?redirectedFrom=fulltext. Glencoe, IL: Free Press.
Levi, Margaret. 1989. Of rule and revenue. https://www.ucpress.edu/book/
9780520067509/of-rule-and-revenue. Berkeley: University of California
Press.

40

U4 ISSUE 2018:3

Linz, Juan J. 2000. Totalitarian and authoritarian regimes.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/25798538?se. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner.
Logan, Carolyn. 2009. Selected chiefs, elected councillors and hybrid
democrats: Popular perspectives on the co-existence of democracy and
traditional authority. https://www.cambridge.org/core/services/aopcambridge-core/content/view/S0022278X08003674. Journal of Modern
African Studies 47 (1): 101–28.
———. 2013. The roots of resilience: Exploring popular support for
African traditional authorities. https://academic.oup.com/afraf/article/112/
448/353/124493. African Affairs 112 (448): 353–76.
Lynch, Marc. 2011. Explaining the Awakening: Engagement, publicity, and
the transformation of Iraqi Sunni political attitudes.
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09636412.2011.549017.
Security Studies 20 (1): 36–72.
Mamdani, Mahmood. 1996. Citizen and subject: Contemporary Africa and
the legacy of late colonialism. https://press.princeton.edu/titles/11315.html.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Mansuri, Ghazala, and Vijayendra Rao. 2013. Localizing development:
Does participation work?. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/
10986/11859 Washington, DC: World Bank.
Martens, Bertin, Uwe Mummert, Peter Murrell, Paul Seabright, and Elinor
Ostrom. 2002. The institutional economics of foreign aid.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/the-institutional-economics-offoreign-aid/B57BCB5A0B0E302A66BED4906F88CD88. New York:
Cambridge University Press.
Menkhaus, Ken. 2007. Governance without government in Somalia:
Spoilers, state building, and the politics of coping.
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/
249564774_Governance_Without_Government_in_Somalia_Spoilers_State
_Building_and_the_Politics_of_Coping. International Security 31 (3):
74–106.

41

U4 ISSUE 2018:3

Mohmand, Shandana Khan. 2016. Informal local governance institutions:
What they do and why they matter. http://www.ids.ac.uk/publication/
informal-local-governance-institutions-what-they-do-and-why-they-matter.
Brighton, UK: Communications and Engagement Unit, Institute of
Development Studies.
Mungiu-Pippidi, Alina. 2015. The quest for good governance.
http://www.worldcat.org/title/quest-for-good-governance-how-societiesdevelop-control-of-corruption/oclc/923468910. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Muriaas, Ragnhild L. 2009. Local perspectives on the “neutrality” of
traditional authorities in Malawi, South Africa and Uganda. https://doi.org/
10.1080/14662040802659389. Commonwealth & Comparative Politics 47
(1): 28–51. .
———. 2011. Traditional institutions and decentralisation: A typology of
co-existence in Sub-Saharan Africa. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/
10.1080/08039410.2010.521574. Forum for Development Studies 38 (1):
87–107.
Muriaas, Ragnhild Louise, Liv Tønnessen, and Vibeke Wang. Forthcoming.
“Counter-mobilization against child marriage reform in Africa..
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/
0032321717742859?platform=hootsuite&journalCode=psxa” Political
Studies. First published online 1 December 2017.
Murtazashvili, Jennifer. 2014. Informal federalism: Self-governance and
power sharing in Afghanistan. https://ideas.repec.org/a/oup/publus/
v44y2014i2p324-343..html. Publius 44 (2): 324–43.
———. 2016a. Assessment of local governance in Tajikistan. Washington,
DC: USAID.
———. 2016b. Informal order and the state in Afghanistan. New York:
Cambridge University Press.
Olson, Mancur. 1993. Dictatorship, democracy, and development. American
Political Science Review 87 (3): 567–76.

42

U4 ISSUE 2018:3

Oomen, Barbara. 2000. “We must now go back to our history”:
Retraditionalisation in a Northern Province chieftaincy.
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/713650973. African Studies
59 (1): 71–95.
Ostrom, Elinor. 1990. Governing the commons: The evolution of institutions
for collective action. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Palagashvili, Liya. 2018. African chiefs: Comparative governance under
colonial rule. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-018-0499-3. Public Choice
174 (3–4): 277–300. .
Peiffer, Caryn. 2017. Do anticorruption messages work? Emerging findings
and their relevance for Papua New Guinea. http://publications.dlprog.org/
anticorruptionPNG.pdf. Birmingham: Developmental Leadership Program.
Perreault, Tom. 2008. Custom and contradiction: Rural water governance
and the politics of usos y costumbres in Bolivia’s irrigators’ movemen.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00045600802013502t. Annals of the Association of
American Geographers 98 (4): 834–54.
Platteau, Jean-Philippe. 2009. Information distortion, elite capture, and task
complexity in decentralised development. In Does decentralization enhance
poverty reduction and service delivery?, edited by Ehtisham Ahmad and
Giorgio Brosio, 23–72. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.
Platteau, Jean-Philippe, and Frédéric Gaspart. 2003. The risk of resource
misappropriation in community-driven development. https://doi.org/
10.1016/S0305-750X(03)00138-4. World Development 31 (10): 1687–1703.
Rangan, Haripriya, and Mary Gilmartin. 2002. Gender, traditional authority,
and the politics of rural reform in South Africa. https://doi.org/10.1111/
1467-7660.00273. Development and Change 33 (4): 633–58.
Rasanayagam, Johan. 2011. Islam in post-Soviet Uzbekistan: The morality
of experience. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Reeves, Madeleine. 2017. The Ashar-state: Communal commitment and
state elicitation in rural Kyrgyzstan. In Paradox of power: The logics of

43

U4 ISSUE 2018:3

state weakness in Eurasia, edited by John Heathershaw and Edward Schatz,
216–31. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press.
Rudolph, Lloyd, and Susanne Hoeber Rudolph. 1967. The modernity of
tradition: Political development in India. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.
Russell, Aaron J. M., and Tracy Dobson. 2011. Chiefs as critical partners for
decentralized governance of fisheries: An analysis of co-management case
studies in Malawi. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2010.501432. Society
& Natural Resources 24 (7): 734–50.
Schmeidl, Susanne, and Masood Karokhail. 2009. The role of non-state
actors in “community-based policing”: An exploration of the Arbakai (tribal
police) in south-eastern Afghanistan. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13523260903060193. Contemporary Security Policy 30 (2): 318–42.
Schmidt, Samantha. 2017. 29 arrests ordered in “revenge rape” of Pakistani
girl, police say. https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/morning-mix/wp/
2017/07/27/pakistani-girl-raped-in-revenge-for-a-rape-her-brothercommitted-police-arrest-29-relatives/. Washington Post, 27 July 2017.
Sievers, Eric W. 2002. Uzbekistan’s mahalla: From Soviet to absolutist
residential community associations. Chicago-Kent Journal of International
and Comparative Law 2: 91–158.
Steegstra, Marijke. 2009. Krobo queen mothers: Gender, power, and
contemporary female traditional authority in Ghana. Africa Today 55 (3):
105–23.
Stevens, Daniel. 2005. NGO–mahalla partnerships: Exploring the potential
for state-society synergy in Uzbekistan. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02634930500310360. Central Asian Survey 24 (3): 281–96. .
Thomas, Vincent, and Mujeeb Ahmad. 2009. Historical perspective on the
mirab system: A case study of the Jangharoq Canal, Baghlan. Kabul:
Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit.
Tilly, Charles. 2005. Trust and rule. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

44

U4 ISSUE 2018:3

Tsebelis, George. 2002. Veto players: How political institutions work.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Van Kessel, Ineke, and Barbara Oomen. 1997. “One chief, one vote”: The
revival of traditional authorities in post-apartheid South Africa.
https://academic.oup.com/afraf/article/96/385/561/48840. African Affairs 96
(385): 561–85.
White, C. M. N. 1965. African customary law: The problem of concept and
definition. Journal of African Law 9 (2): 86–89.
World Bank. 2017. Community-driven development.
http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/communitydrivendevelopment#2. 22
September.

45

