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Abstract

Bureaucratic performance depends not only on individual incentives and ability,
but also on beliefs about how others within the organization behave. We examine
whether changing these beliefs through deliberation — an institutional process in
which objective, performance-relevant information about the bureaucracy as a whole
is made public and discussed collectively — can improve performance. We conduct a
randomized controlled trial with municipal administrations in Benin. Using admin-
istrative audit data from 2014 to 2019, we find that deliberation increases municipal
performance by 9 percent of the control mean, with larger effects among municipal-
ities with lower baseline performance. Deliberation also reshapes the organizational
environment: bureaucrats negatively update their beliefs about corruption and rule
enforcement, these beliefs become less dispersed within municipalities, managerial at-
tention shifts toward audit findings and corruption, and interpersonal trust declines.
These results highlight the potential for low-cost institutional changes to improve
bureaucratic performance, while pointing to a fundamental feature of weakly insti-
tutionalized settings: improving performance may come at the cost of disrupting
interpersonal trust and relational arrangements.
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1 Introduction

State capacity, or the ability of governments to design and implement policy, is a cen-

tral determinant of economic development (Besley and Persson, 2009, 2010; Evans, 1995;

Evans and Rauch, 1999; Kohli, 2004). A large literature studies bureaucratic underperfor-

mance by focusing on the role of individual incentives and ability in shaping bureaucratic

behavior.1

While these approaches have generated important insights, they largely operate within

a �xed institutional environment. In practice, bureaucratic behavior is embedded within

organizations, where actions depend on beliefs about how others behave. Underperfor-

mance may therefore persist not only because of hidden action, but because it re�ects

an equilibrium sustained by organizational expectations and informal relational arrange-

ments. This perspective points to a complementary policy lever: modifying institutional

processes, or the �rules of the game,� within organizations as a way to improve perfor-

mance (Callen et al., 2024).

In this paper, we conduct a �eld experiment with municipal bureaucracies in Benin

to test whether changing organizational norms of performance can improve outcomes. In

treated municipalities, we introduce deliberation as an institutional process in which ob-

jective, performance-relevant information about the bureaucracy as a whole, rather than

about individual o�cials, is made public and discussed collectively. We �nd results on

two dimensions. First, deliberation leads to meaningful improvements in municipal per-

formance. Second, these improvements are accompanied by shifts in the organizational

environment within the bureaucracy: bureaucrats negatively update their beliefs about

corruption and rule enforcement, managers hold fewer meetings but discussions shift

toward audit �ndings and corruption, and interpersonal trust declines. These �ndings

highlight the potential for low-cost institutional changes to improve bureaucratic per-

formance, while pointing to a fundamental feature of weakly institutionalized settings:

performance improvements can come at the cost of disrupting trust (Tirole, 1986).

Municipal bureaucrats in Benin play a central role in local governance. They manage

annual budgets totaling approximately 23 billion FCFA (USD 33 million) and are respon-

sible for delivering essential services, including civil registration, water and sanitation,

1There is a large literature on bureaucratic incentives (Banerjee et al., 2012; Callen et al., 2023; Ashraf et
al., 2014; Khan et al., 2016; Bertrand et al., 2019; Khan et al., 2018; Khan, 2025; Dipoppa and Gulzar, 2023;
Deserranno et al., 2025a,b; Brown, 2022; Khan, 2025; Janvry et al., 2023), selection (Moreira and Pérez, 2024;
Dal Bó et al., 2013; Ashraf et al., 2020; Bergeron et al., 2022; Jia et al., 2015; Aman-Rana, 2025; Riaño, 2021;
Fenizia, 2022; Xu, 2018; Agte and Bedoya, 2023), and monitoring and political control (Olken, 2007; Lichand
et al., 2016; Gulzar and Pasquale, 2017; Iyer and Mani, 2012; Akhtari et al., 2022; Dasgupta and Kapur, 2020).
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and local infrastructure such as roads, schools, and health centers. Like many Webe-

rian bureaucracies (Weber, 1922), these bureaucrats operate under weak formal incentive

structures: wages are �xed, dismissal is rare, and promotions are largely seniority-based.

To better understand the organizational environment and relational arrangements

within the bureaucracy, we focus on interpersonal trust and study its relationship with

performance.2 We measure interpersonal trust using a trust index composed of trust

in councilors, o�ce colleagues, colleagues within the same department, and city hall

colleagues. We �nd that higher interpersonal trust is negatively associated with both

municipal audit scores ( � 0•55, ?-value<0.1) and citizen experience with the government

(� 0•53, ?-value=0.14) in the control municipalities. These patterns suggest that in this

setting, stronger interpersonal trust may coexist with weak accountability and low perfor-

mance.

In partnership with the Government of Benin, we conducted a �eld experiment across

20 municipalities (ten treatment and ten control) randomly selected from the country's 77

jurisdictions. The sample spans 8 of the 12 departments in Benin.3

Our intervention was designed around four principles to ensure the deliberation was

credible, inclusive, and conducive to honest re�ection. First, performance data was gener-

ated by an independent third party to prevent participants from dismissing the �ndings as

biased or politically motivated. Second, we employed a standardized 90-minute agenda

to maintain comparability across treatment sites. Third, the sessions were inclusive of all

municipal bureaucrats, with an aim for the information to reach the entire organization

simultaneously. Finally, to foster candid communication the mayor were excluded from

the sessions, and bureaucrats were tasked with guiding the deliberation. This structure

created a protected space for transparent re�ection on organizational de�ciencies with a

lower risk of repercussions from the mayor.

In the treated municipalities three deliberation meetings were held at monthly inter-

vals, beginning in September 2016. 58% of all bureaucrats in the treated municipality

attended at least one of the three sessions. Each meeting focused on a distinct theme: the

�rst on the central government auditors' report for the municipality, the second on survey

results from bureaucrats, and the third on survey results from citizens. All information

was presented in aggregated form.4 The audit reports were already available within the

2Following Macchiavello and Morjaria (2022), we interpret interpersonal trust as partly re�ecting infor-
mal organizational relationships within the bureaucracy.

3Implementing the experiment at scale, and in collaboration with the government, helps address common
concerns about external validity that often limit the generalizability of randomized evaluations (Muralid-
haran and Niehaus, 2017).

4Citizen survey results were presented as municipality-level aggregates, while bureaucrat survey re-
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administrative system but were not typically discussed collectively across the bureaucracy.

The two surveys, conducted by the research team one month prior to the intervention,

complemented these reports.

Meetings typically lasted an average of 95 minutes and adhered to the same structure:

they began with a presentation of empirical results by one of the bureaucrats, followed by

an open discussion on the topic at hand. Approximately 40% of the time was dedicated to

formal presentations of performance information, while 46% was allocated to re�ecting on

the presented material, broadly consistent with the intended structure of the intervention.

To guide interpretation, we develop a simple framework in which managers choose

monitoring intensity based on beliefs about aggregate bureaucratic performance, while

workers choose e�ort based on expected monitoring and informal relational arrangements

within the bureaucracy. In environments where information about organizational per-

formance is not collectively aggregated or discussed, organizational failures may remain

fragmented and privately observed rather than collectively recognized. These conditions

can sustain interpersonal trust and stable relational arrangements that weaken individ-

ual accountability and reduce incentives for monitoring or high e�ort. Deliberation acts

as an organization-wide information shock by making performance-relevant information

publicly available and subject to collective discussion. As organizational failures become

collectively visible, managers may intensify monitoring and workers become less con�-

dent that low e�ort and weak rule enforcement will remain informally tolerated within the

organization. Existing relational arrangements weaken, individual accountability rises,

and e�ort increases even without changes in formal incentives. The same process dis-

rupts the interpersonal trust and relational arrangements that previously sustained weak

accountability and low performance within the bureaucracy.

We measure bureaucratic performance using municipality-level administrative audit

data from 2014 to 2019. The audits assess core dimensions of bureaucratic functioning,

including record keeping, transparency in public procurement, and overall administra-

tive management. Municipal audits are conducted by the central government oversight

body, the National Commission for Local Finance (CoNaFiL), and constitute the primary

instrument through which municipal performance is evaluated within the administrative

system.5 Our primary outcome is a municipal-year panel of annual audit scores assigned

to each municipality, expressed as a percentage of the maximum attainable score based on

sponses were aggregated across the twenty municipalities to limit social desirability bias.
5CoNaFiL's oversight role has been described as transparent and e�ective in prior work (Bedasso, 2021a;

Decentralisation and Communal Development Support Programme, 2021; Riedl and Dickovick, 2014; Behanzin et
al., 2018).
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rules. Audit scores are strongly correlated at baseline with an index of citizen experiences

with government services from Afrobarometer data ( 0•62, p-value = 0.01), indicating that

the measure captures administrative practices that a�ect service delivery directly.

Our main result is that deliberation led to improvements in performance. After

deliberation, municipal audit scores increase by 6.8 percentage points (8.7 percent relative

to the control mean; randomization inference ?-value < 0.05) in the treated municipalities

relative to the control municipalities. These improvements are broadly distributed across

treated units rather than driven by outliers, and are larger among municipalities that

performed worse at baseline. Although we have less statistical power to detect e�ects for

each year separately, the estimated performance e�ects remain economically meaningful

for up to three years after treatment, suggesting that the results are unlikely to re�ect only

temporary responses to the deliberation sessions.

To examine how deliberation reshaped the organizational environment within the

bureaucracy, we complement audit data with survey measures of bureaucrats' beliefs,

trust, and workplace interactions, including the number and content of meetings held

within the municipal administrations. Deliberation leads to a substantial negative update

in beliefs about rule enforcement and corruption: bureaucrats in treated municipalities

are 0.4 standard deviations less likely than those in the control group to report rule of law

in the municipality, as measured by a combined index of perceived corruption and rule

enforcement (randomization inference p-value< 0.01). These e�ects are not con�ned to

the mean but extend across the belief distribution and to bureaucrats who did not attend

the meetings. Deliberation also reduced the dispersion of beliefs within municipalities,

with beliefs becoming signi�cantly more aligned among attendees, particularly along the

corruption dimension.

Managers were signi�cantly more likely to attend the deliberation sessions and exhibit

similar negative updates in beliefs about corruption and rule enforcement as workers. To

examine whether these belief changes translated into changes in managerial behavior, we

study the frequency and content of meetings held within the municipality, which pro-

vide a proxy for managerial oversight and accountability-related interactions within the

bureaucracy. Excluding the deliberation sessions themselves, treated municipalities hold

signi�cantly fewer meetings, a decline driven primarily by managers rather than workers.

This suggests that workers' day-to-day interactions remained broadly unchanged, while

managers reduced general administrative meetings. At the same time, the content of

meetings shifts toward discussions of audit �ndings and corruption, with no compara-

ble change in other topics. Together, these patterns suggest not an increase in oversight
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through more frequent interaction, but a reallocation of managerial attention toward

accountability-related concerns.

We next examine the e�ects of deliberation on interpersonal trust among bureau-

crats. Consistent with the conceptual framework, deliberation erodes trust within the

bureaucracy, with trust falling by 0.35 standard deviations in the treated group relative

to control (randomization inference ? = 0•06). Trust declines are observed among both

workers and managers. Similar to the e�ects on beliefs, these e�ects are not con�ned to

the mean but extend across the distribution of trust and to bureaucrats who did not attend

the meetings. These results suggest that in weakly institutionalized settings, improving

performance may require disrupting informal relational arrangements and trust.

Our results contribute to three strands of the literature: state capacity and bureaucra-

cies, institutions, and public deliberation.

We contribute to the literature on state capacity building (Besley and Persson, 2009,

2010; Bardhan, 2016; Pepinsky et al., 2017; Finan et al., 2017; Page and Pande, 2018; Besley

et al., 2022; Muralidharan, 2024). While much of this literature has focused on incentives,

selection, monitoring, and political accountability, we instead focus on organizational

norms and shared expectations within bureaucracies. A growing body of work studies

how information can improve monitoring and accountability by providing performance

information about individual bureaucrats to principals (Dhaliwal and Hanna, 2017; Raf-

�er, 2022; Muralidharan et al., 2021; Debnath et al., 2023; Callen et al., 2020; Dal Bó et

al., 2021; Mattsson, 2022).6 We instead show that making aggregated information about

bureaucratic performance public within the organization and subject to collective discus-

sion can shift beliefs about organizational functioning and improve performance. Within

the literature on audits and accountability, providing audit information publicly has been

shown to discipline politicians through electoral or legal channels (Ferraz and Finan, 2008;

Bobonis et al., 2016; Avis et al., 2018). We instead highlight a distinct internal mechanism:

when municipality-level audit information is shared publicly within the bureaucracy and

discussed collectively, it can reshape shared expectations and, in turn, improve bureau-

cratic performance. More broadly, our �ndings contribute to a literature emphasizing

organizational design as a determinant of state performance (Myerson, 1995; Olken, 2010;

Burgess et al., 2012; Deserranno et al., 2019; Bandiera et al., 2020; Gar�as and Sellars,

2021; Vannutelli, 2022; Mastrorocco and Teso, 2023; Fenske et al., 2023; Angelucci et al.,

6Within the literature on state capacity, several studies have focused on bureaucratic accountability and
the role of internal organizational frictions in public sector performance (Bandiera et al., 2009; Becker and
Stigler, 1974; Besley and McLaren, 1993; La Porta et al., 1999; Niehaus and Sukhtankar, 2013; Corbacho et
al., 2016; Mahadevan, 2024; Dhillon et al., 2017).
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2024) by showing how the internal organization of information and discussion within

bureaucracies can shape state performance.

Our �ndings also highlight the social dimension of state capacity and organizations

(Aman-Rana and Minaudier, 2026; Aman-Rana et al., 2025; Overbeck and Lungu, 2025;

Henn, 2020; Ashraf and Bandiera, 2018), including the role of organizational norms, in-

formal relational arrangements, and repeated interactions within organizations (Baker et

al., 2002; MacLeod, 2007; Levin, 2003; Macchiavello and Morjaria, 2022; Gibbons and Hen-

derson, 2012; Blader et al., 2020; Fahn et al., 2023). While work linking information �ows

to trust �nds a positive relationship (Fisman and Khanna, 1999), and trust and cohesion

are typically viewed as supporting organizational performance (Brown et al., 2015; Keefer

and Vlaicu, 2024; Nguyen, 2026), our �ndings suggest that in weakly institutionalized

settings trust and shared expectations may also sustain low-e�ort equilibria, consistent

with theoretical work by Tirole (1986) and Milgrom and Roberts (1988). Deliberation can

disrupt these relational arrangements and improve performance. 7

Our paper relates to the broader literature on institutions (North, 1990; Ostrom, 1990;

Acemoglu et al., 2001; Dell, 2010; Dell et al., 2018; Wantchékon and García-Ponce, 2013;

Nunn, 2008; Nunn and Wantchekon, 2011; Khan, 2018). While much of this work empha-

sizes the persistence of historical institutions and the role of critical junctures in overcom-

ing path dependence, we show that governments can implement what we term �institu-

tional edits�: marginal, low-cost modi�cations to existing rules of the game that generate

meaningful performance gains. We provide experimental evidence that collective deliber-

ation is one such tool, shifting shared expectations and, in turn, the micro-institutions that

govern bureaucratic behavior. In this sense, our paper contributes to a growing literature

that studies institutions as the primary object of interest using �eld experiments (Callen

et al., 2024).

The paper also contributes to the literature on public deliberation. Deliberative insti-

tutions are widely viewed as foundational to democratic governance (Bidwell et al., 2020;

Mansuri and Rao, 2013; Mendelberg, 2002; Parkinson and Mansbridge, 2012; Had�eld and

Macedo, 2012). While existing work focuses on how deliberation shapes politician-voter

relationships and political outcomes (Fujiwara and Wantchekon, 2013; López-Moctezuma

et al., 2022; Wantchekon and Guardado, Forthcoming; Majumdar and Fatemipour, 2024;

Collier and Vicente, 2014), we provide evidence that introducing the institution of delib-

eration within a public sector bureaucracy can improve performance.

7On the downsides of social capital more generally, see (Basu, 1986; Dasgupta, 2005; Bloch et al., 2007;
Alesina and Giuliano, 2014; Ban�eld, 1958; Gambetta, 1993; Portes and Landolt, 1996).
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2 Conceptual Framework

This section provides a simple framework to interpret the empirical results.

Consider a bureaucracy in which a principal (manager) sets monitoring intensity based

on her beliefs about average e�ort in the organization, and workers choose e�ort based on

both the monitoring environment and their beliefs about how peers behave. Each worker

receives a �xed wage unrelated to e�ort, bears a cost of exerting e�ort, faces an expected

penalty for shirking that rises with monitoring intensity, and derives utility from informal

relational arrangements sustained through repeated interaction and interpersonal trust.

Following Macchiavello and Morjaria (2022), we interpret interpersonal trust as re�ecting

the strength of informal organizational relationships within the bureaucracy.

In environments where information about organizational performance is not collec-

tively aggregated, shared, or discussed, organizational failures may remain fragmented

and privately observed rather than collectively recognized within the bureaucracy. These

conditions can sustain high levels of interpersonal trust and stable relational arrangements

within the organization. In settings with weak formal incentives and limited sanctions,

such arrangements may weaken individual accountability by fostering informal tolerance

of low e�ort, non-compliance, or weak enforcement of rules. Workers may come to rely on

stable workplace relationships and shared expectations that organizational failures will

not trigger substantial scrutiny or punishment. Managers, in turn, may rely on stable

relational arrangements and informal understandings in place of intensive monitoring or

formal oversight, limiting individual accountability within the organization.

Deliberation introduces an organization-wide information shock by making performance-

relevant information publicly available and subject to collective discussion. Information

about audit failures, corruption, citizen dissatisfaction, and organizational weaknesses

becomes collectively visible within the bureaucracy. As managers and workers update

negatively about organizational performance and peer behavior, existing relational ar-

rangements weaken and organizational expectations shift.

As managers become more pessimistic about organizational functioning, monitoring

intensi�es and the expected penalty for shirking rises. At the same time, workers become

less con�dent that low e�ort and weak rule enforcement will remain informally tolerated

within the organization. Organizational failures become harder to dismiss as isolated inci-

dents, increasing perceived individual accountability and weakening reliance on existing

relational arrangements. E�ort therefore rises even without changes in formal incentives.

The same process erodes trust within the organization by weakening the relational ar-
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rangements and shared expectations that previously sustained low accountability. Delib-

eration may therefore simultaneously improve bureaucratic performance while reducing

interpersonal trust.

3 Context and research design

3.1 Context

Local administration. Benin's decentralization reform in 1999 established 77 munici-

palities with political and �nancial autonomy, placing local governments at the center

of service delivery and public investment. Each municipality is governed by an elected

municipal council, which in turn elects the mayor, who provides political leadership and

oversees the organization of municipal administration.

Day-to-day administration is carried out by a municipal bureaucracy responsible for

implementing development plans, managing budgets, and delivering core services in-

cluding civil registration, infrastructure, water, and sanitation.

The administrative apparatus operates within a hierarchical structure led by the Gen-

eral Secretary (GS), who coordinates activities functions across departments. Below the GS

are departmental heads (e.g., �nance, planning, technical services), followed by �chefs,�

who manage administrative units and supervise lower-tier sta� many of whom interact

directly with citizens in the course of service delivery.

Mayors retain authority over aspects of municipal administration, including task as-

signments, the allocation of personnel across departments, and the recruitment of some

contractual and support sta�. However, formal hiring, promotion, and inter-municipality

transfers for many bureaucrats remain governed by the central civil service. Municipal

administrations therefore operate under decentralized political authority while remain-

ing embedded within a centrally managed civil service system in which local control over

personnel decisions and performance incentives is limited (Riedl and Dickovick, 2014;

Bedasso, 2021b). Bureaucrats operate under �xed wages, although career concerns and

advancement within the civil service may still shape behavior, as in other bureaucracies.

Municipal audits. The National Commission for Local Finance (CoNaFiL), in collabora-

tion with the O�ce of the Auditor General, conducts yearly audits across all municipalities.

These audits are based on a municipality's utilization of FADeC funds disbursed annually
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and are therefore conducted at the end of each administrative year (January�December). 8

Auditors evaluate the management of municipal funds, focusing on record-keeping, trans-

parency in public procurement, compliance with procurement regulations, and the quality

of administrative management. Details of the criteria used are provided in Appendix Sub-

section D.4. Auditors also assess broader administrative processes, including adherence

to budget adoption rules and �nancial reporting requirements by the elected council.

Following the audits, auditors prepare detailed reports summarizing �ndings and as-

signing scores across multiple sub-components of performance. These reports are shared

with municipal administrations and form the basis for performance-linked allocations in

subsequent FADeC transfers.9 Municipalities that perform well receive larger transfers

in subsequent years, as outlined in the FADeC Procedural Manual. Consistent with this,

evidence from our sample shows that a one percentage point increase in audit scores is

associated with a 2 million XOF increase in investment transfers in the following year,

equivalent to approximately 2 percentage points of total FADeC investment transfers (Ta-

ble A.1). This indicates that municipalities face meaningful �nancial incentives to perform

well on the evaluated criteria.

Audit institutions generate detailed information and recommendations on munici-

pal performance and are intended to support administrative improvements. In Benin,

CoNaFiL plays a central role in this process and is widely regarded as an important over-

sight institution with substantial technical capacity and authority (Riedl and Dickovick,

2014; Behanzin et al., 2018; Bedasso, 2021a). Consistent with this, the IMF's Public In-

vestment Management Assessment (PIMA) describes Benin's regulatory framework for

public investment as relatively strong by regional standards (Imbert et al., 2018).

However, despite the availability of detailed audit information and recommendations,

municipalities lack standardized or institutionalized forums for collectively interpreting

audit �ndings or coordinating responses across di�erent levels of the bureaucracy. While

some municipalities establish ad hoc committees or internal processes to follow up on

audit recommendations ( Decentralisation and Communal Development Support Programme,

2021; Bedasso, 2021a), these practices are uneven and not embedded within a broader

8To support municipalities in meeting their development needs, the central government introduced the
Support Fund for the Development of Municipalities (FADeC) in 2008 (Decree No. 2008-276).

9Transfers from FADeC are categorized into two types: general-purpose grants and investment grants.
The general-purpose grant is allocated to cover recurrent expenditures, while the investment grant is
designated for funding local public goods and services. FADeC investment grants constitute a major
source of �nancing for local public goods and consist of two components: an earmarked grant targeting
speci�c policy areas (e.g., health and education), and a formula-based grant allocated using socio-economic
indicators (e.g., population and poverty levels) together with indicators of prior administrative and �nancial
performance derived from audit reports.
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deliberative process. As a result, audit information may not translate into coordinated

administrative action.

More broadly, despite the availability of audit information and formal oversight struc-

tures, municipal performance and accountability remain uneven. Existing evidence points

to persistent weaknesses in transparency and procurement oversight, including limited

enforcement of rules governing access to public information and public procurement pro-

cedures (Imbert et al., 2018; Ch et al., 2019; Canen et al., 2023). Studies also document

the in�uence of private vendors in local procurement processes and broader concerns

about state capture (Ch et al., 2019; Canen et al., 2023). At the same time, municipalities

face substantial coordination and information frictions across layers of the bureaucracy,

contributing to low budget execution rates. Between 2015�2018, municipal budget ex-

ecution averaged only 60 percent, with execution rates as low as 35 percent for capital

expenditures (Bedasso, 2021a).

3.2 Experimental design

This study was implemented in collaboration with the Institute for Empirical Research in

Political Economy (IERPE), the African School of Economics (ASE), and the Government

of Benin.

The intervention was conducted at scale within the municipal administrative system

in 20 randomly selected municipalities (out of 77), spanning 8 of the 12 departments (see

Figure 1 for a map of Benin and the treatment assignment).

Municipalities assigned to the deliberation intervention convened deliberation ses-

sions centered on administrative performance and service delivery. The intervention was

designed to create a structured forum in which objective, performance-relevant informa-

tion about the bureaucracy as a whole could be made public within the organization and

discussed collectively. All bureaucrats within a municipality were invited to participate,

although attendance was not mandatory. To ensure comparability across sites, the deliber-

ation environment was standardized: bureaucrats retained control over the agenda, rather

than politicians or citizens, and discussions were restricted to municipal administrative

performance and overall service delivery.

To allow for candid re�ection on the information presented, mayors were not invited

or allowed to be a part of the sessions. However, bureaucrats were permitted to invite

additional participants, such as municipal councilors, civil society representatives, central

government o�cials, or media personnel, where relevant to the agenda of a given session,
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allowing �exibility in participation while still preserving bureaucratic ownership of the

process.

Each session was designed to last approximately 90 minutes, with guidance to allocate

time roughly equally between presentation of information and open discussion, a structure

that was broadly re�ected in observed time allocations (see Table 7).

Enumerators followed a structured observation protocol. They recorded attendance,

including participants' roles and whether they belonged to the bureaucracy or to exter-

nal groups (e.g., media or political actors). They also documented process measures,

including the duration of presentations and discussions and the number of interventions

(questions, comments, and criticisms). Following each session, enumerators provided

standardized assessments of whether discussions were interactive and informative, and

whether the overall atmosphere was collaborative or tense (see Table 7).

Figure I describes the timeline of the experiment. In August 2016, we compiled the

information presented during the deliberation sessions. The three deliberation meetings,

held in September, October, and November 2016 respectively, focused on municipal audit

reports, survey responses from bureaucrats, and survey responses from citizens. In

December 2016, the endline survey of bureaucrats was carried out. We describe each of

these steps below.

August September October November December

Information

compilation for

deliberation
Meeting

#1

Meeting

#2

Meeting

#3

Endline

survey of

bureaucrats

Yr 2016

Figure I: Experiment timeline

173 out of the 299 surveyed bureaucrats in the treated municipalities reported to have

attended at least one of the three meetings i.e. a take up rate of 57.86%.10 Given this

�rst stage, we focus below on the intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates, which can be interpreted

as the average treatment e�ects corresponding to an approximately 60% complete imple-

mentation. The ITT is the relevant policy parameter, as participation in such deliberation

exercises is inherently voluntary.

10Among the 299 surveyed, 116 (38.8%), 118 (39.46%) and 120 (40.13%) reported to have attended the �rst,
second and third meeting respectively.
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Generating aggregate performance information for deliberation sessions. The au-

dit reports, which were already produced at the municipality level through CoNaFiL's

existing audit system, were presented alongside citizen survey results aggregated at the

municipality level. In contrast, bureaucrat survey responses were aggregated further and

presented only at the level of the full experimental sample rather than at the level of in-

dividual municipalities or o�cials. Bureaucrats were informed of this at the time of data

collection in order to mitigate concerns about social desirability and encourage candid

responses.

The presentation materials consisted of slide-based summaries of key indicators and

�ndings, rather than selective discussions of failures or misconduct. In the audit-based

meeting, information was organized along administrative and �nancial dimensions and

presented as observations and associated risks raised by auditors; in the survey-based

meetings, results were presented as summary statistics (e.g., shares of respondents re-

porting speci�c knowledge or experiences). Across all meetings, the emphasis was on

presenting factual and organization-wide information rather than individualized assess-

ments or prescriptive recommendations. Examples of slides from the deliberation meet-

ings are provided in Appendix C.

For the survey of bureaucrats, a representative survey of 30 bureaucrats was drawn

from each municipality. 11This data included questions on their knowledge of rules and

regulations, municipal administration and ongoing projects, perceptions of the admin-

istration's role in improving education and health services, markets, road maintenance,

and water and sanitation provision, as well as interactions with colleagues within the

bureaucracy.

For the survey of citizens, a representative sample of 100 individuals was drawn from

each municipality, with the exception of Ouinhi, where 112 citizens were surveyed. The

survey focused on citizens' involvement in local politics and development a�airs, demand

for improved public services, perceptions of local governance and corruption, trust in local

institutions, and satisfaction with municipal performance. Following the presentation of

performance information, participants engaged in open discussion.

Meeting #1: Deliberation on audit reports and recommendations. The �rst meeting,

held in September 2016, focused on observations from the audit reports and the auditors'

11In �ve municipalities we were not able to survey 30 bureaucrats. These include: Gogounou (26),
Houeyogbe (24), and Pehunco (29) from the control municipalities and Grand-Popo (25) and Toucountouna
(19) from the treatment municipalities.
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recommendations. On average, 31 participants attended, of whom 22 were bureaucrats

(see Table 7). The General Secretary was present in all municipalities except one. Figure

B.2 provides details on participation across meetings.

Meetings lasted approximately 100 minutes on average, with 34% of the time devoted

to presenting key �ndings and 47% to discussion. Figures B.3 and B.4 show the distribution

of time across topics. Administrative functioning and �nancial autonomy received the

greatest attention, both in presentation and discussion.

Participant engagement was highest in this meeting, with an average of seven contri-

butions or suggestions. The number of criticisms and questions was also higher than in

the second meeting, which focused on bureaucrat survey results. Enumerators assessed

the meeting as both interactive and informative, and reported no tensions.

Meeting #2: Deliberation on the experiences of bureaucrats. The second meeting, held

in October 2016, focused on results from the bureaucrat survey conducted across the 20

municipalities. On average, 32 participants attended, of whom 24 were bureaucrats (see

Table 7; Figure B.2). The General Secretary was present in all municipalities.

Meetings lasted approximately 92 minutes on average, with 42% of the time devoted

to presenting key �ndings and 41% to discussion. Figure B.3 shows that the presenta-

tion focused primarily on bureaucrats' understanding of rules and procedures, including

public procurement processes and the availability of administrative and �nancial reports.

As shown in Figure B.4, discussion time was more evenly distributed across topics, with

relatively limited time devoted to interpersonal relationships.

Engagement was more muted than in the �rst meeting: participants asked an average

of three questions, and criticisms (6) exceeded suggestions (4).

Meeting #3: Deliberation on service delivery and the experiences of citizens. The

third meeting, held in November 2016, focused on results from the citizen survey. On

average, 34 participants attended, of whom 23 were bureaucrats (see Table 7; Figure B.2).

The General Secretary was present in all municipalities.

Meetings lasted approximately 94 minutes on average, with 42% of the time devoted

to presenting key �ndings and 48% to discussion. As shown in Figures B.3 and B.4,

discussions focused primarily on citizens' trust in the state, corruption, and perceptions

of service delivery.
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Enumerators assessed this as the least informative of the three meetings, with only

60% reporting that the session was informative. While the atmosphere was not reported

to be tense, this meeting generated the highest number of criticisms and questions and

the fewest suggestions.

3.3 Implementation and Internal Validity

Balance. Figure 2 presents balance tests using baseline survey data from bureaucrats.

The �gure includes both bureaucrat-level characteristics and municipality-level charac-

teristics as reported by bureaucrats. All variables are standardized, and we plot mean

di�erences by treatment status with 95% con�dence intervals, with standard errors clus-

tered at the municipality level. Overall, covariates are well balanced across treated and

control municipalities at conventional signi�cance levels. 12

Figure 3 reports balance tests using administrative municipality-level data. Consistent

with the survey-based measures, we �nd no systematic di�erences between treated and

control municipalities at baseline.

Compliance. All municipalities complied with the treatment protocol: deliberation

meetings were conducted only in treated municipalities, with no such activities in control

areas. Bureaucrats are typically not transferred across municipalities; nevertheless, 1.7%

of surveyed bureaucrats in control municipalities (5 out of 296) reported attending at least

one meeting in treated municipalities. 13Given this and the fact that 58% of bureaucrats in

treated municipalities attended at least one of the three meetings, all survey-based anal-

yses report intention-to-treat estimates. Owing to perfect compliance at the municipality

level, this distinction is not relevant for our main results on performance based on the

municipal audit panel data described below.

Hawthorne e�ects. While our main analysis does not rely on data collected during the

deliberation sessions, we nevertheless took steps to minimize observer-induced distor-

tions in behavior, which may have been particularly relevant in treated municipalities

where deliberation took place. Discussions were therefore not recorded, allowing inter-

actions to proceed as naturally as possible in the �eld (Levitt and List, 2007; Spradley,

12Only two of the 16 covariates di�er at the 10% level: indicators for the presence of yearly accountability
sessions and procedures for equipment acquisition, both of which are lower in treated municipalities.

13Three bureaucrats from Za-Kpota reported attending the last two meetings; one bureaucrat each from
Toviklin and Kouandé reported attending only the �rst meeting and all meetings, respectively.
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1980). Enumerators attended meetings unobtrusively, only taking attendance and details

before the start of the sessions, and completed observation protocols after sessions had

concluded. Participants were also informed that there would be no real-time monitoring

of discussions.

Social desirability bias and experimenter demand. A potential concern is that delib-

eration changed how bureaucrats reported their beliefs and trust rather than the beliefs

themselves. Several features of the design mitigate this concern. First, the endline survey

was conducted approximately one month after the conclusion of the intervention, reduc-

ing the likelihood that responses simply re�ect immediate reactive behavior during the

meetings. Second, bureaucrats were assured that responses would remain con�dential

and would only be reported in aggregate form. To further reduce reporting concerns,

respondents completed survey forms individually rather than reporting answers publicly

to enumerators. Finally, the direction of the estimated e�ects is not obviously consis-

tent with simple reporting incentives or experimenter demand e�ects. Deliberation leads

bureaucrats to report lower trust, weaker rule enforcement, and higher perceived corrup-

tion within their own municipality, responses that potentially re�ect negatively on the

administration itself rather than presenting it in a more favorable light.

4 Data

Our analysis draws on two main data sources. The �rst is the municipal audit scores

reported by CoNaFiL auditors, which we use to measure municipal performance. The

second is an endline survey of bureaucrats conducted in December 2016, one month after

the intervention, which we use to examine mechanisms.

4.1 Municipal Audit-Based Performance

Our primary outcome is municipal performance, measured using annual audit reports

produced by CoNaFiL. We digitize these reports to construct a municipality-year panel

covering the period 2014�2019.

The audit reports assign scores across multiple dimensions of municipal administra-

tion. We focus on three core components, record keeping, transparency in public procure-

ment, and overall administrative management, which capture key aspects of bureaucratic
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performance within the municipal administration. Appendix D provides details for each

evaluated component of performance along with our construction of the performance

measure.

The record keeping component focuses on municipal documentation, which is vital for

accountability. Speci�c metrics include the maintenance of accounting records, the exis-

tence and functionality of archives, and the availability of quarterly and annual statements

of �nancial and physical execution.

The transparency in public procurement component assesses compliance with pro-

curement regulations, the functioning of procurement oversight bodies, the completeness

of published reports, and the traceability of fund transfers.

Finally, the overall administrative management component focuses on the General

Secretary, the highest-ranking bureaucrat in the municipality and the chief coordinator of

local administrative services. This component measures internal administrative capacity

along three operational dimensions. First, auditors verify whether the General Secretary

holds regular meetings with department heads, with maximum points awarded only if

signed meeting minutes are available for at least one meeting per month. Second, auditors

review the content of these minutes to assess whether the General Secretary monitors the

implementation of previously assigned tasks and issues new operational directives. Third,

the component captures internal oversight by verifying whether the General Secretary for-

mally reviews administrative work�ows, including �nancial vouchers, land transactions,

and incoming administrative �les, as evidenced by physical initials on these documents.

We construct a municipal performance score de�ned as the total score achieved by a

municipality expressed as a percentage of the maximum attainable score in that year. Fig-

ure B.5 plots baseline municipal audit-based performance averaged over the pre-treatment

period (2014�2016) separately for treated and control municipalities. The �gure shows

substantial variation in baseline performance across municipalities, with broadly com-

parable distributions between the two groups prior to the intervention. Figures B.6 to

B.8 present baseline averages for the three underlying audit components, record keep-

ing, transparency in public procurement, and overall administrative management, show-

ing substantial cross municipality variation but broadly comparable distributions across

treated and control municipalities prior to the intervention.

Audit-based performance is positively correlated with citizens' reported experiences

with local government, as measured using Afrobarometer data. Appendix Table A.2

shows that at baseline (2014), the correlation is 0.62 (? = 0•01). This pattern is consistent

with the audit-based measure capturing meaningful variation in administrative perfor-
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mance and service delivery. This pattern suggests that the audit-based measure captures

meaningful variation in administrative performance and service delivery. It is also con-

sistent with existing evidence documenting institutional features of the audit process

that limit the scope for collusion between auditors and municipal bureaucrats (Riedl and

Dickovick, 2014; Behanzin et al., 2018; Bedasso, 2021b; Imbert et al., 2018).

4.2 Bureaucrat Survey

To ensure that the sample was representative of the municipal administration, we ran-

domly selected approximately 30 bureaucrats from the personnel roster of each munici-

pality, irrespective of participation in the deliberation meetings. The �nal sample consists

of 595 bureaucrats, including 299 from treated municipalities and 296 from control mu-

nicipalities. Appendix Figure B.9 reports the number of bureaucrats surveyed in each

municipality, and Appendix Section E provides details on the survey questions and the

construction of the indices described below.

The survey collected information on bureaucrats' beliefs, interpersonal trust, and

internal meeting practices within the administration. We measure beliefs about rule

enforcement using responses to questions on whether respondents believe that procedures

governing the acquisition of o�ce equipment, public procurement, and sta� recruitment

are followed. Beliefs about corruption are measured using questions that ask whether

respondents think the municipal council, city hall private vendors, and their colleagues

engage in corruption. Following Anderson (2008a), these measures are combined into a

standardized index, which we refer to as the belief about rule of law index, with the sign of

the corruption measures reversed so that higher values correspond to stronger perceived

rule enforcement and lower perceived corruption.

Combining multiple related outcomes into a single summary index improves statistical

power when treatment e�ects move in the same direction within a domain (O'Brien, 1984;

Anderson, 2008a; Kling et al., 2007) and reduces the risk of false positives arising from

multiple hypothesis testing (Anderson, 2008a).

Trust is measured using responses to questions asking whether respondents trust the

municipal council, their o�ce colleagues, colleagues within the same department, and

other sta� in the town hall. 14As with the belief measures, these responses are aggregated

14Anderson et al. (2004) show that survey measures of trust are signi�cant predictors of contribution levels
in a canonical public goods experiment. While Glaeser et al. (2000) critique broad attitudinal measures of
trust, such as agreement with the statement �most people can be trusted,� they �nd that more speci�c
survey-based trust measures are predictive of behavior in experimental trust games.
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into a standardized trust index, where higher values correspond to greater trust.

While we do not directly observe the speci�c checks undertaken by managers, we

use reported meeting practices within the administration as proxies for monitoring and

accountability related interactions. Respondents report both the frequency of internal

meetings and whether these meetings involved discussions of the City Hall FADeC audit

report and corruption in municipal a�airs, the municipality's �nancial and taxation issues,

challenges and perspectives facing city hall, the functioning of local government, the

performance of the municipal administration and council, and good governance within

city hall.

5 E�ects on Municipal Performance

We begin by presenting estimates of the impact of deliberation on overall performance

outcomes, before turning to the e�ects on the organizational environment.

5.1 Estimation Strategy

Using municipality-year panel data on audit scores, we employ a di�erence-in-di�erences

(DiD) strategy that compares the evolution of performance in treated municipalities rel-

ative to control municipalities before and after the intervention. Speci�cally, for munici-

pality < in year C, we estimate:

H<C = 
 < ¸ 
 C¸ � ¹) < � PostCº ¸ � <C (1)

where H<C denotes the municipality's audit-based performance score (expressed as

a percentage of the maximum possible score). The variable ) < is an indicator equal

to one if the municipality was assigned to the deliberation arm and zero otherwise.

PostC is an indicator equal to one for the post-treatment period (2017�2019) and zero

for the pre-treatment period. 
 < and 
 C denote municipality and year �xed e�ects,

respectively, absorbing time-invariant municipal characteristics and common temporal

shocks to all municipalities, respectively. Standard errors are clustered at the municipality

level, corresponding to the level of treatment assignment (Abadie et al., 2017).

The coe�cient of interest, � , captures the intention-to-treat (ITT) e�ect of the delib-

eration intervention. Given the relatively small number of clusters (20 municipalities),
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conventional cluster-robust inference may be unreliable. We therefore complement these

estimates with ?-values based on 1,000 permutations of treatment assignment across mu-

nicipalities. In each permutation, the treatment indicator is reassigned while preserving

the number of treated units, and the di�erence-in-di�erences speci�cation is re-estimated.

This generates a placebo distribution of the coe�cient on the treatment � post interaction

under the null of no e�ect. The ?-value is computed as the fraction of permuted estimates

that are at least as large in absolute value as the estimate obtained under the observed

assignment. This approach exploits the known randomization mechanism and provides

exact �nite-sample inference under the sharp null of no treatment e�ect, o�ering a re-

liable alternative to asymptotic cluster-robust inference when the number of clusters is

small (Fisher, 1935; MacKinnon and Webb, 2020; Young, 2019).

5.2 Results

Table 2 reports the results. We �nd that when performance relevant information about the

bureucracy as a whole is made public and discussed collectively municipal performance

improves.

Results in Column (2) show that the average municipal audit score in treated mu-

nicipalities increases by 6.8 percentage points relative to the control group in the post-

treatment period (2017�2019). The e�ects are both economically and statically signi�cant,

representing 8.7% of the control mean (conventional ?-value<0.05, randomization in-

ference ?-value<0.01). These �ndings highlight the potential for low-cost institutional

changes to improve performance, even in the absence of changes to formal bureaucratic

incentives.

Appendix Figure B.10 presents treatment e�ects separately for each treated munici-

pality. The improvements are not driven by a single municipality, but instead re�ect gains

distributed across treated municipalities.

We then examine heterogeneity by baseline performance, measured by whether mu-

nicipalities fall above or below the mean audit score in the pre-treatment period. Appendix

Table A.3 presents the results. The positive impact of deliberation is concentrated among

municipalities with below-mean baseline performance. In contrast, municipalities with

above-mean baseline performance show no signi�cant additional gains, consistent with

more limited scope for improvement at higher initial levels of performance. This suggests

that such interventions may represent a low-hanging fruit for improving bureaucratic

performance in weaker-performing administrations.
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To better understand the sources of the aggregate e�ect, we decompose the audit

score into its three core sub-components. While our main speci�cation uses a composite

index to improve statistical power and address multiple testing concerns (Anderson,

2008a), examining the underlying components helps us understand which dimensions of

administrative performance are most a�ected.

Results indicate improvements across multiple dimensions of administrative perfor-

mance. Record keeping scores increase by 9 percentage points in treated municipali-

ties (12% of the control mean; randomization inference ?-value = 0.22), re�ecting im-

provements in accounting and documentation practices, including the maintenance of

accounting records, municipal archives, and �nancial execution statements. Procurement

transparency increases by 6 percentage points (7.4% of the control mean; randomization

inference ?-value = 0.18), re�ecting greater compliance with procurement regulations and

improved traceability of public expenditures and fund transfers. The largest point esti-

mate is observed for overall administrative management, which increases by 14 percentage

points (17.2% of the control mean; randomization inference ?-value = 0.22), suggesting

improvements in internal bureaucratic coordination and oversight, including more regu-

lar monitoring of administrative activities and implementation of operational directives

by the General Secretary.

Finally, we also examine whether improvements in administrative performance trans-

late into changes in citizens' experiences with local government using Afrobarometer

survey data, a cross-country survey of citizen attitudes and experiences in African coun-

tries.15Because Afrobarometer data are not available annually and do not cover all mu-

nicipalities in our sample, these estimates are based on a shorter panel and a smaller set

of municipalities than the audit data. We �nd positive but imprecise e�ects overall, with

larger improvements among municipalities with lower baseline performance, mirroring

the patterns observed in the audit-based measures. Together with the strong baseline

correlation between audit-based performance and citizen experiences (Table A.2), these

�ndings are consistent with improvements in administrative performance translating into

better service delivery outcomes. Full results and details on the construction of the citizen

experience index are reported in Appendix Section F.

Persistence of e�ects. We examine the temporal dynamics of the treatment e�ect to

assess whether the observed improvements in performance re�ect short-term salience

15Afrobarometer is designed to be nationally representative and is not intended to provide representative
estimates at the municipality level. We therefore interpret these estimates as suggestive evidence on
downstream citizen experiences.
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or more persistent changes in behavior. Figure B.12 presents event-study estimates for

each year from 2014 to 2019. Each coe�cient is estimated using comparisons across 10

treated and 10 control municipalities, which limits precision. In the pre-treatment pe-

riod (2014�2016), di�erences between treated and control municipalities are economically

and statistically indistinguishable from zero. Following the intervention, audit scores in

treated municipalities increase in 2017 and remain elevated through 2018 and 2019. While

the estimates are imprecise owing to limited statistical power, the absence of pre-trends

and the persistence of the post-treatment coe�cients suggest that the observed gains are

unlikely to re�ect only short-term salience or transitory responses to the intervention.

6 E�ects on the Organizational Environment

Guided by the conceptual framework, we examine how deliberation reshapes the orga-

nizational environment within the bureaucracy. We use this term to refer to the beliefs,

accountability relationships, managerial practices, and informal relational arrangements

that shape bureaucratic behavior within the organization. The framework suggests that

deliberation can improve performance by making organizational failures collectively visi-

ble, weakening the relational arrangements that sustain low accountability, and changing

expectations about accountability and rule enforcement within the organization. We

therefore examine three sets of outcomes: bureaucrats' beliefs about corruption and rule

enforcement, internal meetings and accountability-related managerial practices, and in-

terpersonal trust within the bureaucracy.

6.1 Bureaucratic beliefs about rule of law

Using endline survey data from bureaucrats, we estimate the following speci�cation for

each individual bureaucrat 8in municipality < :

H8< = � ¸ ) ) < ¸ D8<• (2)

The outcome H8< includes measures of bureaucrats' beliefs about corruption among

councilors, other bureaucrats, and city hall private vendors, as well as beliefs about the

enforcement of rules governing the acquisition of o�ce equipment, public procurement,

and recruitment.
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As described in the data section, we construct a summary index of beliefs about the

rule of law, such that coe�cients can be interpreted in standard deviation units relative to

the control group. For the aggregate index, which combines beliefs about corruption and

rule enforcement, corruption measures are reverse-coded so that higher values indicate

stronger perceived enforcement and lower perceived corruption. Constructing a summary

index improves statistical power and addresses concerns related to multiple hypothesis

testing (O'Brien, 1984; Anderson, 2008a; Kline and Santos, 2012).

Table 3 reports the results. Deliberation leads to a large and statistically signi�cant

negative shift in beliefs about the rule of law. The aggregate index decreases by 0.40

standard deviations in treated municipalities relative to the control group ( ?-value = 0.006;

randomization inference ?-value = 0.006), indicating a substantial decline in perceived rule

compliance and integrity within the bureaucracy. These patterns suggest that deliberation

made organizational failures and weaknesses harder to dismiss as isolated incidents within

the bureaucracy.

The sub-components show a similar pattern. On the corruption dimension, delibera-

tion increases perceived corruption across actors. The largest e�ect is for city hall vendors:

bureaucrats in treated municipalities are 0.47 standard deviations more likely to perceive

corruption among vendors relative to the control group ( ?-value 5 0•01; randomization

inference ?-value 5 0•01). Estimated e�ects for perceived corruption among councilors

and other bureaucrats are also positive, though smaller in magnitude and not statistically

signi�cant at conventional levels.

On the enforcement dimension, deliberation reduces beliefs that administrative rules

are followed. Bureaucrats in treated municipalities are 0.27 standard deviations less likely

to report that procurement rules are enforced ( ?-value 5 0•10; randomization inference

?-value 5 0•10). Estimated e�ects for equipment acquisition procedures and hiring rules

are similar in magnitude, though not statistically signi�cant at conventional levels.

Attrition A potential concern with these estimates is di�erential attrition between treat-

ment and control municipalities. Table A.5 shows that assignment to treatment does not

systematically predict missingness for the aggregate beliefs index or most sub-components,

with the exception of a marginally signi�cant e�ect for beliefs about corruption among

other bureaucrats (? = 0.096). We follow de Mel et al. (2008) and construct Lee (2009)

bounds to formally assess robustness. Table A.6 shows that the Lee bounds for the ag-

gregate beliefs index are tight and entirely negative, ranging from -0.43 to -0.35 standard

deviations, with both bounds signi�cant at the 1 percent level. This indicates that the
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estimated decline in beliefs about the rule of law is robust to any plausible pattern of

selection into the sample.

Quantile estimates. We also examine whether the treatment e�ects are concentrated

in particular parts of the belief distribution or observed more broadly across it. Figure

5 presents the results graphically, and Appendix Table A.9 reports the corresponding

estimates along with randomization inference ?-values. The e�ects are not con�ned to the

mean but are present across the belief distribution, with negative e�ects from the 10th to

the 70th percentile (randomization inference ?-value 5 0•05 throughout). This suggests

that the negative updating in beliefs is broad-based and extends across multiple parts of

the belief distribution.

Figure 6 further shows that bureaucrats in treated municipalities who did not attend

the deliberation meetings also exhibit more negative beliefs about rule enforcement and

corruption relative to bureaucrats in control municipalities. While attendance was vol-

untary and these comparisons should not be interpreted causally, the �gure suggests

that belief changes may not have been mechanically con�ned to direct participants in the

deliberation sessions.

Convergence in beliefs within municipalities. We next examine whether deliberation

a�ected the dispersion of beliefs within municipalities. If deliberation generates coordi-

nated updating and more aligned interpretations of performance-relevant information,

we would expect beliefs to become less dispersed in treated municipalities, particularly

among bureaucrats who attended the meetings. For this analysis, we collapse the data to

the municipality level and compute the standard deviation of beliefs across bureaucrats

within each municipality.

Table A.10 reports municipality-level standard deviations of beliefs, computed sep-

arately for bureaucrats who attended the deliberation meetings and those who did not.

Columns (1)�(2) report results for the standard deviation of overall beliefs, columns (3)�(4)

for beliefs about corruption, and columns (5)�(6) for beliefs about the enforcement of pro-

curement and hiring rules. Lower values for treated municipalities indicate that beliefs

become less dispersed following the deliberation exercise.

The results in Table A.10 support this prediction. Dispersion declines in treated

municipalities, with the strongest e�ects among bureaucrats who attended the meetings,

particularly for beliefs about corruption. While dispersion also falls among non-attendees,

these e�ects are smaller in magnitude and statistically insigni�cant.
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Taken together, these �ndings show that deliberation not only shifts beliefs on average

and across the belief distribution, but also reduces their dispersion within municipali-

ties. Among attendees, beliefs become signi�cantly more aligned, particularly regarding

corruption, suggesting that deliberation generated more similar interpretations of organi-

zational performance within the bureaucracy.

6.2 Managers' beliefs, internal meetings and accountability

The conceptual framework suggests that the deliberation intervention acts as an organization-

wide information shock, leading managers to update their beliefs about organizational

performance and accountability within the bureaucracy and potentially shift managerial

attention and accountability-related practices. In this subsection, we examine this further.

Given the institutional setting, we classify managers as individuals serving as General

Secretary or those holding director- or chief-level positions. A natural limitation is that

managers constitute a substantially smaller share of the bureaucracy, reducing statistical

power for detecting e�ects within this subgroup.

We �rst examine managerial exposure to the deliberation meetings. Appendix Figure

B.11 regresses bureaucrats' socioeconomic, demographic, and professional characteristics

on attendance at the deliberation meetings. The �gure shows that while there are no sys-

tematic di�erences across most socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, managers

were substantially more likely to attend the deliberation meetings than non-managerial

bureaucrats. In addition, the General Secretary, the highest-ranking bureaucrat in the mu-

nicipality, was present in all but one municipality across the deliberation sessions (Table

7). This is notable given that the largest improvements in audit-based performance are

observed for overall administrative management, a component speci�cally centered on

internal administrative coordination and oversight (Table A.4).

Consistent with these patterns, Figures B.14�B.15 show that managers exhibit similar

negative updates in beliefs about the rule of law as workers. The estimated e�ects for

managers are economically and statistically signi�cant for the aggregate beliefs index.

Together, these patterns suggest that managers were exposed to the deliberation process

and negatively updated their beliefs in response to it.

We next examine whether these changes in beliefs were accompanied by changes

in accountability-related interactions within the administration. We use bureaucrats'

reported meeting attendance and meeting content as proxies for managerial attention and

accountability-related practices within the bureaucracy. This focus on meetings re�ects the
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institutional setting we study, where internal oversight is often exercised through regular

administrative meetings. Consistent with this, whether such meetings are regularly held

forms a core component of the auditors' performance evaluation criteria, as discussed in

data Subsection 4.1.

Table 5 reports the e�ects of deliberation on the number of meetings attended by

bureaucrats in the past three months, both including and excluding the deliberation meet-

ings. When deliberation meetings are included, the estimates are small and statistically

insigni�cant, indicating no meaningful change in overall meeting attendance in the treated

municipalities relative to the control. When deliberation meetings are excluded, meet-

ing attendance is lower in treated municipalities. Figure 10 shows that this decline is

driven primarily by managers rather than workers. Taken together, these patterns sug-

gest that deliberation substituted for routine managerial oversight interactions rather than

increasing the overall quantity of oversight within the bureaucracy.

We next examine whether deliberation a�ected the content of meetings or what got

discussed in the meetings that did take place. While the overall number of meetings

did not increase, Figure 11 shows that their content shifted. In treated municipalities,

discussions of audit reports and corruption increase relative to the control group, with no

corresponding increase in discussions of taxes and �nances, broader administrative chal-

lenges, or general governance issues (Figure 12). This pattern suggests that deliberation

shifted managerial attention toward accountability-related concerns and organizational

failures highlighted by the audit information rather than generating a broad-based expan-

sion in oversight activities.

Taken together, these �ndings suggest that deliberation reshaped the focus of man-

agerial interactions within the bureaucracy toward accountability concerns and organi-

zational failures highlighted by the audit information rather than simply increasing the

quantity of oversight activities. We next examine whether the broader changes in be-

liefs and managerial interactions altered interpersonal trust and relational arrangements

within the bureaucracy.

6.3 Interpersonal trust

The preceding results show that deliberation led bureaucrats and managers to negatively

update their beliefs about rule enforcement and corruption and shifted managerial inter-

actions toward accountability-related concerns. We next examine whether these broader

changes in beliefs and accountability relationships altered interpersonal trust within the
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bureaucracy.

We interpret interpersonal trust as capturing the strength and stability of informal

organizational relationships within the bureaucracy (Macchiavello and Morjaria, 2022).

In environments where formal incentives and monitoring are weak, bureaucratic per-

formance may depend partly on relational arrangements and informal understandings

among bureaucrats regarding e�ort, rule enforcement, and accountability. Such arrange-

ments can facilitate coordination and cooperation, but they can also sustain tolerance of

low e�ort or weak enforcement of rules.

Table 4 reports the e�ects of deliberation on bureaucratic trust. The aggregate trust

index declines by 0.35 standard deviations in treated municipalities relative to the control

group ( ?-value = 0•039; randomization inference ?-value = 0•060), indicating a substantial

reduction in interpersonal trust following deliberation.

The decline is observed across multiple relational categories. Trust in councilors falls

by 0.38 standard deviations in treated municipalities relative to the control group ( ?-

value = 0•031; randomization inference ?-value = 0•020), representing the largest e�ect.

Trust in departmental colleagues declines by 0.28 standard deviations (?-value = 0•064;

randomization inference ?-value = 0•060). Estimated e�ects for trust in o�ce colleagues

and city hall colleagues more broadly are similar in magnitude and direction, although

less precisely estimated.

Attrition We test for di�erential attrition in responses to the trust measures across treated

and control municipalities. For trust, Table A.7 shows no di�erential attrition on any sub-

component, and all 595 endline respondents provide a non-missing value for the aggregate

trust index. The estimated decline of 0.35 standard deviations is therefore not subject to

attrition concerns. We, however, report Lee bounds for the trust sub-components in

Table A.8 for completeness.

Quantile estimates. Consistent with the results for beliefs, the e�ects on trust are not

con�ned to the mean. Figure 8 presents the quantile treatment e�ects graphically, while

Appendix Table A.11 reports the corresponding estimates and randomization inference ?-

values. The results show negative e�ects across much of the trust distribution, particularly

between the 20th and 80th percentiles. This suggests that the decline in interpersonal

trust re�ects a broad-based shift within the bureaucracy rather than changes concentrated

among a narrow subset of bureaucrats.
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Figure 9 further indicates that declines in trust extend beyond direct participants

in the deliberation meetings. Bureaucrats in treated municipalities who did not attend

the meetings also exhibit lower trust relative to bureaucrats in control municipalities,

suggesting that the intervention altered relational dynamics more broadly within the

organization.

Managers. Managers exhibit similar directional declines in trust, although the estimates

are more muted and less precisely estimated (Figures B.16�B.17). Overall, we cannot reject

that the e�ects on managers are statistically similar to those for workers. More broadly,

the decline in trust among workers is observed consistently across multiple categories of

actors within the bureaucracy, including councilors, departmental colleagues, and city

hall colleagues. This pattern suggests that deliberation changed how bureaucrats viewed

and related to others throughout the organization, rather than simply reducing trust in

one particular group.

The joint pattern of results�improvements in performance, negative updating of

beliefs about rule enforcement and corruption, changes in managerial attention toward

accountability concerns, and declines in interpersonal trust�is notable because trust and

social cohesion are often viewed as supporting organizational performance (Brown et al.,

2015; Keefer and Vlaicu, 2024; Nguyen, 2026). One interpretation of these �ndings, how-

ever, is that in weakly institutionalized settings interpersonal trust and informal relational

arrangements may instead sustain low-e�ort organizational equilibria. This interpretation

relates to a broader literature emphasizing the downsides of relationships and interper-

sonal trust and how it can also sustain ine�cient or collusive outcomes (Basu, 1986;

Dasgupta, 2005; Bloch et al., 2007; Alesina and Giuliano, 2014; Ban�eld, 1958; Gambetta,

1993; Portes and Landolt, 1996; Tirole, 1986; Milgrom and Roberts, 1988).

Taken together, these �ndings suggest that deliberation improved performance not by

strengthening interpersonal cohesion within the bureaucracy, but by disrupting relational

arrangements and shared expectations that previously sustained weak accountability and

low e�ort within the organization. 16

16As discussed in the introduction, in this setting there is a negative relationship between trust and per-
formance at baseline using municipal audit-based performance and a citizen experience index constructed
from the Afrobarometer (Figures B.13a and B.13b).
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6.4 Discussion

This paper shows that low-cost institutional changes within bureaucracies can generate

meaningful improvements in performance by reshaping organizational beliefs and expec-

tations. Deliberation changed how bureaucrats interpreted organizational functioning,

reducing trust and shifting attention toward accountability-related concerns.

A natural question is why such practices do not emerge organically within bureaucra-

cies. One possibility is that organizational environments characterized by high interper-

sonal trust and stable relational arrangements may resist processes that publicly reveal

collective failures or weaken existing norms. Even when such changes improve per-

formance, initiating them may be individually costly for bureaucrats whose day-to-day

interactions depend on maintaining cooperative workplace relationships. In this sense,

institutional change may require coordination that existing organizational equilibria make

di�cult to achieve internally.

More broadly, the �ndings suggest that institutional reforms need not operate solely

through changes in formal incentives, monitoring technologies, or personnel selection.

Modifying how information is collectively interpreted within organizations may itself be

an important lever for improving state performance.

7 Conclusion

We study whether changing organizational norms through deliberation can improve bu-

reaucratic performance. In a �eld experiment with municipal administrations in Benin,

collective deliberation over performance-relevant information improved audit-based mea-

sures of bureaucratic performance. These improvements were accompanied by shifts in

beliefs about corruption and rule enforcement, declines in interpersonal trust, and changes

in the content of internal discussions within the bureaucracy.

The �ndings suggest that bureaucratic underperformance may persist not only because

of weak formal incentives, but also because of organizational environments sustained by

shared expectations and informal relational arrangements. Deliberation altered these

organizational environments by making performance-relevant information collectively

visible and open to discussion.

More broadly, the results highlight the potential for low-cost �institutional edits�

within organizations to improve state performance. In weakly institutionalized settings,
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improving accountability may require disrupting organizational norms and relationships

that sustain low-e�ort equilibria. An important direction for future work is to under-

stand how organizations can sustain accountability while rebuilding forms of trust and

cooperation that support high performance.
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Tables

Table 1: Description of deliberation meetings

Meeting 1 Meeting 2 Meeting 3 Overall

Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N

Meetings' Characteristics

Total Participants 31.30 10 31.60 10 34.10 10 32.33 30

Bureaucrat Participants 21.80 10 23.80 10 22.90 10 22.83 30

General Secretary Attended 0.90 10 1.00 10 1.00 10 0.97 30

Duration (in minutes) 100.00 10 91.80 10 94.10 10 95.30 30

Duration of Presentation (in minutes) 32.70 10 36.40 10 38.20 10 35.77 30

Duration of Discussion (in minutes) 48.90 10 37.50 10 44.20 10 43.53 30

Duration of Presentation (in percentage) 0.34 10 0.42 10 0.42 10 0.39 30

Duration of Discussion (in percentage) 0.47 10 0.41 10 0.48 10 0.46 30

Number of Contributions 7.75 8 4.30 10 3.40 10 4.96 28

Number of Critics 7.20 5 5.60 10 9.67 6 7.14 21

Number of Questions 4.00 8 2.89 9 4.83 6 3.78 23

Perception of Enumerators

Meeting is Interactive 1.00 10 1.00 9 1.00 10 1.00 29

Meeting is Informative 1.00 10 1.00 9 0.60 10 0.86 29

Meeting Atmosphere is Good 1.00 10 1.00 9 1.00 10 1.00 29

Meeting Atmosphere is Tense 0.00 10 0.00 9 0.00 10 0.00 29

Note: The data is compiled from the meeting notes taken by enumerators. Meeting 1 discussed the audit

reports of the municipalities, while meetings 2 and 3 described results from a survey of bureaucrats and

citizens, respectively. General Secretary attended is a dummy variable that turns on 1 of a General Secretary

of the municipality attended the meeting. Criticism, Contribution, and Question are the number of times

these items were recorded during each meeting across municipalities. The enumerators also reported their

perceptions regarding the atmosphere of the meetings. These are dummies for whether the meetings were

interactive or informative and whether the atmosphere was tense or good.

41



Table 2: Did Deliberation A�ect Municipal Performance?

Dependent

Variables

Pre-Period

Control

Mean

(1)

DID

Estimate

(2)

Standard

Error

(3)

P-Value

(4)

Randomization

Inference

P-Value

(5)

Obs.

(6)

Municipal

Audit-Based

Performance

77.835 6.8286** 2.9555 0.032 0.026 112

Note: The unit of observation is municipality-year. The data is from the Audit Reports of 2014-2019.

Municipal Audit-Based Performance is a score constructed from 3 sub-components: (i) Record Keeping (ii)

Transparency of Public Procurement (iii) Overall Management. Record Keeping is constructed from scores

on: maintenance of accounting records, existence of documentation room/archive accessible to the public

and equipped with storage furniture, statements of transferred resources, updated physical registers and

stock-taking by the authorized o�cers. Transparency of Public Procurement is constructed from scores

given on: Secretariat of the organizations responsible for public procurement is functional, the number and

exhaustiveness of the reports published by them, details on FaDeC funds and spending, compliance with

public procurement procedures, quality of accounts and traceability of transfers. Overall Management is

constructed from scores given on e�ectiveness of the role of coordinator of local services by the Secretary

General, and management of certi�cates of civil status (certi�cates of birth, death, marriage and divorce).

We report p-value in Column (4) and p-value from Randomization Inference with 1,000 repetitions in

Column (5). All regressions include municipality and year �xed e�ects. Standard Errors are clustered at

the municipality level. Signi�cance levels are denoted as: * p 50.1, ** p50.05, *** p50.01.
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Table 3: Did Deliberation A�ect Bureaucrats' Beliefs About Corruption and Enforcement
of Rules?

Dependent Variables

ITT

(1)

Standard

Error

(2)

P-Value

(3)

RI

P-Value

(4)

Obs.

(5)

Aggregate Index

Beliefs about Rule of Law -0.4045*** 0.1299 0.006 0.006 580

Subcomponent: Bureaucrats' beliefs about corruption among

Councilors 0.2031 0.1333 0.144 0.142 455

Other Bureaucrats 0.2172 0.1434 0.146 0.142 510

City Hall Vendors 0.4714*** 0.1464 0.005 0.004 374

Subcomponent: Bureaucrats' beliefs about enforcement of rules for

Acquisition of O�ce Equipment -0.2658 0.1584 0.110 0.109 431

Public Procurement -0.2707* 0.1476 0.082 0.071 401

Hiring Sta� -0.2720 0.1893 0.167 0.154 411

Note: The unit of observation is a bureaucrat. The Belief about Rule of Law Index is a standardized aggregate

of beliefs about corruption and enforcement of rules as described in the lower panels. It is measured on a

four-point scale ranging from �not at all� to �very much,� with higher values indicating greater trust. We

report p-value in Column (3) and p-value from Randomization Inference with 1,000 repetitions in Column

(4). Standard errors are clustered at the municipality level. Signi�cance levels are denoted as: * p 50.1, **

p50.05, *** p50.01.
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Table 4: Did Deliberation A�ect Bureaucrats' Trust in Others?

Dependent Variables

ITT

(1)

Standard

Error

(2)

P-Value

(3)

RI

P-Value

(4)

Obs.

(5)

Trust Index -0.3511** 0.1585 0.039 0.042 595

Bureaucrats' Trust in

Councilors -0.3769** 0.1613 0.031 0.035 581

O�ce Colleagues -0.2732 0.1589 0.102 0.120 538

Colleagues in Same Dept -0.2788* 0.1415 0.064 0.073 574

City Hall Colleagues -0.2170 0.1476 0.158 0.172 582

Note: The unit of observation is a bureaucrat. The Trust Index is a standardized aggregate of trust in

councilors, o�ce colleagues, colleagues in the same department, and city hall colleagues. We report p-value

in Column (3) and p-value from Randomization Inference with 1,000 repetitions in Column (4). Standard

errors are clustered at the municipality level. Signi�cance levels are denoted as: * p 50.1, ** p50.05, ***

p50.01.

Table 5: Number of meetings held

Number of City-hall Meetings
attended in the last 3 months

(1) (2)
Excluding

Overall Deliberation

Treatment -0.460 -1.610*
(0.896) (0.847)
{0.598} {0.0790}

Control Mean 6.132 6.098**
(0.625) (0.622)
{0.303} {0.0420}

# 595 595

Note: The unit of analysis is a bureaucrat. Standard errors in parenthesis are clustered at the

municipality level. Randomization inference p-value is in square brackets. Signi�cance levels are

denoted as: * p50.1, ** p50.05, *** p50.01.
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Figures

Figure 1: Spatial Distribution of Treatment Assignment

Notes: The �gure shows the spatial distribution of the 20 municipalities in the sample

across. Shading indicates treatment and control assignment.
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Figure 2: Balance test on characteristics of bureaucrats

Notes.

The variables have been standardized and their mean di�erence between treatment and control group is

plotted along with 95% CIs. The standard errors are clustered at the municipality level. The source of the

data is bureaucrat survey.
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Figure 3: Balance test on municipal characteristics

Notes. The variables have been standardized and their mean di�erence between treatment and control

group is plotted along with 95% CIs. The standard errors are clustered at the municipality level. The source

of the data are the municipal audit reports, which are available on the National Commission for Local

Finance (CoNaFiL) website.
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Figure 4: Did Deliberation A�ect Bureaucratic Beliefs about Corruption and Enforcement
of Rules

Notes: The �gure reports estimates of the e�ect of deliberation on bureaucrats' beliefs about corruption

and enforcement of rules, with 90% and 95% con�dence intervals. Randomization inference p-values (1,000

repetitions) are shown above each estimate. The unit of observation is a bureaucrat. Standard errors are

clustered at the municipality level.
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Figure 5: Quantile Regression Estimates: Did Deliberation A�ect Bureaucratic Beliefs
about Corruption and Enforcement of Rules

Notes: The �gure reports quantile regression estimates of the treatment e�ect on the index of beliefs about

rule of law across quantiles 10 to 90. The shaded area represents the 95% con�dence interval. Standard

errors are clustered at the municipality level.
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Figure 6: Kernel Density of Bureaucratic Beliefs about Corruption and Enforcement

Notes: The �gure shows kernel density estimates of the Beliefs about Rule of Law index by treatment and

attendance status. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test ?-values for pairwise comparisons are reported below the

�gure.
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Figure 7: Did Deliberation A�ect Bureaucrats' Trust in Others?

Notes: The �gure reports estimates of the e�ect of deliberation on bureaucrats' trust, with 90% and 95%

con�dence intervals. Randomization inference p-values (1,000 repetitions) are shown above each estimate.

The unit of observation is a bureaucrat. Standard errors are clustered at the municipality level.
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Figure 8: Quantile Regression Estimates: Did Deliberation A�ect Bureaucrats' Trust in
Others

Notes: The �gure reports quantile regression estimates of the treatment e�ect on the Trust index across

quantiles 10 to 90. The shaded area represents the 95% con�dence interval. Standard errors are clustered at

the municipality level.
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Figure 9: Kernel Density of Bureaucratic Trust Index

Notes: The �gure shows kernel density estimates of the Trust index by treatment and attendance status.

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test ?-values for pairwise comparisons are reported below the �gure.
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Figure 10: Number of city-hall meetings attended by managers and workers
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Figure 11: Topics Discussed During General Meetings in the Municipality

Notes: The �gure shows the proportion of respondents who reported that audit and corruption-related
topics were discussed during general meetings in the municipality, by treatment status. Error bars represent
95% con�dence intervals. Stars denote statistical signi�cance of the di�erence in means: * p 50.10, **
p50.05, *** p50.01. Randomization inference p-values (1,000 repetitions) are reported below.
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Figure 12: Topics Discussed During General Meetings in the Municipality

Notes: The �gure shows the proportion of respondents who reported that various non-audit topics were
discussed during the meetings, by treatment status. Error bars represent 95% con�dence intervals. Stars
denote statistical signi�cance of the di�erence in means: * p 50.10, ** p50.05, *** p50.01. Randomization
inference p-values (1,000 repetitions) are reported below.
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A Appendix Tables

Table A.1: Relation between previous year's audit-based performance and current year's
FaDeC investment transfers

Dependent Variable: FaDeC Investment Transfers (t)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Audit-Based

Performance (t-1)

1615995** 1564939* 1546852* 2029669**
(735236) (754951.5) (763319.3) (905340.7)
[0.0406] [0.0520] [0.0570] [0.0371]

Control for Population Size No Yes Yes Yes
Control for Poverty Rate No No Yes Yes
Municipality Fixed E�ects No No No Yes
Observations 97 97 97 97

Note: The unit of observation is municipality-year. The data is from the Audit Reports of 2014-2019. The

dependent variable is the amount of FaDeC investment transfers in year t. Audit-based performance (t-1)

is last year's performance score of the municipality as evaluated by the auditors. These are measured in

percentages. Column (1) has no controls. Column (2) controls for population size of the municipalities in

year t, while Column (3) controls for their poverty rates. Finally, Column (4) includes municipality �xed

e�ects. The standard errors are reported in parentheses and are clustered at the municipality level. The

p-values are reported in square brackets. Signi�cance levels are denoted as: * p50.1, ** p50.05, *** p50.01.

Table A.2: Baseline correlation between municipal audit-based performance and citizen
experience index (2014)

Municipal Audit-Based Performance
Correlation Coe�cient P-Value Obs.

Citizen Experience Index 0.6232*** 0.010 16

Note: Citizen Experience Index is a standardized index of the several indicators at the citizen level. These
indicators are: whether the citizens feel that (i) there are corrupt government o�cials (ii) these o�cials go
unpunished (iii) their present living conditions are good (iv) their living conditions are better compared to
others (v) it is di�cult to access identity document and household services (vi) bribes are required to access
them. In the construction of the index, only the signs of all indicators except (iii) and (iv) were �ipped so
that higher values are better.
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Table A.3: Heterogeneity based on baseline audit-based performance - Did Deliberation
A�ect Municipal Performance?

Dependent Variables

Below Mean Municipality

Control Mean

(1)

Treatment

(2)

Treatment �

Above Mean

(3)

Obs.

(4)

P-Value: T + T �

Above Mean = 0

(5)

Municipal

Audit-Based

Performance

63.138

10.779***

(2.605)

{0.056}

-7.572***

(2.225)

{0.942}

112 0.312

Sub-Components of Municipal Audit-Based Performance

Record Keeping 63.800

18.583*

(9.860)

{0.208}

-18.562**

(8.692)

{0.642}

112 0.997

Transparency

of Public

Procurement

68.238

11.061*

(5.623)

{0.148}

-10.110

(6.057)

{0.717}

112 0.848

Overall

Management
65.000

39.935**

(17.788)

{0.129}

-42.201**

(17.554)

{0.249}

72 0.825

Note: The unit of observation is municipality-year. The data is from the Audit Reports of 2014-2019.

Municipal Audit-Based Performance is a score constructed from 3 sub-components: (i) Record Keeping (ii)

Transparency of Public Procurement (iii) Overall Management. Record Keeping is constructed from scores

on: maintenance of accounting records, existence of documentation room/archive accessible to the public

and equipped with storage furniture, statements of transferred resources, updated physical registers and

stock-taking by the authorized o�cers. Transparency of Public Procurement is constructed from scores

given on: Secretariat of the organizations responsible for public procurement is functional, the number and

exhaustiveness of the reports published by them, details on FaDeC funds and spending, compliance with

public procurement procedures, quality of accounts and traceability of transfers. Overall Management is

constructed from scores given on e�ectiveness of the role of coordinator of local services by the Secretary

General, and management of certi�cates of civil status (certi�cates of birth, death, marriage and divorce).

Above and below mean performing municipalities are based on baseline data. We report p-value in Column

(4) and p-value from Randomization Inference with 1,000 repetitions in Column (5). All regressions include

municipality and year �xed e�ects. Standard errors are reported in parenthesis, while the Randomization

Inference P-Values (1,000 reptitions) are reported in square braces. Standard Errors are clustered at the

municipality level. Signi�cance levels are denoted as: * p 50.1, ** p50.05, *** p50.01.
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Table A.4: Sub-components of Performance: Did Collective Deliberation A�ect Municipal
Audit-based Performance?

Dependent

Variables

Pre-Period

Control

Mean

(1)

DID

Estimate

(2)

Standard

Error

(3)

P-Value

(4)

Randomization

Inference

P-Value

(5)

Obs.

(6)

Record Keeping 78.493 9.3016 7.7031 0.242 0.216 112

Transparency of Public Procurement 78.297 5.7866 4.6223 0.226 0.181 112

Overall Management 83.500 14.4186 13.4617 0.298 0.227 72

Note: The unit of observation is municipality-year. The data is from the Audit Reports of 2014-2019.

Municipal Audit-Based Performance is a score constructed from 3 sub-components: (i) Record Keeping (ii)

Transparency of Public Procurement (iii) Overall Management. Record Keeping is constructed from scores

on: maintenance of accounting records, existence of documentation room/archive accessible to the public

and equipped with storage furniture, statements of transferred resources, updated physical registers and

stock-taking by the authorized o�cers. Transparency of Public Procurement is constructed from scores

given on: Secretariat of the organizations responsible for public procurement is functional, the number and

exhaustiveness of the reports published by them, details on FaDeC funds and spending, compliance with

public procurement procedures, quality of accounts and traceability of transfers. Overall Management is

constructed from scores given on e�ectiveness of the role of coordinator of local services by the Secretary

General, and management of certi�cates of civil status (certi�cates of birth, death, marriage and divorce).

We report p-value in Column (4) and p-value from Randomization Inference with 1,000 repetitions in

Column (5). All regressions include municipality and year �xed e�ects. Standard Errors are clustered at

the municipality level. Signi�cance levels are denoted as: * p 50.1, ** p50.05, *** p50.01.
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Table A.5: Attrition: Bureaucrats' Beliefs About Corruption and Enforcement of Rules

1(Missing)

Treatment

E�ect

(1)

Standard

Error

(2)

P-Value

(3)

Non-Missing

Obs.

(4)

Aggregate Index

Beliefs about Rule of Law -0.0103 0.0136 0.455 580

Subcomponent: Bureaucrats' beliefs about corruption among

Councilors -0.0158 0.0515 0.762 455

Other Bureaucrats -0.0720* 0.0412 0.096 510

City Hall Vendors -0.0340 0.0752 0.656 374

Subcomponent: Bureaucrats' beliefs about enforcement of rules for

Acquisition of O�ce Equipment 0.0241 0.0798 0.766 431

Public Procurement 0.0102 0.0814 0.902 401

Hiring Sta� 0.0171 0.0807 0.835 411

Note: The table reports treatment e�ects on an indicator for whether the dependent variable is missing.

The unit of observation is a bureaucrat. Standard errors are clustered at the municipality level. Signi�cance

levels are denoted as: * p50.1, ** p50.05, *** p50.01.
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Table A.6: Lee Bounds: Bureaucrats' Beliefs About Corruption and Enforcement of Rules

Treatment Lee Bounds

Dependent Variables E�ect Lower Bound Upper Bound Obs.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Aggregate Index

Beliefs about Rule of Law -0.3969��� -0.4252��� -0.3549��� 580

(0.1048) (0.0924) (0.1011)

Subcomponent: Bureaucrats' belief about corruption among

Councilors 0.2227 0.2031 0.2191�� 455

(0.1539) (0.1812) (0.1071)

Other Bureaucrats 0.1800 0.0588 0.2849��� 510

(0.1916) (0.1222) (0.1017)

City Hall Vendors 0.4372 ��� 0.3421� 0.5336��� 374

(0.1263) (0.1942) (0.1387)

Subcomponent: Bureaucrats' beliefs about enforcement of rules for

Acquisition of O�ce Equipment -0.2209 -0.3390 ��� -0.2428�� 431

(0.1508) (0.1160) (0.1066)

Public Procurement -0.3381�� -0.3388 -0.2614�� 401

(0.1321) (0.2205) (0.1097)

Hiring Sta� -0.2284 -0.3507��� -0.2558�� 411

(0.1683) (0.1254) (0.1124)

Note: Column (1) reports the regression results from main results and the standard errors are clustered at

the municipality level. Column (2) and (3) report the estimates of lower and upper Lee Bounds respectively

(Lee, 2009). No controls are used and the standard errors are not clustered. The unit of observation is a

bureaucrat. Signi�cance levels are coded as: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Table A.7: Attrition - Trust

1(Missing)

Treatment

E�ect

(1)

Standard

Error

(2)

P-Value

(3)

Non-Missing

Obs.

(4)

Aggregate Index

Trust Index - - - 595

Subcomponent: Bureaucrats' trust in

Councilors -0.0070 0.0129 0.596 581

O�ce Colleagues 0.0091 0.0474 0.850 538

Same Dept Colleagues -0.0037 0.0205 0.858 574

City Hall Colleagues -0.0036 0.0131 0.788 582

Note: The table reports treatment e�ects on an indicator for whether the dependent variable is missing.

The unit of observation is a bureaucrat. Standard errors are clustered at the municipality level. Signi�cance

levels are denoted as: * p50.1, ** p50.05, *** p50.01.
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Table A.8: Lee Bounds - Trust

Treatment Lee Bounds

Dependent Variables E�ect Lower Bound Upper Bound Obs.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Aggregate Index

Trust Index -0.2363 - - 595

(0.1864)

Subcomponent: Bureaucrats' trust in

Councilors -0.4028�� -0.3852��� -0.3641��� 581

(0.1875) (0.0869) (0.0886)

O�ce Colleagues -0.0340 -0.2732�� -0.2649��� 538

(0.1813) (0.1132) (0.0937)

Same Dept Colleagues -0.0729 -0.2831��� -0.2709��� 574

(0.1505) (0.0856) (0.0897)

City Hall Colleagues -0.0532 -0.2219��� -0.2170�� 582

(0.1306) (0.0858) (0.0871)

Note: Column (1) reports the regression results from main results and the standard errors are clustered at

the municipality level. Column (2) and (3) report the estimates of lower and upper Lee Bounds respectively

(Lee, 2009). No controls are used and the standard errors are not clustered. The unit of observation is a

bureaucrat. Signi�cance levels are coded as: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Table A.9: Quantile Regression Estimates: Did Deliberation A�ect Bureaucratic Beliefs
about Corruption and Enforcement of Rules

Quantile Q10 Q20 Q30 Q40 Q50 Q60 Q70 Q80 Q90

Treatment -0.582** -0.454** -0.656*** -0.538** -0.795*** -0.508*** -0.176** -0.00687 -0.0193

(0.241) (0.203) (0.212) (0.235) (0.159) (0.150) (0.0889) (0.0850) (0.0483)

{0.0570} {0.0280} {0.00400} {0.00700} {0.0150} {0.0140} {0.0250} {0.0490} {0.110}

Observations 580 580 580 580 580 580 580 580 580

Note: The unit of observation is a bureaucrat. The table reports estimates from quantile regressions of

bureaucrats' Beliefs about Rule of Law index on treatment, at the 10th through 90th percentiles of the

outcome distribution � corresponding to the curves plotted in Figure 5. Each column reports the treatment

e�ect at the indicated quantile. Standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses;

randomization inference ?-values (1,000 reps) are in braces. Signi�cance levels are denoted as: * p50.1, **

p50.05, *** p50.01.

Table A.10: Municipality-level dispersion in bureaucratic beliefs by participation in delib-
eration meetings

All Beliefs Corruption Enforcement

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Attended Not-Attended Attended Not-Attended Attended Not-Attended

Treatment -0.393�� -0.177 -0.574�� -0.074 -0.247 0.006

( 0.154) ( 0.202) ( 0.241) ( 0.355) ( 0.308) ( 0.251)

[ 0.015] [ 0.386] [ 0.026] [ 0.838] [ 0.444] [ 0.980]

Constant 1.712��� 1.712��� 2.703��� 2.703��� 2.237��� 2.237���

( 0.121) ( 0.121) ( 0.175) ( 0.175) ( 0.144) ( 0.144)

[ 0.008] [ 0.177] [ 0.007] [ 0.399] [ 0.238] [ 0.521]

Observations 20 20 20 20 20 20

Note: The unit of observation is a municipality. For each bureaucrat, we construct belief measures about

corruption within the organization and about whether rules are followed (enforcement). We then compute

the within-municipality standard deviation of these beliefs. Columns (1)�(2) report dispersion in overall

beliefs, separately for bureaucrats who attended at least one deliberation meeting and those who did not.

Columns (3)�(4) and (5)�(6) repeat this exercise for beliefs about corruption and enforcement, respectively.

Standard errors clustered at the municipality level are reported in parentheses. P-values from randomization

inference with 1,000 permutations are reported in square brackets. Signi�cance levels are denoted as p<0.1,

*p<0.05, **p<0.01.
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Table A.11: Quantile Regression Estimates: Did Deliberation A�ect Bureaucrats' Trust in
Others

Quantile Q10 Q20 Q30 Q40 Q50 Q60 Q70 Q80 Q90

Treatment -0.312 -0.446** -0.537** -0.460* -0.258 -0.631** -0.759*** -0.443*** 0

(0.305) (0.224) (0.218) (0.242) (0.250) (0.297) (0.273) (0.169) (0.126)

{0.243} {0.135} {0.0910} {0.0860} {0.127} {0.0480} {0.0570} {0.0250} {1}

Observations 595 595 595 595 595 595 595 595 595

Notes: The unit of observation is a bureaucrat. The table reports estimates from quantile regressions of

bureaucrats' Trust index on treatment, at the 10th through 90th percentiles of the outcome distribution �

corresponding to the curves plotted in Figure 8. Each column reports the treatment e�ect at the indicated

quantile. Standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses; randomization inference

?-values (1,000 reps) are in braces. Signi�cance levels are denoted as: * p50.1, ** p50.05, *** p50.01.
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B Appendix Figures

Figure B.1: Collective Deliberation Meetings
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Figure B.2: Attendance by Types of Actors in the Collective Deliberation Meetings

Notes: Data are collected by enumerators before the start of the meeting.
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Figure B.3: Presentation topics and their duration

Notes: Data are from meeting notes taken by enumerators.
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Figure B.4: Discussion topics and their duration

Notes: Data are from meeting notes taken by enumerators.
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Figure B.5: Baseline Aggregate Average of Municipal Audit-Based Performance

Notes. Municipal Audit-Based Performance is a score constructed from three sub-components: (i) Record

Keeping (ii) Transparency of Public Procurement (iii) Overall Management. Record Keeping is constructed

from scores on: maintenance of accounting records, existence of documentation room/archive accessible

to the public and equipped with storage furniture, statements of transferred resources, updated physical

registers and stock-taking by the authorized o�cers. Transparency of Public Procurement is constructed

from scores given on: Secretariat of the organizations responsible for public procurement is functional,

the number and exhaustiveness of the reports published by them, details on FaDeC funds and spending,

compliance with public procurement procedures, quality of accounts and traceability of transfers. Overall

Management is constructed from scores given on e�ectiveness of the role of coordinator of local services by

the Secretary General, and management of certi�cates of civil status (certi�cates of birth, death, marriage

and divorce.
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Figure B.6: Baseline Average of Auditor's Evaluation of Record Keeping by Bureaucrats

Notes. Record Keeping is constructed from scores on: maintenance of accounting records,

existence of documentation room/archive accessible to the public and equipped with

storage furniture, statements of transferred resources, updated physical registers and

stock-taking by the authorized o�cers.
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Figure B.7: Baseline Average of Auditor's Evaluation of Transparency of Public Procure-
ment by Bureaucrats

Notes. Transparency of Public Procurement is constructed from scores given on: Secre-

tariat of the organizations responsible for public procurement is functional, the number

and exhaustiveness of the reports published by them, details on FaDeC funds and spend-

ing, compliance with public procurement procedures, quality of accounts and traceability

of transfers.
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Figure B.8: Baseline Average of Auditor's Evaluation of Overall Management by Bureau-
crats

Notes. Overall Management is constructed from scores given on e�ectiveness of the role

of coordinator of local services by the Secretary General, and management of certi�cates

of civil status (certi�cates of birth, death, marriage and divorce)
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Figure B.9: Number of bureaucrats surveyed across treatment and control municipalities
in December 2016

Notes. For the endline survey conducted in December 2016, 30 bureaucrats were randomly

selected within each of the 20 municipalities. However, there were some exceptions: 27 in

Ze and 29 each in Pehunco & To�o, bringing the total number of observations to 595.
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Figure B.10: Treatment E�ects in the di�erent Treated Municipalities

Notes: The �gure shows estimated treatment e�ects on municipal audit-based performance for each treated

municipality individually, using a di�erence-in-di�erences speci�cation with municipality and year �xed

e�ects.
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Figure B.11: Characteristics of those bureaucrats that attended any of the deliberation

Notes. Each point is the coe�cient from a separate regression of a standardized respondent characteristic

on an indicator for attending at least one deliberation meeting. Bars show 95% con�dence intervals using
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standard errors clustered by municipality.

Figure B.12: Event Study Plot of Municipal Audit-Based Performance

Notes. Municipal Audit-Based Performance is a score built from the audit reports of FADeC. It score is

constructed from three sub-components: (i) Record Keeping (ii) Transparency of Public Procurement (iii)

Overall Management. Record Keeping is constructed from scores given based on availability of quarterly

and annual execution statements of transferred resources, functionality of an archiving and documenta-

tion device, updating of physical records and existence of stock records, updating of physical registers by

the authorizing o�cer, and proper maintenance of accounting records. Transparency of Public Procure-

ment is constructed from scores given based on legal existence and functionality of the main PM bodies

and functionality of the S/PRMP, compliance with public procurement procedures, functionality of public

procurement award and control bodies, availability of the FADeC enforcement point, quality of the ad-

ministrative account and traceability of transfers, and execution of public orders. Overall Management

is constructed from scores given based on e�ectiveness of the role of coordinator of local services by the

Secretary General, and management of civil status documents.
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Figure B.13: Baseline Relationship between Trust and Performance Outcomes

(a) Trust and Audit-Based Performance

(b) Trust and Citizen Experience

Notes: The top panel plots the relationship between the trust index and municipal audit-based per-

formance. The bottom panel plots the relationship between the trust index and the citizen experience

index.
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Figure B.14: Workers and managers: E�ects of deliberation on bureaucratic beliefs about
rule of law

Notes: The �gure reports estimates of the e�ect of deliberation on beliefs about corruption and enforce-

ment of rules, separately for workers and managers, with 90% and 95% con�dence intervals. The unit of

observation is a bureaucrat. Standard errors are clustered at the municipality level.
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Figure B.15: Workers and managers: Quantile estimates of the e�ects of deliberation on
bureaucratic beliefs about rule of law

Notes: The �gure reports quantile regression estimates of the treatment e�ect on the Beliefs about Enforce-

ment index, separately for workers and managers, across quantiles 10 to 90. The shaded area represents the

95% con�dence interval. Standard errors are clustered at the municipality level.
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Figure B.16: Workers and managers: E�ects of deliberation on bureaucratic trust in others

Notes: The �gure reports estimates of the e�ect of deliberation on trust outcomes, separately for workers

and managers, with 90% and 95% con�dence intervals. The unit of observation is a bureaucrat. Standard

errors are clustered at the municipality level.
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Figure B.17: Workers and managers: Quantile estimates of the e�ects of deliberation on
bureaucratic trust in others

Notes: The �gure reports quantile regression estimates of the treatment e�ect on the Trust index, separately

for workers and managers, across quantiles 10 to 90. The shaded area represents the 95% con�dence interval.

Standard errors are clustered at the municipality level.
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C Deliberation Meeting Materials

Figure C.18: Meeting 1: Audit-based presentation

Notes:The �gure shows representative slides from the �rst deliberation meeting, which presented

municipality-speci�c audit �ndings. Information was organized along administrative and �nan-

cial dimensions and presented as observations and associated risks.
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