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To all the brave Women walking bare foot on the dusty country roads, 
To all the men scrapping a living with their bare hands,  
And tied up in an unending cycle of back-breaking labor, 
To all the brave peasants, men and women, and urban dwellers 
Who die of old age at forty, 
To all the freedom fighters whose lives have been wasted, 
To all of you whose pain is unredeemed, 
To you, perfect victims of History, whose only crime was to have been born  
Here and Now, 

May you have been the Last Cross Bearers of African politics… 
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ABSTRACT 

 

 

     The research question that the present project intends to wrestle with is to determine 

the causes of the long survival of authoritarian rule in post-colonial Francophone West 

Africa (FWA). The answer to that question should enlighten us on the related causes of 

the democratic transitions under way in the region since the late 1980’s and early 1990’s. 

Assuming that the same causes produce the same effects, we should explain both the long 

survival of authoritarianism and the transition towards democracy by using the same 

explanatory variable(s) for the countries of our theoretical universe. 

     The dissertation is not pretending to shed new light on the theories of democracy and 

its processes, nor to generate a brand new original hypothesis about democratization, but 

to bring new eyes and to raise new questions in the application of existing theories to 

Francophone West Africa, an often-neglected area of our Comparative Politics discipline. 

Most specifically, it builds on the “neo-patrimonial” conceptual and analytical framework 

provided in the pioneering work of Michael Bratton and Nicholas Van De Walle (1997) 

to provide a systematic account of the dynamics and outcomes of regime transition in 

Francophone West Africa from the late 1980’s through the beginning of the twenty-first 

century. In the process, it refines the hypothesis of the link between “democratic 

transition” and “neo-patrimonialism”, and it takes stock of the literature on the 

conceptualization of “democratic transition”.  

 



 1 

 CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

     According to Naomi Chazan (1999), the reorganization of public space during the first 

years of (Francophone) African Independence, regardless of political philosophies and 

the personal inclinations of particular leaders, was characterized by the systematic efforts 

on the part of the new state leaders to concentrate power at the political center by the 

limitation of political pluralism to very small enclaves, the strong emphasis on statism 

and bureaucratic structures, as well as personalistic forms of decision-making. In short, 

the first years of independence were characterized by authoritarianism, understood as the 

overwhelming propensity toward the concentration of political, economic and social 

activity around the state and its temporal managers (p. 46-54). But since the late 1980’s, 

there are new winds of independence blowing across the continent, and most particularly 

across the Francophone West African region.  

     Although not fitting the typical mold of an authoritarian state, the political growth of 

Senegal illustrates well the transition from authoritarianism to democracy that the FWA 

region has experienced during its post-colonial history. Indeed, as is reported in “An 

Assessment of the Senegalese Electoral Code” by the National Democratic Institute for 

International Affairs, in the period immediately following independence, Senegal’s 

constitutional system did not encourage the formation of alternative parties. Existing 

parties were successively brought into the ruling party. In 1964, a law was adopted 

requiring parties to obtain approval from the minister of the interior before they could 

carry out their political activities. By the 1968 elections, the ruling party was the only 

party presenting candidates. In 1974, the government recognized the formation of another 

party, the Senegalese Democratic Party (PDS). Two years later, the constitution was 

amended to permit three parties. In 1978, multi-party elections were conducted with the 

ruling party winning 82% of the votes. In the most recent post-1980’s elections, not only 

has the winning party’s share of the votes declined down to 58.4%, but there has been a 

leadership turnover and a change of the ruling party as a result of the elections (National 

Democratic Institute for International Affairs, 1991, p. 9-10). 
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     What explains Senegal’s democratization process? And beyond Senegal, what 

explains the “second waves” of democratization in the region? Moreover, can the winds 

that are powering these waves be sustained? The present effort will attempt to address 

these central questions.    

     This introductory section will begin by providing a rationale for the choice of topic. It 

will then provide a brief history of “modern” political activity in Francophone West 

Africa, our region of interest.       

     The choice of democracy and its processes in Francophone West Africa is based on 

three broad reasons: The “democratic peace proposition”, the “democratic prosperity 

proposition” and what I would call the “democratic faith proposition”. 

First: The democratic peace proposition: Ever since R. J. Rummel (1975;1981) made his 

spirited claim long ago, there is a general consensus in the political science community, 

both at the theoretical and empirical levels, “that democratic states are unlikely to become 

involved in wars against each other”(Ray, 1998, p. 210). As Ray (1998) put it,    

impressive cumulative evidence based on statistical analyses of data on regime 

types and the incidence of wars between states, from 1816 to the modern era, 

suggest that this situation is unlikely either to have occurred just by chance or to 

be spurious, that is, brought about by some third factor […] In addition, sweeping 

historical studies of “republics”, for example, in ancient Greece, among Italian 

city-states, and among the cantons of historical Switzerland […] ethnographic and 

anthropological studies of territorially based societies […] and experiments in 

social psychological laboratories […] all support the democratic peace 

proposition (p. 213).  

To the extent that this proposition remains unchallenged by the facts, the spread of 

democracy in the Francophone West African sub-region could translate into peaceful 

coexistence between neighbors whose colonial and post-colonial borders remain virtual 

sources of international/regional conflicts. 

     Furthermore, it is widely believed in the literature, from classical to modern sources, 

even though the empirical evidence is inconclusive, that the inherent promise of peace by 

democratic institutions is coupled with a democratic prosperity proposition. Indeed, 

democracy is not only an engine of peace between nations, but it is also an engine of 
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prosperity within nations. As Huntington points out in his well-celebrated Third Wave 

(1991), “almost all wealthy countries are democracies and almost all democracies are 

wealthy” (p. 34). Indeed, it is not a mere coincidence that the highest percentage of 

wealth is produced and consumed by people living under democratic governments 

whereas most poor people live under non-democratic settings. To these two known 

propositions establishing the “properties of democracy”, one must add a third one, “the 

democratic faith proposition”. 

     The democratic faith proposition can be expressed negatively, in my old-fashion 

conviction that the single most important cause of Africa’s decay is the crisis of political 

governance, that is the failure of African polities to find a regime type that will fulfill the 

triple mission of law and order (internal and external peace), freedom and development 

assigned to the African state; and positively, in my dogmatic belief that democracy is the 

best political system to fulfill the highest human aspirations of material prosperity, 

freedom, as well as human dignity. In other words, the democratic faith proposition is the 

dogmatic faith in the promise of the democratic political system that one’s fate shall not 

be determined by the will of the Gods and/or by the enlightened wisdom of their kingly 

terrestrial representatives, but by one’s own will and consent. Indeed, in my long quest to 

find a theoretical explanation and a solution for the continuous stagnation of post-colonial 

Africa, I have come to Francis Fukuyama’s “end of history” conclusion: that democracy 

is (or may prove to be) the political formula, the magic potion at long last concocted, in 

which to work out the emancipation of the African masses. Therefore, whether by reason 

or by faith, it follows that the interest in democracy and its processes are not the trivial 

abstract preoccupations of an ivory-towered scholar. These are serious issues with 

practical ends, for it matters to a people and/ or its neighbors whether its country is 

governed democratically or not. It is therefore important for those of us from the 

continent, who have witnessed the daily misery brought about to millions of our fellow 

countrymen by dictatorships, to give our utmost consideration and dedication to an issue 

such as this, so that one may assess the realistic hopes and provide solutions to the 

impediments of successful democratic transitions in the region. 

     But why “transitions” and not any other stage along the democratization process? 

Furthermore, why the choice of the Francophone West African region? A few simple, yet 
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very important answers will suffice for now: The research interest in democratic 

transitions is based on several reasons: First, as indicated by Gunther, Diamandouros and 

Puhle (1995), the body of evidence in the literature on democratization indicates that each 

stage along the democratization process carries with it its own processes in that factors 

that cause and lead to a successful transition may be irrelevant or may produce opposite 

effects when it comes to liberalization and/or democratic consolidation. Therefore, it 

becomes necessary to establish conceptual boundaries to study each stage in its own 

individual right so that one may fully appreciate the distinctive properties characterizing 

the various aspects of the overall democratization process. Although the setting of 

boundaries is both arbitrary and subjective as should be expected, the measurement 

provided here is a giant leap forward in the measurement of democratization, in that it 

provides a concept with a clear set of boundaries and measures that does not confuse one 

stage of the democratization process with another. In other words, good conceptualization 

and boundaries result in good measurements.  

     Second, in Consolidating the Third Wave Democracies (1997), Larry Diamond reports 

a contradictory trend according to which, as more countries are “transitioning”, fewer 

democracies are being consolidated. If this is so, it becomes clear that “transition”, not 

“consolidation” will be the major game in town in most democratizing regions. This 

reality is even truer in the context of the wider African region as well as for the 

Francophone West African sub-region. Indeed, although Africa was seen up until 

recently as the land where democracy lost its breath (right after the independence years of 

the 1960’s), the “rediscovery” of democratic politics is the major political development 

of late. But it would be unrealistic to expect full functioning democratic regimes in that 

part of the world for the foreseeable future. The realistic hope is the continuing decaying 

of the post-colonial authoritarian regimes and successful democratic transitions. 

Therefore “transition” and not “consolidation” will be the major political game in town 

(in the region). Moreover, the focus on “transitions” underscores the fragility of the 

political conditions in these emerging regimes and highlights the real risk of decay and/or 

reversal of the gains of the democratization process. As Diamond put it (1997), 

democracy and its processes must be conceptualized as a dynamic, fluid and 

developmental phenomenon.    
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     A third reason for the choice of “transitions” is that the overwhelming majority of the 

literature, (starting from the godfathers of the recent wave of “transitions” studies: 

O’Donnell and al (1986)), suggest that most of the institutions with the most enduring 

consequences on the future of the democratization process and the quality and stability of 

the subsequent democracy are negotiated and/or crafted during the “transition” period. To 

paraphrase Larry Diamond (1997), “transitions” are the phase that determines the rules, 

the players, and the arenas of the (future) democratic political game. Therefore, if 

“transition”, defined as the phase of the institutionalization of democratic practices, is the 

phase that determines the rules, the players and the arena(s) of the (future) democratic 

political game, it follows that this stage is the most important stage in the democratization 

process in that it represents the turning away from, the decaying of the authoritarian 

regime. Indeed, unlike “liberalization” which is the reform of an authoritarian regime, 

“transition” signals the emergence of a new regime-type. Understanding the dynamics of 

democratic transition politics “should be the first step toward designing policies to pave 

the way toward democracy” (Snyder, 2000, p. 16).   

     Finally, the choice of democratic transitions in Francophone West Africa is based on 

what could be called the “politics of democratic transitions”. Providing a conceptual and 

measurement clarity of democratic transitions will prove to be of practical use. Indeed, in 

the post-cold war period, most of the financial and political support received in an aid-

dependent region such as the Francophone West African region comes with a consistent 

condition: that these countries embark on real democratic political reforms. And yet, 

there is no objective way of assessing the “progress” made by a particular country. Is 

“liberalization” in the form of the liberation of a few political prisoners enough to satisfy 

the condition of “democratization”? Or, are elections the threshold? And if so, can any 

elections, including those in which the incumbent party wins more than 90% of the votes 

meet the conditions set forth by a particular aid donor? Given that the monitoring of 

elections worldwide by human rights watch groups, the policy decisions of donors 

countries and agencies, ranging from foreign aid and investment to the imposition of 

sanctions on foreign governments, are all influenced by progress along the 

democratization process as accurately pointed out by Kenneth Bollen (1991), it is easy to 

see that flawed conceptualization and measures of stages along that process have 
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potentially serious policy implications for these aid-dependent countries (Bollen, in 

Inkeles, 1991, p. 4-5). The current effort will hopefully provide an objective 

measurement to donor agencies as well as to emerging democracies, to encourage real 

democratic reforms and reformers. For these reasons and others, it becomes clear that the 

choice of a research topic to deal with conceptual confusion and measurement error, is 

both timely and worthy of scientific inquiry because, to borrow Bollen’s terms, it matters 

for monitoring trends in political democracy, for policy decisions, as well as for scholarly 

research (Bollen, in Inkeles, 1991, p. 5).             

     Bratton and Van De Walle’s Democratic Experiments in Africa: Transitions in 

Comparative Perspective (1997) is the first comprehensive study of its kind which, by 

using the “neo-patrimonial state” framework of analysis, systematically links the design, 

nature and functioning of the post-colonial African state and the nature of its interaction 

with its domestic society to the process of democratization. But unlike Bratton and Van 

De Walle’s, this is the first study of its kind to focus not on Africa as a whole, but on the 

Francophone West African region. In addition, the analysis here is extended beyond the 

late 1980’s and early 1990’s period covered by Bratton and Van De Walle’s study, a 

period corresponding to the “Third Wave” of democratizations in Africa. The broadening 

of the historical perspective into the twenty first century will afford us the ability to 

(re)consider whether the early waves of democratization did indeed mark a watershed in 

the political evolution of the region under consideration.      

     The “neo-patrimonial” nature of the African state and politics has been addressed in a 

significant way in the literature (e.g. Eisenstadt: 1973; Lemarchand: 1972, 1988; Jackson 

and Rosenberg: 1982; Clapham: 1985; Joseph: 1987; Callaghy: 1984; Bayart, Hyden and 

Bratton: 1992; Bratton and Van De Walle: 1997). The basic (and preliminary) 

understanding of the phenomenon that one can draw from these authors is that  

the fundamental distinction between a [neo-patrimonial] and a rational-legal (or what 

is ethnocentrically called a ‘modern’) state is whether or not offices [of the state] may 

be appropriated for personal wealth. In a [neo-patrimonial] state there is no sharp 

distinction between the public and private domains (Nelson Kasfir, quoted by 

MacGaffey in Rothchild and Chazan, 1988, p. 173). 
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Although most of the insights generated by this literature on “neo-patrimonialism” 

advance our understanding of post-colonial political institutions and the dynamics of 

politics in Africa, the contributions on the whole overstate the economic foundations of 

neo-patrimonialism and understate the international networks of the neo-patrimonial 

state. For example, in her comparative study of the “Political Reform in Anglophone and 

Francophone African Countries”, Jennifer Widner (1994) observed that among the 

independent variables distinguishing the countries in the first and second waves, “the first 

variable is the change in rent-seeking (that is neo-patrimonial) opportunities forced by 

economic reform” (p. 50-51). Although the economic crisis of the 1980’s may have 

contributed to the shrinking of the “rent-seeking opportunities”, this economic 

explanation does not fully account for the decaying of the neo-patrimonial capacity of a 

particular state. Peter Schraeder (2000) reports that, in the case of Cameroon, French aid 

to the authoritarian regime of President Paul Biya expanded from $159 million in 1990 to 

$436 million in 1992, a period of severe economic crisis coinciding with the country’s 

first multiparty presidential elections. The primary reason for the dramatic increase in 

French aid was, according to him, to ensure Biya’s victory, especially as the most popular 

opposition candidate was John Fru Ndi, an “Anglophone” politician perceived as a threat 

to French interests in Cameroon (p. 407-408). Thus, one can conclude that political and 

other factors, and not just economic ones, can help support or weaken neo-patrimonial 

regimes.  

     Furthermore, Bratton and Van De Walle, my main source of inspiration, use the “neo-

patrimonial” framework to focus only on “political institutions” in their interaction with 

the domestic society as explicandum of the variation in the degree of democratization 

experienced in Africa in the last decades of the twentieth century. Indeed, although they 

acknowledge the role of external factors in the dynamics of regime transitions, they argue 

that “democratic transitions in Africa are to be explained in terms of the evolution of 

domestic politics, viewing external factors merely as the context within which internal 

change took place” (Chabal, 1998, p. 293). And yet, the boundaries of the neo-

patrimonial state are not drawn at the water’s edge. To paraphrase Chazan et al (1999), 

neo-patrimonial states are located at the intersection of domestic and international 

processes. The neo-patrimonial state is the arena within which decisions are made by all 
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kinds of power vectors and players, including formal political leaders and state officials, 

domestic civil society, individuals, traditional authority structures but also external actors 

such as former colonial hegemons, transnational funding institutions, multinational 

corporations and international public opinion (Chazan et al, 1999, p. 22-23).  

     In short, most analysts who have used the “neo-patrimonial” framework to explain 

political processes in Africa have stressed or focused exclusively on socio-

economic/structural or political/process variables, on institutional factors or rational 

choice/preference of decision makers or, on domestic or external factors. And yet, as is 

rightly pointed out by Richard Joseph (1998), “the interplay among these intersecting 

factors and forces calls for a broader framework” which incorporates the local, the state 

and the international arenas, as well as economic and political variables within a single 

framework of analysis (p. 30).  

     My entry point into the debate is therefore through the analytical space these 

intellectual giants left vacant by dichotomizing the domestic and external frontiers, and 

the economic and political aspects of the “neo-patrimonial state”: In this study, I will use 

the concept of “neo-patrimonial state” as an integrative concept capable of accounting for 

the effect(s) of both domestic and international, economic as well as political factors on 

the democratic transitions in FWA. The difference is more than cosmetic. It is analytical, 

as illustrated by the Cameroon-France case mentioned above. 

         The area under investigation in our study consists of nine (9) countries of West 

Africa, which were all part of the former Afrique Occidentale Française (AOF: French 

West Africa). This area was brought into existence in its present form as a result of the 

French conquest and colonial rule which reached its height in the 1880’s. With the 

exception of Togo which was granted to France by the League of Nations after World 

War I in 1923, the territory known as AOF was administered as a Federal unit with its 

capital headquarters in Dakar, Senegal until 1956. Then, the Loi-Cadre, a French 

administrative reform act, dismantled and “balkanized” the federal government into 

autonomous unitary states which would eventually become independent sovereign 

nations in 1960 in a “peaceful” transition (Manning, 1988, p. 1-23).  

     Unlike Algeria and some French possessions of the Indiana Ocean, the colonies of 

West Africa were not White settlement colonies. This, according to Stiles, may explain 
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the relatively peaceful transition of the region to political independence, since a key 

factor in predicting the type of imperial response to nationalist pressures for 

independence is the size of the White European community in the colony and their 

attachment to dominance (Stiles, 2002, p. 187).  

     In this study, the terms “French-Speaking West Africa” or Francophone West Africa 

or simply French West Africa (FWA) will be used interchangeably to refer to our region 

not so much because French is the numerically dominant language or the lingua franca, 

nor because the states of the region owe their existence as modern states to French 

colonial history, but because their political identity as sovereign post-colonial states is 

framed or deeply marked by France’s hegemonic role, in which the former colonial 

power remains the dominant cultural, political, and socio-economic referent of the elites, 

the educated and the politically relevant communities. The territory covers an area of 

5,897,150 square kilometers and holds a population estimated in 1998 at 86,934,548 

inhabitants. The countries of French West Africa, like most African countries, are 

“naturally” plural societies with a diversity of ethnic, religious, linguistic and cultural 

communities. 

     The present focus on the Francophone West Africa is not an isolated one. As 

documented by Victor Le Vine (2004), the precedent is set by a relatively small but 

growing body of literature in English on Francophone Africa whose latest books include 

John Clark and David Gardinier’s Political Reform in Francophone Africa (1997), 

Anthony Kirk-Greene and David Bach’s State and Society in Francophone Africa Since 

Independence (1993), Patrick Manning’s history of Francophone Sub-Saharan Africa, 

1880-1995 (1988, 1998), and of course Victor Le Vine’s Politics in Francophone Africa 

(2004). More over, as pointed out by Le Vine (2004), the substantive reasons for the 

focus on the Francophone West African region are multiple and complex: They include 

not only the shared colonial history of the countries of the region, “but also social, 

political, and economic linkages born of common and sometimes shared post-

independence political experience, plus a set of resilient and durable ties to France itself” 

(p. 2). These ties involve educational and cultural exchange, the diffusion of French 

popular culture through the media, trade and investment, technical and financial 

assistance, French financial arrangements, periodic Franco-African leaders’ summits 
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chaired by the French president, membership in the International Organization of La 

Francophonie, defense agreements that allow the military presence and intervention of 

French troops in several states of the region. Though the fact that such links to a former 

colonial power should endure some forty years after formal independence may hardly be 

surprising, the past, present, and aggregate strength and salience of the ties among these 

countries and between these countries and France provides a sufficient justification for 

studying this group of countries as a separate political community. In short, although 

each country of the region chartered its own post-independence history, the breadth and 

depth of the connections both between the FWA states themselves, and between them and 

France, strengthens the case for the belief in the existence of a political community, and 

establishes a field of commonalities that makes valid comparative analysis possible. 

     Since it was born of an African mother and a French (European) father, the analysis of 

the political development of the region must take into account the influence and 

background of both parents (Manning, 1998, p. 8). The study will therefore restore the 

historical context of the political institutions and processes of the region and outline a 

theoretical framework to analyze the struggle for democracy. But while the more specific 

data and examples focus on Francophone West Africa, the comparative and theoretical 

arguments and conclusions could be applicable to most of the fourteen Francophone 

African polities.  

     Before World War II, one could not speak of modern political democratic activities in 

Francophone West Africa. The area was governed as part of the French Empire which 

allowed no political freedom to the locals. Consequently, the great majority of Africans 

were subjects (sujets) not citizens, a distinction that underscores the fact that Africans 

were rarely involved in colonial politics (Le Vine, 2004, p. 46). However, certain groups 

of Africans designated by French colonial officials were entitled to elect advisory 

councils (conseils de gouvernements) to the Governors of the territories. In addition, 

Africans born in the four Communes of Senegal (Dakar, Saint Louis, Goree and 

Rufisque) could and did enjoy French political rights by sending representatives to the 

Chamber of Deputies in Paris. This indirect participation in the French Empire’s politics 

by some natives of the territories would radically change after World War II: A law of 

1946 will create an electorate to vote both for the Chamber of Deputies in Paris and for 
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local Assemblies in the colonies. This law, indeed, gave birth to party politics in 

Francophone Africa (A. W. Lewis, 1965). Although one could speak of competitive 

elections in this period of decolonization, one cannot really talk about democracy, 

because even in these exciting times, party politics in the colonies were just an extension 

of party politics in the Metropole, and politics for the most part was the exclusive 

territory of the few “évolués”, a small elite molded by and for the purpose of serving the 

colonial order. A few nationalists rose up to articulate the interests of the masses of 

peasants and new urban poor. But they were the exception, and in any case, their 

activities were either constrained by the colonial administration or they did not affect 

policymaking in the colonies. As pointed out by Victor Le Vine (2004), the functions of 

these “French-African citizens” and their colonial institutions were almost uniformly 

purely advisory, and their advice was restricted to a limited number of subjects (p. 47). 

However, as limited in scope as the experiment with “colonial democratic” politics was 

in this pre-independence period, it introduced an intense period of multi-party politics in 

French West Africa that would suddenly be halted with the dawning of independence. 

Indeed, in 1957, almost all of these colonies had at least two substantial parties. But by 

1965, all of them were virtually single-party dictatorships, whether in law or in practice.  

     We will focus on the post-independence period which will be divided into three 

segments reflecting the rise and fall of the single-party dictatorship in West African 

politics, and the transition to democratic politics: 

            1960---------1979: Consolidation and golden age of authoritarianism. 

            1979---------1985: Crisis of authoritarianism. 

1988---------Present: Transition from authoritarianism and democratic transition. 

 

     The bulk of the remaining part of the study will consist of a review of the literature on 

democratization in Africa and its Francophone West region, a statement of the 

hypotheses and a research design, the transitional record of the region and an explanation 

of that transition; the final chapter will consist of the assessment of the hopes and 

impediments of a successful democratic transition in the region by a comparative analysis 

of the tragic transitional experience in the Ivory Coast with the cases of Mali and Benin, 

two successful democratic transition stories.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

     This section will review the rich literature on democratic transitions and draw from it 

insights that would help us understand transitional processes in Francophone West 

Africa. For the most part, the literature deals with the global arena (Ray, Fukuyam, 

Vahanen, Diamond). But there have been abundant regional studies in recent times 

mainly covering Latin America, Southern Europe and Eastern Europe, and/or comparing 

any combination of these three regions. When there are studies focusing on Africa, they 

tend to deal with the continent as a whole (Bratton and Van de Walle: 1997, Hyden: 

1992). Although this literature provides useful insights, it is too broad to capture regional 

nuances of the transitional processes. And yet, it is the potential regional falsification of 

existing theories that will help the general effort of theory building. Very few studies 

have focused on the distinct Francophone West African region. The current effort is 

meant to help fill that relative vacuum in the literature. 

     The dyadic issue of authoritarianism/democracy and its implications for Africa have a 

very rich and varied theoretical tradition in the comparative politics literature. Indeed, 

one who is familiar with Africa’s academic environment cannot but notice that, despite 

the relative marginalization of Africa in the general Comparative Politics literature, there 

is an ever growing body of literature on democratization in Africa, especially since the 

last part of the 1980’s. Our task at this juncture of the dissertation is to give a synthetic 

critical (re)view of the major schools of thought and to illustrate their most important 

positions on the democratization process in Francophone West Africa, by highlighting a 

few selected recent representative authors. 

     Some of the publications on African democracy or democratization, such as 

Democracy in Developing Countries: Africa (1988) by Larry Diamond, Juan Linz and 

Seymour Martin Lipset, and Vanhanen’s two books (The Process of Democratization 

(1990) and Strategies of Democratization (1992)), incorporate analytically the democratic 

experience of the continent into the broad comparative international context of 

democratization. Others, such as Conteh-Morgan’s Democratization in Africa: The 

Theory and Dynamics of Political Transitions (1997) and Michael Bratton and Van De 
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Walle’s Democratic Experiments in Africa: Regime Transitions in Comparative 

Perspective (1997), start with the democratic experience of the continent as a whole, to 

draw parallels with the global theoretical frameworks. Yet other publications are more 

focused on case studies of individual African countries and draw generalizations and 

lessons relevant at the broader levels: Democratic Theory and Practice in Africa (1988) 

edited by Oyugi, Odhiambo, Chege and Gitonga fits this last category.  

     In general, theories purporting to describe, explain and predict political changes in 

Africa and particularly democratic processes, tend to fall into three broad categories. 

They differ in tone (pessimistic or optimistic about a successful democratic future in 

Africa) and in the kind of variables (structural or process; socio-economic, cultural or 

politico-institutional; internal or external; global or local) believed to be the most 

important explanatory factors of the authoritarian nature of African polities and their 

development along democratic lines. They are: The modernization school; Cultural 

theories; and the dependency school. 

 

A. The Modernization School:  

     The most dominant paradigm attempting to explain political development in Africa 

and in the Third World in general is the Modernization school, whose main principles 

and tenants were formulated by Western political scientists such as Gabriel Almond, 

Samuel Huntington, Daniel Lerner, and M. S. Lipset in the 1950’s and 1960’s. Since its 

early stages, the modernization school emphasized the relationship between political 

systems and socio-economic and structural conditions embodied in the processes of 

industrial growth and modernization in seeking to explain democratic development 

(Lipset, Seong and Torres, 1993, p. 155). Premised on the idea that Western style 

development was both feasible and desirable for developing countries such as the newly 

independent countries of Africa, it predicted that with time, African societies would 

abandon their “backward” ways and beliefs and become modern, rational entities in 

which efficiency and scientific logic would replace traditional values and beliefs systems 

(Chazan et al, 1999, p. 15). Stressing various aspects of the preconditions of 

democratization, political scientists of the Modernization school designed approaches in 

which development (understood essentially in socio-economic terms, i.e. gross national 
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product (GNP), urbanization, rapid industrialization, rationalization of administrations, 

higher literacy etc…), would lead to political development (democratization) in a linear 

process. For example, in Daniel Lerner’s model of development (1958), urbanization 

would lead to a participant society in a causal sequence represented thusly by Mayer: “U-

--L---M---P; Where U= Urbanization; L= Literacy; M= Media growth and P= Participant 

society (Democracy) (Mayer, 1989, p. 68). In Democracy in Developing Countries 

(1988), Larry Diamond identifies a range of socio-economic and cultural challenges that 

African societies must overcome along the modernization process. They include: Political 

culture, leadership, political institutions, civil society, the external environment and other 

structural factors. But of all the “preconditions” listed as explanations for the prevalence 

of “democratic decay” or “authoritarianism” in Africa or in other parts of the “Third 

World”, “economic preconditions” have been the most cited since Lipset’s seminal article 

“Some Social Requisites of Democracy” (1959). Linz and Stepan (1996) describe how 

these economic variables (economic growth) can impact the entire social fabric by raising 

the cost of repression and thus, by facilitating a transition to democracy as follows:    

Prolonged economic expansion normally contributes to the growth of a middle class;       

a more important and needed skilled labor force; an expansion of education; greater 

contacts with other societies via television, radio, and travel; and a more diverse range 

of possible protests. [He claims] that there is even strong evidence to indicate that, 

within a territory, increases in regional wealth increase citizens’ expectations that they 

should be well treated by the police (p. 78).  

A prominent contemporary example of work attempting to establish a theoretical and 

empirical causal relationship between economic development and the existence (or lack) 

of democracy is Samuel Huntington’s Third Wave (1991). Starting from Lipset’s theory 

that there is a high correlation between levels of economic development and the existence 

of democratic regimes, Huntington hypothesized that “a more industrialized, modern 

economy [as indicated by GNP per capita], and the more complex society and educated 

populace it entails, are more conducive to the inauguration [and consolidation] of 

democratic regime than their opposites” (p. 271-272). His logical conclusion is to warn 

those who are enthusiastic about a global expansion of democracy beyond its 

“traditional” Western frontiers as we negotiate a turn into a new century, that  
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economic development for the very late developing countries, meaning largely Africa, 

may well be more difficult than it was for earlier developers because the advantages of 

backwardness are outweighed by the widening and historically unprecedented gap 

between rich countries and poor countries (p. 316). 

Along with the socio-economic structural variables, cultural factors are frequently cited 

as impediments to Africa’s political development. As Huntington (1991) puts it, “the 

cultural thesis comes in two forms: The restrictive version states that only Western 

culture provides a suitable base for the development of democratic institutions and 

democracy is, consequently, largely inappropriate for non-Western societies” (p. 292). 

On the other hand, authoritarianism is embedded in most African cultures. These two 

versions of the cultural arguments are applied to Africa’s democratization prospects in 

the literature. 

 

B. The Cultural Theories:  

     This category of theories, which focuses in part on the ontological specificity of 

Africa and Africans, alleges that African societies, which are ontologically cursed either 

by nature or by culture, are not capable of overcoming cultural impediments deeply 

rooted in African societies. They are therefore incapable of democratic transformation. 

The extreme logic of one segment of this line of thought adopts a form of Afrocentrism 

whose very usual expression, according to Martin Staniland, is “the adoption of a self-

denying attitude toward crusading for democracy in Africa” (Martin Staniland, quoted by 

Wiseman, 1990, p. 5). The remaining segment of this cultural argument takes the position 

that since democracy is essentially a Western cultural and political value, it is unlikely to 

take roots in the infertile cultural ground on Non-Western countries and most particularly 

the countries of Africa. 

     The central point of the segment of the literature which accords primacy to cultural 

variables in shaping political processes is that democracy as a system of government is 

like a stepmother to Africa, a stepmother whose scarcity and chronic absence is linked to 

a lack of genuine kinship. Here, it is argued in one form or the other that African 

traditions, customs, religions, social and political stratifications, ethnic loyalty etc…, 

provide legitimization for non-democratic rules. For example, for Fukuyama (1992), the 
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reason why liberal democracy, the most rational form of government, has not been 

universal lies ultimately in a country’s culture, perceived as a form of resistance to the 

transformation of certain traditional values to those of modernization. He argues that the 

sense of national identity, the religion, the socio-political structures, the historical 

experiences and many other cultural traits constitute collectively the culture of a people, 

the potential impediment to democratization. Thus, the critical variable explaining regime 

differences from the perspective of democracy is the difference of culture between states. 

Therefore, “any statesman seeking to expand the sphere of liberty and to consolidate its 

advances must be sensitive to these kinds of sub-political constraints on the ability of 

states to arrive at the end of history successfully” (p. 219). In other words, he perceives 

culture as a form of resistance to the transformation of certain traditional non-Western 

values to the forces of political modernization.  

     Conventional modernization and cultural theories, with their emphasis on structural 

preconditions for democracy, whether cultural or socio-economic ones, have a common 

tendency to favor domestic rather than external explanatory variables for Africa’s 

political change. And yet, as pointed out by Colaresi and Thompson (2003), 

democratization and economic development do not occur in an international vacuum, and 

domestic opportunities for development are not impervious to external pressures and 

constraints (p. 382). In addition, the fact that they are premised on essentialist and 

monolithic notions of cultural and socio-economic preconditions which hold the West as 

the model of development, they became vulnerable to criticism by some Africanists as a 

typical arrogant bias not easily acceptable in countries that have only recently paid a dear 

price for independence from Western colonial rule. But it was the facts on the ground 

which dealt the severest blow of criticism to these “preconditions theories”: Decades of 

stagnation and socio-economic failures had proved that progress was not inevitable, as it 

was assumed, and that African development was far from being a “linear process”. More 

over, with the spectacular economic growth registered by many developing countries in 

the 1960’s and 1970’s (especially in Latin America), the expected democratic political 

outcomes nevertheless failed to materialize for many. Some countries with outstanding 

economic growth records remained authoritarian. The rise and/or persistence of 

dictatorship, especially in Latin America, led arguments that economic growth facilitated 
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authoritarianism, not democracy (Lipset, Seong and Torres, 1993, p. 155). The 

“Dependency school” led the charges against these conventional pre-conditions theories. 

 

C. The Dependency School:  

     Although the Dependency school, an integral part of Marxist analyses, is concerned 

with explaining Africa’s change (or stagnation) in economic terms, one can articulate a 

political theory out of its positions, which stress the external constraints and emergent 

class conflicts as impediments to African societies’ democratic development. These 

theories of dependency, which include colonial and neo-colonial analyses, are based on 

the assumption that because of the history of state formation and the exploitative and 

oppressive nature of the relationship between Africa and the capitalist West, the political 

development of Africa along a democratic line is permanently impeded, unless the global 

system undergoes fundamental changes that would alter the structural relations between 

Africa and its former colonizers, and/or between the African masses and the local 

dominant classes who are pawns of external interests.  

     Now that the broad contours of the literature on African political development have 

been shaped, let’s get closer to the major arguments of the leading schools just described.  

     As noted earlier, African post-independence polities adopted almost universally 

authoritarian regimes in the form of single-party dictatorships and/or military rule soon 

after independence. However, since the end of the 1980’s, there seems to be a revival of 

democracy on the continent. What accounts for this apparent shift in the politics of the 

continent? The answer depends on the paradigm with which one observes these events.    

     Tatu Vahanan’s work (1990, 1992) falls in what one could call an expanded version of 

the modernization theory’s application to democratization. To explain the variation of 

political systems from the aspect of democratization, Vanhanen constructed a six variable 

Index of Power Resources (IPR), which combined the relative distribution of economic, 

intellectual, and other power resources among various sections of the population. 

Assuming that the relative distribution or concentration of the most important power 

resources among competing groups is the fundamental factor that accounts for the 

variation in the degree of democratization, he set out to locate these (power) resources in 

the “urban population”, the “non-agricultural population”, “the students”, the “literate 
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population”, “the degree of decentralization of non-agricultural economic resources”, and 

“the numbers of family farmers”. The results of the empirical testing of these variables 

indicated that the IPR explained about 70 percent of the variation of democratization as 

measured by the Index of Democratization (ID) (Vanhanen, 1990, p. 121).  

     Strong as the correlation between these objective social and environmental conditions 

(structural variables) and the variation in the degree of democratization may be, the 

author concluded, in interpreting and applying the results to the entire continent of 

Africa, that there was enough room for political crafting (process variables): “When 

environmental conditions are not favorable enough for democracy, [he explained], the 

ideology of crucial political leaders may provide the best explanation for the variation of 

systems from the perspective of democracy” (p. 85). 

     Vanhanen’s findings pour some water in the wine of some of the hardcore 

modernization theorists for whom economic development is a necessary causal factor in 

bringing about the onset of democratization. But the softening of the economic 

development-democratization nexus is embraced today even by some of the earliest 

modernization theorists such as Lipset. In a review of the modernization paradigm 

proposed in the 1950’s and 1960’s, he and his colleagues stress the fact that the socio-

economic correlation points to probabilities, and not to causality: “Other factors, such as 

the force of historical incidents in domestic politics, cultural factors, events in 

neighboring countries, diffusion effects from elsewhere, leadership and movement 

behavior, can affect the nature of the polity” (Lipset, Seong and Torres, 2003, p. 158). 

Huntington, while concluding in the Third Wave that the prospects of economic wealth 

and therefore the potential for democratization remains bleak in the least developed 

nations (of Africa), suggesting an economic development precondition to 

democratization, provides a less rigorous and mechanical connection between economic 

development and democratization:  

the relations between economic development, on the one hand, and democracy and 

democratization, on the other, is complex and probably varies in time and space. 

Economic factors have significant impact on democratization but they are not 

determinative. An overall correlation exists yet no level of pattern of economic 
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development is in itself either necessary or sufficient to bring about democratization 

(p. 59).  

Therefore, either as a primary mover or as a supportive foundation, the linkage of 

economic development is fundamentally a complex linkage which does not exclude other 

explanatory variables, such as the impact of external conditions on domestic political 

development. Those are the factors stressed by the dependency school.    

     One of the main sources of challenge to the various brands of the “conventional” 

modernization school is the dependency school. While the Modernization approaches 

stress the domestic impediments to democratization, the dependency school focuses on 

the structural constrains. Indeed, a great deal of the literature explaining political change 

in contemporary Africa stresses “the foreign origin” of the modern state and the 

institution of modern democracy to African political culture. A segment of this literature 

traces the authoritarian nature of the post-independence African state back to its colonial 

roots. The argument made is that the modern European state on which the African state is 

patterned, in its needs to centralize power in order to better exploit local economies, 

produced systematically authoritarian rule by destroying all intermediate sources of 

power, such as the feudal aristocracy over regional warlords. In so doing, the 

modernizing monarchies of Europe left their countries with a legacy of strong state power 

and a weak and dispirited civic culture dependent on state authority (Fukuyama, 1992, p. 

218). This centralizing tradition was more pronounced in France, where, as Fukuyama so 

appropriately points out, “no road or bridge in any provincial backwater could be built 

without permission from Paris” (p. 218). Moreover, it is argued that there was an 

exacerbation of the centralizing nature of the state during the period of colonization to 

fulfill the exploitative, extractive and oppressive mission of the colonial state. In France’s 

former colonies in particular, the administrative policy of direct rule and politics of 

‘assimilation’ resulted in the destruction of local leadership and traditional civic groups 

which could have challenged the supremacy of the central government in the public 

arena. 

     A contemporary version of this (colonial and) historical dependency line of thought 

alleges that after independence, Africa’s emergent bourgeoisie, a pawn group in the 

hands of the former colonizers and international capitalist interests, maintained the 
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authoritarian nature of the state in order to preserve its newly acquired power. In other 

words, the post-independence state, through the new local elites, pursued the legacy of 

mercantile colonial capitalism and thus the authoritarian structure of the state. Crawford 

Young (1982) summarizes best the colonial origin of the African dictatorship argument in 

these terms:  

With a handful of arguable exceptions, the contemporary African state originates 

essentially in colonial conquest. The building of the state apparatus grew out of the 

imperatives of alien control and domination. The colonial state had thus in its genesis 

and evolution a vocation of domination (p. 187-188).  

According to him, the institutions that developed to accomplish this domination after 

independence were grafted to the enduring authoritarian substructures of the colonial 

state “to permit the colonial occupant to withdraw with honor” (p. 188). In sum, 

according to this argument, the internal logic of the functioning of the colonial and post-

colonial state continued this authoritarian tradition in an unbroken line. 

     Of the recent publications on African democracy attempting to articulate the 

arguments of the Dependency schools described above, Earl Conteh-Morgan’s study of 

the Democratization in Africa (1997) seeks to identify the factors underlying the 

challenges, paradoxes and successes of the process of democratization, and to generate a 

general theory of Third World democratization by focusing on Africa’s experience in 

political change. Assuming that the transition from coercive rule to democratization is, 

above all, a matter of power, he hypothesizes that “it is power relations that most 

importantly determine whether democratization can emerge, stabilize, and then maintain 

itself in the face of adverse economic conditions; or whether coercive rule will emerge as 

the dominant mode of politics” (p. 4).  

He endeavors to identify the three power configurations at the root of the process of 

democratization: 

- Societal cleavages: Balance of power among different groups and societal coalitions 

such as ethnic, regional, religious, institutional, racial and even individual. 

- The interrelations between the state apparatus and civil society, and finally; 

- The impact of transitional power relations on the balance of group power and state-

society relations. 
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For him, “the key to understanding the continuity and discontinuity of political value 

changes of any Third World society is its specific combination of internal sub-systemic 

balance/imbalance and international relations of global major power struggles or 

agreements” (p. 14). In other words, to understand the long survival of authoritarianism 

in Africa and its current demise, one must understand the process by which “macro-

political events” (such as major power rivalries, hegemonic decline, the end of the Cold 

War) and the power structure among and between domestic societal sub-systems are 

interlocked. But of these three clusters of structural factors shaping the chances of 

democratization (societal cleavages, the shape of state structures and their relations to 

other power concentrations), only the macro-level variables are the most important 

independent variables because, thanks to the increasing vulnerability of Third World 

regimes to external powers, “the alternations in Third World policy preferences is merely 

a case of the less powerful serving as an appendage of the powerful” (p. 16). The author 

proceeds then to illustrate the correspondence of Third World politics with changes in 

superpower relationships and global politics by describing the historical alternations of 

authoritarian and democratic rule in Africa since colonial times. In his simplified model, 

the three major changes in global systemic ideologies (European colonial impositions, 

Cold War ideological rivalry, and post-Cold War democratic culture) correlate with the 

alternations of authoritarianism and democratic rules (centralized authoritarian rule, 

alternations of civil, military and single-party rule, and democratization outcomes) in 

Africa. This framework of analysis allows him to link the specific internal sub-systemic 

process of democratization (democratic transition) to the global systemic issue of what he 

calls the “post Cold War security dilemma”. Indeed, his explanation of the unlikely 

democratic outcome of the bargaining among the players of the current transitional game 

is reminiscent of the (neo)-realist school of thought. He cast the difficulty in terms of the 

security dilemma experienced by the players in the game of transition thusly: He notes 

that the end of the Cold War between the superpowers and the consequent irrelevance of 

African satellite authoritarian regimes to their overseas hegemons places contending post-

Cold War players aligned along ethnic groups in an anarchic setting, thereby triggering 

intense fears and tempting each group to improve its relative position. And since the 

struggle is biased in favor of the incumbent regime/group which controls most if not all 
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of the means of repression, the most likely outcome will be the survival/maintenance of 

dictatorship/authoritarianism in the post-Cold War setting (p. 73-89).    

     Even though the link between transnational factors and domestic political processes in 

the balance of forces that determines the pace and commitment to regime change 

(democratization) is self-evident, especially in the context of the structural and historical 

dependence of the Third World (and most particularly Africa) on the outside World, it is 

quite a stretch to assert that “developing countries are characterized [merely] in terms of 

the rhythm of world politics” (p. 22) and to conclude to the fact that  

the inclination of incumbent Third World regimes towards centralization of authority, 

authoritarianism, and other aspects of the overall approach to nation-building has 

been, to a large extent, shaped by the colonial experience, followed and intermingled 

with  the Cold War power political struggles and other wider systemic forces (p. 54). 

To presume and conclude to a lack of autonomy of the domestic Third World (and 

African) environment in shaping its own political history is a major theoretical 

shortcoming in Conteh-Morgan’s analysis. Suffice here to use as a counter-example the 

successful democratization process of Latin America early in the 1980’s while the Cold 

War was still raging on, to prove the limitations of his theoretical framework. Drawing on 

this experience of Latin America, which could be relevant to Africa, O’Donnell and 

Schmitter (1986) conclude that “domestic factors play a predominant role in the 

[democratic] transition. [They] assert that there is no transition beginning that is not the 

consequence –direct or indirect- of important divisions within the authoritarian regime 

itself” (p. 19). The same conclusion about the primacy of domestic variables in internal 

political processes is reached both by Bratton and Van De Walle (1997) and Laurence 

Whitehead (1986). For Laurence Whitehead, internal forces were, in all the peacetime 

cases he considered, “of primary importance in determining the course and outcome of 

the transition attempt, and international factors played only a secondary role” 

(Whitehead, quoted by Linz and Stepan, 1996, p. 72-73). 

     The cultural precondition to a democratic outcome in African political processes can 

be illustrated with one of Huntington’s (most recent) works already referred to. Indeed, in 

the Third Wave (1991), he pursues the cultural precondition to democracy argument by 

focusing on religion as the main cultural impediment or spur to democratic 
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transformation. He explains the Third wave: Democratization in the late twentieth 

century, which he calls “a Catholic phenomenon” in terms of the change in the Catholic 

consciousness in a more democratic and egalitarian direction in the late 1960’s. He 

claims that  

a strong correlation exists between Western Christianity and democracy. Modern 

democracy developed first and most vigorously in Christian countries. As of 1988, 

Catholicism and/or Protestantism were the dominant religions in thirty-nine 

democratic countries. These thirty-nine democratic countries made up 57 percent of a 

total sixty-six countries that were predominantly Western Christian. “In contrast, only 

7 or 12 percent of fifty-eight countries with other predominant religions were 

democratic (p. 73). 

The logic of this argument is that the democratic frontier would be limited to the 

Christendom.  

     However, the cultural argument is not made only by non-Africans. For example, 

according to V.G. Simiyu (1988), a Kenyan scholar, the incompatibility of African 

societies with democratic practices resides not so much in religion, but in the social-

cultural and socio-political stratifications of pre-colonial African societies. He claims that  

what comes out of a careful examination and analysis of the political institutions and 

mechanisms of the pre-colonial African societies is a mixture of rudiments of 

democratic tendencies and practices on the one hand, and aristocratic and/or 

militaristic practices and tendencies with varying degrees of despotism on the other (p. 

51).  

He concludes that it is therefore elusive to try to prove that democracy existed in the 

highly centralized states or the amorphous stateless societies before colonialism, because 

they did not belong to a democratic tradition (Simiyu, 1988, p. 51). To round it off, 

authoritarian rule has prevailed in post-independence FWA because of the authoritarian 

traditions of the region. To carry the cultural argument to its logical conclusion, a cultural 

mobility from its traditions to a Western style modernization is the essential precondition 

to Africa’s political development in the form of democracy.  

     A more sophisticated version of the cultural argument as a major impediment to 

democratization mainly in Africa, is what Linz and Stepan (1996) call “the meta-variable 
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of stateness” pre-condition. According to them, “when there are profound differences 

about the territorial boundaries of the political community’s state and profound 

differences as to who has the right of citizenship in that state, there is what we call a 

stateness problem” (p. 18). “Stateness” thus defined is linked to nationalism and ethnic 

homogeneity/heterogeneity, and is described as an indispensable precondition to 

democracy. This “stateness” precondition has two dimensions, one of which is 

hypothesized by Linz and Stepan as follows: The more the population of the territory of 

the state is composed of plura-national, lingual, religious, or cultural societies, the more 

complex politics becomes because an agreement on the fundamentals of a democracy will 

be more difficult (p. 17). For Africa the consequence of the argument deriving from this 

hypothesis goes generally like this: The countries that are experiencing a tough challenge 

internally from competing and conflicting nationalities are unlikely candidates for 

democracy. Since African countries are the creation of the logic of colonial conquest, 

there is an incomplete correspondence between the diverse ethno-national communities 

and the arbitrary political boundaries inherited from colonial rule. It was also feared that 

the creation of competing centers of power generated by democratic processes could fuel 

endemic ‘tribal’ divisions and thus compromise the chances of national unity. The 

centralization of power in the state would help foster a sense of ‘national identity’ by 

reducing the particularistic tendencies of ethnic groups. It was further believed that this 

induced ‘nationalism’ would preserve the newly achieved independence and sovereignty 

against neo-colonial forces. In short, democracy would have to be postponed, pending the 

creation of nationhood and the consolidation of statehood.  

     All these arguments and others added up to a statist paradigm or a developmental 

ideology. This developmental ideology invested the hope of overcoming the challenges 

of holding together discrete peoples, fostering a sense of nationhood, protecting fragile 

statehood, while increasing socio-economic capacities in an authoritarian state. It also 

stressed order as a precondition of political and economic development. Authoritarianism 

was seen then as the most viable political option for these competing nationalities/ethnic 

groups. Huntington, a representative author of this view, wrote Political order in 

Changing Societies (1969), (a suggestive title), because he thought that political order 

was a good thing for these emerging countries. His purpose was “to develop a general 
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social science theory of why, how, and under what circumstances order could and could 

not be achieved” (Huntington, 1991, p. xv). In short, this position assumed, as did 

Huntington and others, that to fulfill the nobler needs and goals of nation-building and 

development, “the distinction between order and anarchy [was] more fundamental than 

the distinction between democracy and dictatorship” (Huntington, p. 88). 

     All in all, the “stateness” precondition argument concludes to the virtual impossibility 

of building nation-states and democracies in heterogeneous political settings, at least in 

the medium term. Applied to FWA in particular and to the entire continent of Africa, the 

contemporary symbol of (problematic) statehood with competing nationalities and 

ethnicities, it is clear from this argument that the prospect for democratic transition and 

consolidation is at best dim, and at worse unlikely. 

     Apart from the fact that this argument hides a deep seated ethnocentric bias which 

perceives democracy as an essentially Western project, the danger in it is that that very 

argument is hijacked by authoritarian leaders in their resistance to democratic change, on 

the grounds that democracy being a plant from colder and temperate climates, it will not 

survive on tropical soils.  

     A second objection and rejection of the “stateness” precondition as expressed in its 

multiple forms (Mill: 1958, Dahl: 1971, Bratton and Van De Walle: 1997), is that it not 

only shows an unnecessary and unwarranted statist bias, but it reifies unnecessarily 

“nationalism”, “ethnicity” and “tribalism” to a primordial level, that is to “the claim to 

ahistorical traditions, to a genealogical existence ab initio, outside of history” (Le Vine, 

1997, p. 53). Indeed, as presented by Linz and Stepan and by others, the “stateness” 

precondition overstates and overestimates the barriers that “nationalism”, “ethnicity” and 

“tribalism” are erecting in the process of democratization. If one deconstructs the 

concepts of “nation”, “ethnicity” and “tribe”, one realizes easily that these notions are not 

conflicting logics with statehood, but complementary ones, which can co-exist with 

democracy. They are impediments to democratization only in the context and to the 

extent that they have been historically politicized. Furthermore, there is “a history 

fallacy”, that is the myth of the existence in history of some homogeneous nation-states 

in the sense of the classic primordialist argument made by Robert Dahl that “nationality 

differences within states restricted participation for some citizens, thereby limiting the 
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possibility for a successful polyarchy” (Dahl, quoted by Przeworski, 1995, p. 20). I 

contend that all states in history are heterogeneous in one form or the other, and that 

‘nationalism’, ‘tribalism’ and ‘ethnicity’ are only those differences that have been given a 

political significance. As cogently put by Przeworski, these notions do not constitute 

“primordial givens”, in the sense that people are born into and with these cultural 

identities and “that their deepest commitments and most strongly held values are 

determined by the inherited identities”. The reality, as supported by most recent 

scholarship (most specifically in cultural Anthropology) is that “nations”, ethnic groups 

and “tribes” are not “direct descendants of ancient families who establish a historic right 

to rule in modern clothes; they are modern political movements that rely on myths of 

common ancestry in order to legitimate their domination over society through the means 

of a state apparatus” (Przeworski, p. 20). The history of identity formation in 

(Francophone West) Africa gives credence to this statement. Indeed, a careful reading of 

issues of “nationalism”, “ethnicity” and “tribalism” in contemporary Africa reveals that 

much of post-colonial African identity results from recent European colonial design. 

More over, in the context of Francophone West Africa, no group, ethnic, national, tribal 

or otherwise has challenged the political borders inherited from European colonial rule 

and sanctified by the Organization of African Unity (OAU) in its 1963 charter. When the 

West African region is taken together as a whole, only in Nigeria did an ethnic group, 

The Igbos, challenge the borders inherited from colonization by attempting (and failing in 

their attempt) to create a new state of Biafra in 1967. This leads us to the rejection of the 

“stateness” precondition. From this, one should conclude with Przeworski (1995) that 

“democracies in multicultural states will be different from those in which nationality 

demands have not been articulated, but it does not mean that culturally or nationally 

heterogeneous societies are not viable candidates for successful democratization” (p. 33). 

And if these identities were “primordial” barriers in a given polity, an appropriate 

institutional design can, as Lijphart keeps reminding us since long ago, overcome these 

‘natural barriers’.          

     In conclusion, the cultural analytical framework carries its argument far, much too far. 

Indeed the cultural idiosyncracy and specificity of both Africa and Europe are 

overestimated from the perspective of democracy and democratization. If democracy is 
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the quest for both individual and collective freedom, one must assume that it is a human 

and therefore a universal quest. And if this is so, then any framework of analysis that 

treats any region of the World, including (Francophone West) Africa as a “special case” 

is conceptually flawed, and/or carries subjective biases and, frankly, an old fashion 

ethnocentric bias with racial if not racist pejorative connotations. As pointed out by 

Vanhanan (1990),  

“all countries are comparable with each other from the aspect of democratization 

because human nature cannot be expected to vary much from one country to 

another. It forms the constant, the similarity between countries, which makes it 

sensible to compare their differences in some other respects. Racial, cultural, 

ideological, developmental, and historical dissimilarities among countries may be 

great, but they cannot eradicate the similarity of human nature on which regular 

patterns in politics are based” (p. 5).  

In one fold, one must “decolonize” the research on political and social change in Africa 

as a whole and in Francophone West Africa in particular. 

       John A. Wiseman challenges those who use either domestic, international, or cultural 

factors to stress the odds facing the transitional process in Africa. He takes a different 

perspective and a different route. His work draws its originality from projecting an 

optimistic view on the experience of Democracy in Black Africa (1990). He challenges 

the conventional academic wisdom according to which “Africa did not want or need 

democracy and, anyway, was incapable of making it work” (Wiseman, 1990, p. ix). 

Instead of painting the usual gloomy picture of the democratic failures and structural 

impediments, he focuses on the successes achieved in a significant number of individual 

African states. He explains the considerable attention paid to the challenges of democracy 

in Africa in terms of a long academic tradition of ethnocentric bias against non-Western 

societies in general, and against African societies in particular. By focusing on the states 

where democracy continued to function, he hoped to prove that “there is nothing 

inherently un-African about democracy and there is certainly nothing inherently 

undemocratic about Africans in general” (p. 6). The bulk of his work gives a detailed and 

useful account of the democratic experience of the countries that have sustained some 

form of democratic governance as they emerged from colonial rule and entered the 
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independence and post-colonial eras. At the end of this rich and descriptive documentary 

task, he explains the survival and revival of democracy and speculates about its future in 

Africa by using political rather than socio-economic structural variables.  

Although from a global perspective there appears to be a clear, though not deterministic 

relationship between levels of economic development and the existence of democracy, 

such a relationship is, according to him, difficult to find within Africa (p. 182). Because 

all African states can be seen as relatively underdeveloped by world standards, and yet, a 

significant number of them have functioned on a democratic basis, he concludes that 

“there does not appear to be any connection between levels of economic development 

and the existence of democracy” (p. 182). The political factor which seems to explain 

convincingly the survival and revival of democracy throughout Africa is, according to 

Wiseman, the failure of authoritarian regimes in terms of performance indicators like 

stability, efficiency, development or human rights: “It is this failure of authoritarian 

alternatives, [he concludes], that has kept democracy alive” (p. 182). 

     Although “authoritarian regime failures” is a plausible and probable explanatory 

political variable of democratization in Africa, the author fails in many ways to provide 

an empirical or even theoretical correlation between these two variables. His work thus 

proves to be more polemical than empirically demonstrative. But he has the merit, by 

highlighting the unbroken line of a democratic experience continent-wide, to confront 

head-on the not-so-hidden ethnocentric agenda of some in the academic world which has 

plagued for too long the research on Africa. 

     All the theories explored thus far, in spite of their wide ideological and policy 

prescription differences, predict, except Wiseman, a pessimistic outcome for 

democratization in Africa and by extension to FWA. In one way or the other, they 

conclude either that a democratic transition is unlikely (dependency and some socio-

cultural theories), or that a democratic outcome would result only in the distant future 

(modernization and some socio-cultural theories), because African polities fail to meet 

some objective preconditions to democracy. As summarized by Richard Joseph (1997), 

they all lead to a series of impediments about a successful democratization in Africa such 

as poverty, cultural fragmentation, insufficient capital, insufficient Christianity, lack of a 

civic culture, lack of a sizeable middle class, a bureaucratic rather than entrepreneurial 
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middle class, a parasitic middle class, a neo-patrimonial bureaucracy, lack of a substantial 

working (industrial) class, as well as an unfavorable international environment (p. 363). 

Persuasive as they may be, these explanatory theories tell only a partial story. They all 

suffer from two basic theoretical sins: 1. By stressing structural socio-economic factors 

(modernization and dependency theories), they tend to subordinate politics to the 

economy (structural variables). In addition, they are “either/or theories”, favoring either 

domestic or external, socio-cultural or economic factors. Consequently: 2. They are static 

instruments ill equipped to evaluate ongoing political occurrences. This explains why 

most of this literature did not and could not foresee the changes experienced in 

Francophone West Africa in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s. In this study, I will propose 

an alternative theoretical explanation of the democratization process in FWA born out a 

synthesis of these literatures, but an integrative approach which projects an optimistic 

future for Francophone West African political development. 

     Since the present space is by definition too limited to exhaust the substantial body of 

literature on African democratization, we will suspend our bird’s eye (re)view for the 

time being, and promise to highlight further works on democratization during the course 

of the study, when necessary and appropriate. For now, let’s turn our attention to the 

method(s) that will get us to our promised end.  
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CHAPTER 3 

HYPOTHESES AND RESEARCH DESIGN 

      

     The task in this segment is to state the research hypothesis and techniques of analyses, 

to briefly define operationally the indicators used to measure the different variables, and 

to reference the empirical data on these indicators.  

     Two key questions will guide this inquiry: First: What explains the long survival of 

dictatorships (in the form of single and/or dominant party and/or military rules) in FWA 

in the post-colonial period? Second: To paraphrase Mitchell A. Seligson who was 

wondering about Central America, why has democracy which for so long has been 

virtually orphan in the FWA region, suddenly begun to find a home here? (Seligson, 

quoted in Vahanen, 1989, p. 46). The insights drawn from these two questions will 

provide cues for a third question: Will more countries “transition” successfully? 

          Through the comparative “case-study” of the democratic experiment of the nine 

countries of the Francophone West Africa region (FWA), and building on the theoretical 

framework provided by Bratton and Van De Walle, I intend to account both for the 

survival of authoritarianism and for the variation in the degree of democratization 

(understood in terms of “transition”) experienced in the region since the late 1980’s as a 

result of the rise and fall of the “neo-patrimonial state”. I hypothesize that the post-

colonial state reached the highest stage of authoritarianism during the heydays of “neo-

patrimonialism”, and that the cracking of the authoritarian walls coincided with the crisis 

of the neo-patrimonial nature of the state. More specifically, it is argued here that at the 

dawn of independence, “a developmental dictatorship” was adopted universally in 

Francophone West African politics, which justified itself as a temporary, transitional 

doctrine, pending the achievement of development (single party dictatorship) and/or the 

establishment/return of order (military dictatorship). In practical terms, “the 

developmental dictatorship” turned into neo-patrimonial systems of rule. The institutions 

(state) and rules (neo-patrimonialism/ clientelism) adopted by the post-independence 

Francophone West African polities reflected that paradigm. As described by Patrick 

Chabal (1998), the one-party system, symptomatic institution of the African 

authoritarianism, could justifiably claim its suitability to the twin task of national 
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integration and development during the relatively (economically) prosperous early years 

of independence, from 1960 to 1975. But the severe economic crisis, starting in the 

late1970’s, exposed the weaknesses of these political systems. And, “as resources 

dwindled, states were less and less able to fulfill their neo-patrimonial functions, either in 

providing employment or in enabling state resources to be distributed by patrons to their 

clients” (p. 292). Even though his “neo-patrimonial framework” of analysis has an 

economic overtone, the point is well made that both the survival of authoritarianism and 

the “second wave” (as the process of democratization is referred to in African 

scholarship), have their origins in the same explanatory factors: the neo-patrimonial state. 

The question regarding the prospects for this democratization process, that is, the hopes 

and impediments for successful democratic transitions in FWA, depends on whether or 

not the crisis of the late1980’s has permanently or severely disabled the neo-patrimonial 

mechanisms.  

     The methodology adopted here to test the research hypothesis is the “case-study” of 

the nine countries of the region coded FWA (Francophone West Africa). The choice of 

the “case-study” technique is in part impose by the number of cases in the region. But the 

large enough-n (9 countries) will spare us the “thick description” characteristic of case-

studies. I will first test the hypothesis of the link between neo-patrimonialism and 

democratic transition by comparing and contrasting the democratic transitional 

experiment of the 9 countries of the study. Then, using the neo-patrimonial framework, I 

will further examine the merits of the hypothesis to explain the radically divergent 

democratic transitional outcomes in the Ivory Coast and in Benin and Mali. While Benin 

and Mali have successfully followed a textbook path along the democratization process, 

the Ivory Coast has suffered from all the pathologies of democratization and has 

succumbed into a civil war. Through “thick description”, the case will be made that the 

crisis in the Ivory Coast and the democratization process in the FWA region in general, 

are not driven or threatened by primordial cultural impediments as is commonly reported, 

especially in journalistic circles, but by neo-patrimonialism.  

     (Quantitative) analyses in the social sciences are always constrained by the number of 

cases, the completeness of available data, and the inherent resistance of essentially 

qualitative data to quantitative measurement. With due regard to these limitations, it is 
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nonetheless possible to use the case-study technique to explore the possibility of 

generating general propositions about the democratic experiment of FWA by testing the 

research hypothesis. In fact, “transitology” and “consolidology” studies that have focused 

on particular regions have been useful in our understanding of democratic theories. More 

over, “the method of comparing a well-chosen dyad of states has been used to generate 

hypothesis for more comprehensive studies, and even to yield interesting results for 

scholars” (Magnusson and Clark, 2003, unpublished, p. 3). These shortcomings can 

therefore be overcome.   

     As will be observed from the insights provided by the transitional record of 

Francophone West Africa, some countries have successfully completed a democratic 

transition, while others are still in transition, and yet others have reverted back to 

authoritarianism. In that, the region’s record is in line with the Global Divergence of 

Democracies (Diamond and Plattner, 2001). I hypothesize that the divergent democratic 

transitional experiment in the region is a function of each state’s “neo-patrimonial” 

capacity: a democratic transition is triggered by the weakening of the state’s “neo-

patrimonial” capacity, which itself depends on the increasing democratic pressure 

experienced by the particular regime. But the impact of the weakening “neo-patrimonial” 

capacity is magnified by the “colonial clout” (support/ non-support) exercised by the 

external hegemon (France) on the incumbent regime. Otherwise put, authoritarian 

governments of FWA are likely to persist when neo-patrimonial regimes are supported by 

their external patron(s). The regimes that are ‘transitioning’ are the regimes whose 

internal neo-patrimonial capacity is under severe pressure, and who have lost the backing 

of their external patron(s). Stated summarily, the hypothesis presents itself thusly: A 

decreasing “neo-patrimonial” capacity (INPC) due to an increasing Index of Democratic 

Pessure (IDP) will trigger a Democratic Transition (DT). But the transitional outcome 

(success/failure) will depend on the “colonial clout” (CC) of the former colonial hegemon 

(France) (See Figure 2b, p. 183).  

     Since the description of the primary variables (neo-patrimonialism and democratic 

transition) warrant more extensive and separate discussions, I will limit the remaining 

portion of the research design segment to the discussion of the two secondary variables 

(democratic pressure and colonial clout).  
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A. The Index of Democratic Pressure (IDP):  

     The index of democratic pressure is a measure of the pressure put on the incumbent 

authoritarian regime to reform. It can come in the form of domestic as well as external 

pressure. Therefore, it can be assessed by using such variables as the external pressure 

from donor countries and institutions, the economic crisis experienced by these countries 

in recent decades as measured by their decreasing GNP per capita, foreign debt and an 

increasing urban population. Most analysts have suggested that these sources of pressure 

and the resulting need for political reforms are interconnected with the severe economic 

crisis experienced all over the region in the post-1980’s period as indicated by the 

decreasing GNI per capita recorded in each country (See Table 2). Indeed, foreign debt 

may be an indication of a severe economic crisis and therefore an indication of an 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) imposed structural adjustment program (SAP) 

(external pressure), because the International donor pressure has come in recent decades 

in the form of explicit political reform conditionality, as noted in the Michigan University 

Working Papers on Political Reform in Africa (Bratton and van de Walle, 1996, p. 205). 

     It is true that, as reported by Bratton and Van de Walle (1997), the most relevant 

development in Africa in the 1970’s and 1980’s was the widespread adoption by most 

governments of orthodox structural adjustment programs aimed at stabilizing struggling 

economies and the imposition of an explicit donor conditionality which, “no matter how 

toothless, served over time to erode governments’ legitimacy” and to force them to accept 

political reforms (p. 132-133). But this interpretation of the effects of the economic crisis 

of recent decades and the democratization of the late 1980’s overstates the role of 

economic factors in the emergence of political reforms in FWA as well as on the entire 

African continent. Indeed, one of the core claims of Bratton and Van de Walle is that 

transition from authoritarian rule in Africa started with “political protest”, defined as the 

“frequency of mass actions” (street demonstrations, boycotts, strikes, and riots) directed 

at political goals, that is that “protesters make explicit demands for changes in political 

rights or rulership” (p. 128-129). Without implying a mechanical link between regime 

transition and political protest (that political protest always leads to political liberalization 

and a democratic outcome), the authors find that the outbreak of political protest signals 

that the incumbent regime is facing a crisis of legitimacy because by taking to the streets 
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to express political demands, citizens are demonstrating a lack of confidence in the 

existing political institutions. According to the authors, “the persistence of political 

protest even in the face of state repression, indicates that the old regime has begun to 

break down” (p. 128). And if in the face of this societal pressure, the incumbent regime 

makes political concessions, then, the protest(er)s have sparked the onset of a political 

transition. In short, political protest is a dependent variable indicating that an incumbent 

regime is under pressure to reform.  

     Some have credited the outbreak of the protest movements in Africa in general and in 

FWA in particular to the severe economic crisis experienced by the region in the 1980’s 

with its accompanying IMF/World bank imposed structural adjustment programs. But the 

available empirical evidence suggests the absence of a systematic relationship between 

these economic and political variables. For example, according to our authors, “protests 

emerged in high deficit countries like Côte d’Ivoire (with a fiscal deficit of 17.8 % of 

GDP in 1989, excluding external grants) but not in others, whereas low-deficit countries 

like Togo (6.2%) also suffered through major protests” (p. 132). In other words, “there is 

no association between democratic transition and such standard economic variables as 

GDP growth” (Widner, 1994, p. 49). This does not suggest that the severe economic 

crisis did not affect the transition to democracy. But the empirical data clearly suggest 

that the severity of the economic crisis cannot explain “the extent, timing, or outcome of 

the protests, which were therefore apparently mediated by other factors” (Bratton and 

Van de Walle, 1997, p. 132). Otherwise put, although the economic crisis of the 1980’s is 

a likely contributor to the shrinking neo-patrimonial capacity in each country of the 

region, its effects on the transitional outcome are mediated by political factors.  

     While the protest movements varied widely in their sources, character and outcome, 

they shared, according to Patrick Manning (1998), “a fundamental similarity in reflecting 

widespread demands for reform by members of a specific social fraction”: educated, 

professional employees, artists, students and intellectuals, merchants and parochial 

associations, all of whom are predominantly urban dwellers. Indeed, so far, based on the 

empirical evidence of political protests (an effect of IDP) in the FWA region, civil 

servants, students, intellectuals, wage workers and all sorts of urban dwellers, have been 

at the forefront of the protest marches for democratization. Across Francophone Africa, 
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from Benin to Gabon, the calls for a national conference that would set the countries on 

the road to democracy, were consistently made first by urban dwellers. People from rural 

communities and small towns did participate in equal numbers and with similar passion 

and sacrifice in the protest movements against authoritarian rule. But as is reported by 

Bratton and Van de Walle (1997), urban-based interest groups were at the forefront of the 

popular mobilization to challenge the authoritarianism order (p. 130).      

     The role of the city as a mobilization center and a source of challenge to the 

authoritarian status quo has been well established in the modernization literature. Indeed, 

as long ago as the 1960’s, Samuel Huntington (1968) had found a positive relationship 

between modernity and instability within countries. In modernizing countries, he wrote, 

“violence, unrest, and extremism are more often found in the wealthier parts of the 

country than in the poorest sections” (p. 44). In numerous underdeveloped countries, 

major cities with a higher standard of living, are often the centers of instability and 

violence while the rural areas, with a lower standard of living, remain quiet and stable. 

The cities remain centers of violence and political instability because “urbanization 

increases in literacy, education, and media exposure all give rise to enhanced aspirations 

and expectations which, if unsatisfied, galvanize individuals and groups into politics” (p. 

47). In addition, the cities have a higher concentration of the two social groups with the 

most revolutionary fervor: The poor and the middle class. Indeed, for Huntington, while 

the first generations of urban slumdwellers are content with their geographical mobility 

from impoverished rural areas, their children demand vertical mobility. And if “the 

opportunities to meet their expectations are not forthcoming, their mobilization and 

radical politization is likely to increase significantly” (p. 281). On the other hand, the 

middle class has always been perceived as the principal source of urban opposition to 

government because, as Huntington puts it, it is the group “whose political attitudes and 

values dominate the politics of the cities” (p. 289). Finally, it is worth noting that most of 

the urban population in FWA as in most of the Third World is composed of young people 

born in the post-colonial period (after 1960). These young people are more likely than 

their parents and grandparents to challenge authority, especially French-backed authority 

because they have only a distant memory or experience with French colonial rule during 

which children were taught the history of their “Gaulois ancestors”. In short, as had 
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warned Lady Jackson, “the city may be as lethal as the bomb” (Lady Jackson, quoted by 

Huntington, 1968, p. 278). The history of the Third Wave in FWA is therefore first of all, 

the (hi)story of urban dwellers. Thus, it is only logical to conclude that urbanization is a 

source of political pressure for democratization, that is that it is an important ingredient 

of the index of democratic pressure. I will therefore construct a preliminary index of 

democratic pressure (IDPa) and rank FWA countries based on the population increase 

between the early 1980’s and the early 2000’s by reasonably assuming that a higher 

urban population growth is an indication of an increasing IDP and therefore a decreasing 

neo-patrimonial capacity. According to our hypothesis, the countries with the highest 

urban population growth are facing the greatest stress on their neo-patrimonial capacity, 

and therefore a greater pressure to democratize (See Tables 15 and 16). I will supplement 

this preliminary index with a broader index (IDPb) which is based on the difference of 

neo-patrimonial capacity between the 1980’s and early 2000’s. (See Chapter 5 for a 

detailed description of the index of neo-patrimonial capacity/INPC). This broader and 

more complete IDP is calculated by subtracting the neo-patrimonial capacity of the early 

1980’s from that of the early twentieth century. I then rank the countries of FWA on the 

basis of the new IDP and compare them on the basis of their transitional record. Again, 

according to our hypothesis, the countries with the highest index of democratic pressure 

are more likely to experience a democratic transition, whereas the countries with the 

lowest index of democratic pressure are unlikely candidate to a successful democratic 

transition (See Tables 12, 15 and 16).  

     There are numerous statistical data on the percentage of urban population but the main 

sources here are from the World Development Reports published yearly by the World 

Bank and the United Nations’ Demographic Yearbooks, supplemented by the most recent 

CIA’s World Factbook.  

      

B. Colonial Clout (CC):  

According to Clapham (1985),  

any attempt to place third world states in the context of global relationships must start 

by emphasizing their dependence on and their penetration by external interests 

[because] they were for the most part created by the external world in the first place, 
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in the form of colonialism, and continue to be bound into it by economic, strategic and 

cultural links which they can break only with great danger and difficulty (p. 113).  

For him, the traditional dichotomization of the political arena between domestic and 

external politics is unwarranted because “the idea of ‘Third World Politics’ makes sense 

only in the context of a single world” (p. 12). Thus, the search for the causes of 

democratization in FWA must focus on domestic as well as international factors. To 

paraphrase him, the neo-patrimonial nature of the FWA state provides the central 

synthesis of domestic and external elements through which FWA politics is conducted (p. 

8). The inclusion of the colonial clout exercised by France in FWA’s politics as an 

intervening variable (IV) is an indication that the states’ neo-patrimonial networks have 

external links. It is precisely this alliance between domestic and external neo-patrimonial 

interests which explains why Africa’s weak states persist (p. 43).   

     Most African specialists (Bratton: 1994; van de Walle: 1994; Widner: 1994; Bratton 

and van de Walle: 1997 and Chabal: 1998) have analyzed the effect of external pressure 

on Africa’s domestic democratic development as a beneficial democracy-enhancing 

influence exercised by International (Western) donor agencies and countries in the form 

of explicit political conditions for aid or loans. For many in the Francophone African 

world, the presumed positive Western influence on the democratization process in Africa 

is symbolized by former French president François Mittérand’s declaration at a Franco-

African summit at La Baule (France) in June 1990 that “from now on, France will link its 

aid to the efforts of those heading toward more freedom” (Bratton and Van de Walle, 

1997, p. 135). However, this position is based on the false assumption that Western 

institutions and countries promote democracy abroad and particularly in Africa. It ignores 

the empirical record that these agencies and countries may use their hegemonic clout to 

preserve the authoritarian order in their satellite states of Africa. As pointed out by 

Brattton and Van de Walle (1997), after the Cold War, “the Europeans continued to grant 

priority to political stability and to commercial ties with former colonies in Africa, thus 

insisting less vociferously than the Americans on democratic and governance reforms” 

(p. 135). The negative hegemonic clout on democratic transitions in satellite nations by 

Western countries is best illustrated by France’s colonial hegemonic clout in the 

Francophone African region in the form of its participation in the neo-patrimonial 
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networks of its former colonies and the dependence of these former colonies on their 

“Metropole”. 

     The post-independence patron-client (neo-patrimonial) connection between France 

and its former colonies of Africa has been well documented (Lemarchand: 1972; Clarck 

and Gardinier: 1997; Manning: 1988, 1998; Le Vine: 2004). It transcends the mere 

economic dependency relation which refers to the extent to which states in the 

‘periphery’ must “rely on other states [core states] to provide certain values, that is, 

dependency on imports and exports, reliance on a small number of trade partners and 

export commodities, and financial dependence” (Doorenspleet, 2005, 118). According to 

Le Vine (2004), “the French-African connection is noteworthy both for the sheer volume 

of interactions and transactions and because France, of all the colonial powers, not only 

maintained the closest ties with its former colonies but also created a qualitatively special 

relationship with them” (p. 339). In other words, without assuming that domestic political 

actors in FWA are doomed to a permanent status of subordination to French interests 

with no independent, autonomous will or political initiative of their own, it is fair to say 

that the relationships of dominance and dependence and of political subordination 

established through colonialism, continued after independence between France and its 

former colonies of FWA. In that regard, politics in FWA is typical of Third World 

Politics (1985) which, according to author Clapham, is characterized by the condition of 

peripherality, that is the separation from, and subordination to, the dominant developed 

center of the West (Clapham, 1985, p. 3). The only difference for FWA is the 

pervasiveness of its peripherality which covers the economic, the cultural, the social as 

well as the political realms. Indeed, as is described by Le Vine (2004), France’s 

involvement in its former colonies of Africa runs the gamut of major roles that include 

those of “patron, facilitator, guide, mentor, partner, creditor, investor, exploiter, protector, 

gendarme, and above all, political paterfamilias” (p. 338).  

     Thanks to its hegemonic role, France has monopolized the external relations of its 

former colonies of Africa which it regards as its “pré carré” or “chasse gardée” (private 

hunting grounds). Historically, countries that have tried to find alternative international 

paths for themselves, (such as Guinea and Mali in the early years of independence, or the 

Afro-Marxist regimes of Kerekou’s Benin and Sankara’s Burkina Faso) never broke the 
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umbilical cord to their mother France, nor did they reject membership to the Francophone 

family (Le Vine, 2004, p. 338). As is reported by Peter Schraeder (2000), whenever 

francophone countries try to renounce their “special relationships” (read neo-patrimonial 

relationships) with France, French retribution is swift. But as long as these countries 

maintain close ties with France, even authoritarian leaders are unlikely to find themselves 

under heavy pressure from Paris to democratize. Moreover, France intervenes at will 

militarily to reinforce, defend, or rescue friendly regimes in trouble (Bongo in Gabon), to 

remove friendly regimes that have become too embarrassing to tolerate (Jean-Bédel 

Bokassa of the Central African Republic), to end regimes that have become too brutal to 

its citizens and too odious even for its French patrons (Hissene Habré in Chad) or to 

destabilize a democratically elected government that has pledged to break the French 

monopoly in its country (Laurent Gbagbo in the Ivory Coast). Le Vine (2004) reports 

forty such French military interventions in the entire Francophone African region.  

     The monopolization of FWA’s external relations by France and the dependence of 

these former colonies on their colonial hegemon can be measured by France’s privileged 

position in their trade relations. Indeed, according to Clapham (1985), economic 

management provides the clearest and most literal example of the role of the third world 

state as a broker between domestic and external interests. Since the most profitable and 

easily controlled areas of economic activity are those concerned with external trade, and 

because most third world governments rely on external transactions for revenue 

generation, control of the trade relations of a third world state places a premium on the 

degree of control of its external relations and provides a ready indicator of the 

government’s political autonomy vis-à-vis the outside world. A “banana republic”, that is 

a dependent third world state, is, according to him, “a state whose domestic economic 

management has been co-opted by external companies to a degree that deprives the state 

of autonomy even in the conduct of its own internal affairs” (pp. 90-93). Thus, the share 

of a particular trading partner in the foreign trade of a third world state provides a useful 

indicator of the relationship between economic management and political control.  

     To measure the “banana republic” status, that is, the external dependence of FWA’s 

states on France, I developed an index of colonial clout (ICC) similar to what 

Doorenspleet (2005) calls factor “partner dependency” (p. 126). I combine the 
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percentages of exports and imports between France and each one of the nine states of 

FWA. I then ranked these countries according to the index of colonial clout. I 

hypothesize that France has a greater colonial clout in the countries with the highest 

index of colonial clout, and it has the least colonial clout in the countries with the lowest 

index. The data on the percentages of exports and imports between France and FWA are 

drawn from the most current CIA factbook. (See Tables 8 and 9).  

     According to the data, for all the nine countries of FWA, France is the leading or a 

major trading partner either in the imports or the exports categories, or for both 

categories. As a consequence of France’s monopolization of the external relations of its 

former colonies, French businesses and political elites enjoy a privileged monopoly 

position in the domestic arenas of FWA.  

     Indeed, most Francophone African specialists (such as Bayart and Médard) insist on 

the existence of shadowy informal networks (les réseaux) created, operated and 

maintained by successive French presidents from De Gaule to Chirac, that link the French 

political and entrepreneurial power centers to France’s African clients, usually heads of 

state. Le Vine (2004) identifies fourteen principal official African clients, seven 

participating French multinational corporations, forty local (French) networkers (Ces 

messieurs Afrique), five network operators from the Elysée, and five French presidents, 

principal official French patrons in the political and entrepreneurial power connections of 

the ‘Françafrique’ village networks (Le Vine, Appendix O). In short, thanks to its 

colonial clout over FWA, France participates from a privileged position in the neo-

patrimonial networks of its former colonies. The connection between France and its 

former colonies of Africa consists of  “a dense network of personal, private, public, 

official, and informal relationships, all devoted to keeping green the multiple Franco-

African linkages and to minimize the presence of outsiders and potential interlopers 

(notably, Americans and other Europeans) on the pré carré ” (Le Vine, 2004, p. 246). 

The anecdotal evidence suggests that Franco-African commercial relations are worth 

billions of francs annually, and that French multinational giants such as ELF-TOTAL, 

Bouygues, and France-Telecom enjoy a monopoly position in the vital sectors of energy, 

utility, telecommunication and public works of most, if not all the Francophone African 

countries. The particularistic or neo-patrimonial nature of these shady relationships often 
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leads to corruption and to kleptomaniac client-patron states deals involving prominent 

political figures on both sides of the ocean, as is occasionally revealed by the French 

media and such sensational publications as Glasner and Smith’s Ces Messieurs Afrique 

(1992, 1997) or “Les Réseaux Africains de Jean-Christophe Mittérand” (Libération, no. 

2836 (July 6, 1990: 14-17)).    

     However, France’s colonial and post-colonial neo-patrimonial agenda in FWA is 

broader than its economic interests. It has been consistently reported that French policy 

makers seek first and foremost to consolidate and to promote through the institution of ‘la 

Francophonie’ (a greater French-speaking community) the ‘rayonnement’ (spread) of the 

most notable aspects of French culture, especially the French language and intellectual 

traditions (Schraeder, 2000, p. 398). The merger of France’s economic, political and 

cultural interests in its colonial/neo-colonial agenda in FWA is demonstrated, as is 

reported by Schraeder, in the fact that France has shown great support for its African 

clients even when they do not possess significant (mineral) wealth. But assuming that 

resource endowment increases the opportunity for rent seeking by foreign interests, one 

can measure France’s stake in the transitional political outcomes of FWA by assessing 

each country’s economic resource endowment. Indeed, the available circumstantial 

evidence suggests that French political interests are tied to its major business interests, 

because in recent decades, in spite of a public foreign policy of tying economic aid to 

political reforms, France has not only increased subsidies and economic aid to 

authoritarian incumbent regimes, but it has also (been reluctant to support) or refused 

rewarding democratic reformers in countries with major French business interests. In 

other words, if a regime (such as that of Houphouet Boigny in the Ivory Coast, or Paul 

Biya in Cameroon) is important to French economic interests, “France would not 

encourage its democratic opposition and, indeed, would turn a blind eye even to its more 

egregious human rights violations (Le Vine, 2004, pp. 249-250). I therefore develop an 

additional indicator of France’s neo-patrimonial interest based on the FWA countries’ 

resource endowment, since resource endowment increases rent-seeking opportunities and 

therefore French neo-patrimonial interests. Although it is an incomplete indicator of a 

country’s wealth, I use each country’s GNP per capita to give an indication of France’s 
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neo-patrimonial stake in that country. France will have more neo-patrimonial interests in 

countries with the higher GNP per capita (See Table 7).  

     According to our hypothesis, colonial clout (CC) has a negative effect on democratic 

transitions: France will have a greater stake in maintaining the status quo, including 

supporting the authoritarian leaders, in the countries with the highest resource 

endowment as measured by GNP per capita. Schraeder (2000) goes so far as to suggest 

that since the success of the democratization process in Francophone Africa signals the 

beginning of a process that threatens the essence of France’s carefully crafted 

francophone (neo-patrimonial) networks, France tends to act as protector of the 

authoritarian status quo in Francophone Africa, and to undermine democratizing states, 

unless they are prepared to subordinate themselves to France’s hegemony. This 

assumption is supported by the fact that France has no record of promoting democracy 

abroad, either rhetorically or in practice. On the contrary, France’s record of foreign 

policy history in its (former) colonial empire is a history of support for the authoritarian 

order. In short, France will use its “colonial clout” to resist democratic change in the 

countries in which it has more neo-patrimonial interests, while it will be less resistant to 

democratic change in the countries in which it has less “colonial clout” and less neo-

patrimonial interests. Ironically, this means that the countries which are facing the highest 

pressure to democratize (as indicated by a higher IDP) will have their transitional process 

compromised and weakened by France’s colonial clout. 

     The conclusion that France carries a colonial clout over Francophone West Africa 

stands in an apparent contrast with the conclusion of Doorenspeet (2005) whose study 

finds a positive influence of dependency on transition to democracy during the fourth 

wave of democratization. Indeed, the results of her testing of the dependency hypotheses 

suggest that “a non-democratic state that is highly dependent on one trade partner for its 

exports or imports is more likely to make a transition to democracy [and that] there is a 

positive significant relationship between partner dependency and transitions to 

democracy” (127). This contradiction is only apparent because although her “partner 

dependency” is composed of the same indicators as mine (import partner concentration 

and export partner concentration), her study measures only economic dependency. As 
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already mentioned above, colonial clout is a broader pattern of unequal patron-client 

reciprocities that transcends the economic realm.  

     The data used in this study are collected from three main sources: The presidential 

election results are drawn from the Central Intelligence Agency of the United States’ 

World Factbook, a yearly publication that chronicles, among other facts, election results 

of all countries in the world. It has served as a major source to many researchers, among 

whom Bratton and Van de Walle. The socio-economic data are provided by The World 

Bank Group’s yearly development reports, by the World Food and Agricultural 

Organization (FAO) Indicators and by UNESCO’s Statistical Yearbooks, three major 

sources of information for many researchers around the World. These data and statistics 

are readily available online. 

     The data thus collected from these main sources will be supplemented by information 

provided by the “Michigan State University’s Working Papers on Political Reform in 

Africa”, a comparative handbook on political regimes and regime transitions in Africa 

compiled by Bratton and Van De Walle, by Vanhanen’s sources, and by newspaper 

reports (of presidential election results) from the countries of our investigation.   

     Finally, the assessment of the transitional trajectory of the region through the analysis 

of the Ivorian crisis is partially based on formal and informal interviews that I conducted 

over the last three years in Ivory Coast, which were designed to get from the political 

class and from the politically relevant communities some insights as to the meaning of 

the concept of democracy and as to what constituted in their opinions obstacles to the 

democratic process in the Ivory Coast. In those, I interviewed leaders of the four major 

parties (PDCI, FPI, RDR and UDPCI) and members of some minor parties, human rights 

groups, civic groups involved in the push for democracy as well as major public opinion 

leaders, to assess not only their levels of support for the transitional institutions and rules, 

but also their faith that the transitional process would be successful. Interviews included 

such questions as:  What is your standard of a “free and fair” election? Do you believe 

that the electoral laws are fair? Do you believe in the ability of the electoral commission 

to conduct a “free and fair” election and to abide by election results? Or do you believe 

that the electoral commission is biased in favor of the incumbent government? Does your 

party support any other means of accessing power than “free and fair” elections? Can 
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your party support, in any shape or form, a military coup? Do you believe that a military 

coup will eventually be legitimated by the public? Or do you think that this emerging 

democracy is beyond the threat of a “sudden death” by military coups. And lastly, what 

are the three major impediments for a successful democratic transition in this country? 

On that last question, three obstacles were mentioned as the most serious impediments: 

Ethno-nationalist conflicts, neo-patrimonialism (or the popular term of corruption), and 

“colonial clout” defined as some international (French) conspiracy to keep the 

authoritarian order alive in Francophone (West) Africa. These three obstacles can be 

reduced to two, since the “colonial clout” can be factored into the neo-patrimonial 

framework of analysis. These two (perceived) obstacles will serve as the basis for the 

assessment of the hopes and impediments for successful democratic transitions in the 

entire FWA region. In addition, from the interviews, it became clear to me that although 

the concept of democracy appeared to be very familiar and indeed was so frequently used 

(and even abused) rhetorically, its meaning was often simply assumed and/or the 

characteristics of this regime type remained vague and obscure. For example, one leader, 

Konan Bédié of the PDCI, commenting on the current level of democracy in the country, 

said in an interview with the leading newspaper, that his regime was more democratic 

than the present regime, because he had won more than 96% of the votes during the 1995 

presidential election, as opposed to Gbagbo’s 59% in the 2000 election. The same 

observation of vagueness, obscurity and lack of measurement of the overused concept of 

democracy is made by Doorenspleet (2005). To paraphrase her, to study systematically 

the causes of the transitions to democracy in the FWA region, it is necessary to clarify the 

basic meaning of the concepts of democracy and democratic transitions (p. 13). The next 

chapter seeks to do so.   
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CHAPTER 4 

THE “TRANSITIONAL RECORD” OF FWA 

  

      This section will begin with a discussion of the conceptualization of the dependent 

variable “democratic transition”, then, it will provide an operational measurement of the 

concept which will finally be used to assess the transitional record of the FWA region for 

the entire post-colonial period. 

 

A. The Conceptualization and Measurement of Democratic Transitions: 

     Since at the center of our inquiry is the concept of ‘democracy’, the task of defining 

democratic transitions will be carried out in a two steps process starting with an 

understanding of the concept of democracy itself.  

     The remarkable consensus emerging from the literature which, according to 

Doorenspleet (2005, p. 92) relies for the most part on the ideas of Joseph Schumpeter 

(1976) and Robert Dahl (1971) is that democracy applies to a political system in which 

the most important political office holders (usually organized in political parties), are 

selected through free and fair regularly scheduled elections in which the majority adult 

population is eligible to vote. This procedural definition highlights what Dahl (1971) 

calls the two most important characteristics of democracy: Public contestation of, and the 

right to participate in elections. Indeed, a political system which meets the requirements 

of fair competition and broad inclusiveness (universal suffrage at the national level), is 

believed to guarantee the existence of an opposition “that has some chance of winning 

office as a consequence of elections” (Doorenspleet, 2005, 23). 

     In Francophone West Africa, because the executive office (the presidency) is the Holy 

Grail of national politics, and because parliaments are mostly rubber-stamping 

institutions of the office of the President, the index of democracy (ID) used in this study 

will be limited to presidential elections. Moreover, only the “competitiveness” of the 

elections will be factored into the assessment of the index of democracy. “Participation”, 

defined as the percentage of the voting population that actually voted in a particular 

election, is highly unreliable. It is subject to official manipulation. The downplaying of 

participation (or voter turnout or percent voting) as an ingredient of the index of 
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democracy is consistent with many other research projects (Doorenspleet, 2005, p. 16). 

For example, according to Bollen (1991), voter turnout is among the “outstanding” 

indicators presumed by some theorists to identify democracy. Yet, this indicator fails to 

prove serviceable in measurement efforts. As he puts it, the reliance on voter 

participation in assessing the index of political democracy is unwarranted, since, in some 

countries, voters are legally obligated to vote, or high turnouts can occur in elections with 

no choice or under conditions of fraud, and, in any case, turnout can be affected by many 

things, ranging from voter satisfaction or apathy to weather conditions. In other words, 

participation reflects factors that (may) have little to do with measuring political 

democracy (Bollen, in Inkeles, 1991, pp. ix, 4). Furthermore, “competition,” as 

demonstrated quantitatively by Vanhanen (1990), “is in all cases more strongly correlated 

with the explanatory variables than “participation” (p. 69). An additional argument in 

favor of downplaying the weight of ‘participation’ as an ingredient of the index of 

democracy is the fact that  in the Francophone West African states, as “in those states that 

have only recently experienced a transition to a democratic political regime, suffrage is 

[…] not an issue, because universal suffrage is taken for granted” (Doorenspleet, 2005, 

16).  

     To assess the level of competition and thus of the level of democracy in the 

Francophone African region, I rely on Tatu Vanhanen (1984, 1990, 1992) whose work is 

based on assumptions made by Raymond Gastil (1971) according to whom the index of 

democracy (the extent of democratic rights in his survey) can empirically be suggested by 

the size of an opposition’s share of the votes. Indeed, while it may be possible that the 

people of a country may remain satisfied with the performance of one party for a long 

period of time, or may reward a governing party with overwhelming support at the polls, 

it is probable that such a governing party entrenched itself in a way that it is (virtually) 

impossible to dislodge it by electoral means. I would therefore agree with Gastil that an 

election in which the incumbent party receives over ninety percent of the votes indicates 

highly restrictive competition for those in the opposition, while an election in which a 

party wins over ninety-eight percent of the votes indicates that elections are little more 

than symbolic (Gastil, in Inkeles, 1991, p. 29). Furthermore, Gastil argues that, “any 

group or leader that regularly receives 70 percent or more of the votes, indicates a weak 



 47 

opposition, and the probable existence of undemocratic barriers in the way of its further 

success” (Gastil, quoted by Vahanen, 1990, p. 32). On the basis of Gastil’s assumptions, 

Vanhanen measured competition (and by extension democracy) as the smaller parties’ 

(loosing parties) share of votes cast in national elections by subtracting the percentage of 

votes won by the largest (or winning) party from 100. In his study, an election in which 

the winning party receives more than 70 percent of the votes is considered less 

competitive and therefore less democratic than an election in which the winning party 

gets less than 70 percent of the votes cast. Following in his footsteps, we will consider in 

the present study that, to qualify as having successfully experienced a free and fair 

(competitive) election, especially in these emerging democracies (or decaying 

authoritarian/totalitarian regimes), the election must not only feature more than one party, 

but more importantly, the minority parties’ combined share of the votes must reach at 

least 30 percent. This quantitative requirement of no more than 70 percent of the votes by 

the winning party/candidate must be supplemented by a checklist of qualitative 

conditions that one could assess empirically for each election. These include, but may not 

be limited to the replacement of the incumbent president by the elections (leadership 

turnover), the exclusion or not of major parties and/or major candidates from the 

elections, the boycott or not of the elections by major parties and/or major candidates, the 

absence of substantial post-electoral violence, and the broad acceptance of the election 

results by opposition (loosing) parties, by domestic as well as international election 

monitors (further discussion of this checklist of qualitative measures in the next section).  

     According to our definition of “free and fair” (competitive) democratic elections, 

more than eighteen competitive elections were held in eight out of the nine countries of 

FWA since the late 1980’s. Burkina Faso is the only country with no competitive election 

in the post-1980’s period. This is a dramatic increase compared to the rest of the post-

colonial period when only one competitive election was held in Burkina Faso in 1978. 

Six countries, Benin, Guinea, Mali, Niger, Togo and Senegal, experienced back-to-back 

free and fair elections although the case of Niger was interrupted by periods of military 

coups. Moreover, there were three leadership turnovers in Benin, Mali and Senegal (See 

Table 5). Prior to this period of the late 1980’s onward, no election had ever replaced an 
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incumbent regime. Finally, no post-1980’s election has registered the 100 percent vote 

share for the winning party that was so common during the early independence years.  

     What should one make of these impressive results? Do they point to a change in the 

political culture of the region from authoritarian rule to democratic systems of 

government? Were these free and fair “founding elections” defined by Bratton and Van 

de Walle (1997) as elections that “paved a route away from the monopoly politics of 

authoritarian regimes”? In other words, do these results point to a transition to democratic 

rule in the region? 

     Unlike “consolidation”, there are “no illusions” about democratic “transitions”. 

Indeed, as Gunther, Diamandouros and Puhle (1995) remind us, “to this point, the 

comparative literature on democratization has focused almost exclusively on transition 

processes” (p. 4). In other words, “transitions” have quickly become a classic and well-

established terminology in the comparative politics literature. But despite the intensive 

attention it has received, there has been little consensus on the definition of the concept of 

“transition” and/or it has consistently been confused with other democratization processes 

such as “consolidation”. For instance, for Share (1987), “the transition to democracy may 

be viewed as completed when democratic procedures, rights, and rules of the game have 

been clearly delineated and widely accepted by a majority of elites and citizens” (p. 528). 

Leaving aside the inherent subjectivity of this definition and the difficulty of 

operationalizing it, it is hard, as he himself recognizes, to mark the beginning and end 

point of the process of transition, and thus to distinguish it from other stages along the 

overall process of democratization such as consolidation. The same sense of vagueness 

hangs like a cloud over the definition provided by Adam Przeworski in Sustainable 

Democracy (1995). According to him, a transition to democracy has been completed, that 

is the most obvious and comprehensive moment of the transition period involves “the 

drafting and ratifying of a new constitution” (p. 50). This definition shows not only an 

unwarranted formal institutionalist bias in the sense that it assumes that the mere drafting 

and ratification of a new constitution illustrates a regime change toward democracy. As 

pointed out by the delegation reviewing the Senegalese electoral code,  

Senegal’s law meets international standards for free and fair elections. However, [it 

also] determined that certain aspects of the code, when combined with practice, have 
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raised issues of fairness. Confidence in an electoral system and the perception of 

fairness are as important as the letter of the law. The delegation was therefore less 

concerned with the soundness of the election law than with seeking ways to enhance 

confidence in the overall process (National Democratic Institute For International 

Affairs, 1991, p. 2).  

Also Przeworski’s definition does not tell us whether a transition is the starting or end 

point of the democratization process. In other words, this definition does not clearly 

distinguish the different stages of the process of democratization. This is not a major 

departure from his earlier attempt, in “The Game of Transition” to define a completed 

transition in less abstract terms, as when: “(1) there is a real possibility of partisan 

alternation in office, (2) reversible policy changes can result from alternation in office, 

and (3) effective civilian control has been established over the military” (Przeworski, in 

Mainwaring, O’Donnell & Valenzuela, 1992, p. 105).  

     Linz and Stepan (1996) do not fare better from the perspective of providing an 

operational definition free of subjective interpretation to the extent possible in the social 

sciences. For them,  

a democratic transition is complete when sufficient agreement has been reached about  

political procedures to produce an elected government, when a government comes to 

power that is the direct result of a free and popular vote, when this government de 

facto has the authority to generate new policies, and when the executive, legislative 

and judicial power generated by the new democracy does not have to share power 

with other bodies de jure (p. 3). 

Although this definition is an improvement over the previous one by Share, it does not 

clear up the confusion with other stages along the democratization process (and most 

particularly with “consolidation”), and it does not reduce the amount of subjectivity. For 

instance, how do we know that “sufficient agreement has been reached about political 

procedures to produce an elected government”? Or, how can we tell that the new 

government has “de facto the authority to generate new policies”? How do we assess 

whether or not the new “executive, legislative and judicial power generated by the new 

democracy does not have to share power with other bodies de jure”? Should that be 
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determined empirically or on the basis of the institutional design as expressed in the 

constitution? Moreover, are all these conditions cumulative or not? 

     Conteh-Morgan’s Democratization in Africa: Theory and Dynamics of Political 

Transitions (1997) (a suggestive title) is symptomatic of this theoretical confusion and 

lack of clarity in the measurement and specification of the stages of democratization. His 

introductory part titled “Democratization as a transitional stage”, views the process of 

democratization as “part of a continuum starting with authoritarian rule to 

democratization (or political liberalization) to democratic governance” (p. 6). This 

democratization is conceptualized as “a process of establishing a form of governance in 

which mechanisms are created to ensure participation at all levels of politics, responsible 

leadership, and civil liberties”. A key measure of the transitional stage of the 

democratization process thus defined is the implementation of free and fair elections, the 

reintroduction of a multiparty system after a prolonged period of single-party politics (p. 

6). From this definition and its measurement, it is not clear whether the democratization 

process is a broader continuum of which “transition”, “liberalization” and “democratic 

governance” are specific stages. All of the stages are confused with the overall process: 

The mystery is even increased when he concludes his introductory segment by suggesting 

that, “Third World countries … have embarked on the transition from arbitrary rule to 

political liberalization” (p. 10). One is left wondering if liberalization is the starting or 

end- point of the democratization process.  

     Finally, the two books considered as “classics” on the issue of democratization: 

O’Donnell’s Transitions from Authoritarian Rule (1986) and Huntington’s The Third 

Wave (1991), or the most recent publications such as Doorenspleet’s Democratic 

Transitions (2005), are very striking by their failure to provide any operational definition 

of the concept. They content themselves with the mere provision of a typology of 

democratic transitions (O’Donnell et al. and Huntington), or take the concept for granted 

by offering, as does Doorenspleet (2005), a generic definition of democratic transitions: 

Democratic transitions, she writes, “are to be understood here as transitions of a non-

democratic to a democratic political regime” (p. 22). More over, in his contribution to a 

more recent publication on Issues of Democratic Consolidation (1992), O’Donnell, (one 

of the godfathers of “modern” transitology) tells us that the conceptualization of 
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“transition” remains unsettled in the literature and that there are still “Illusions and 

conceptual flaws” about democratic transition and consolidation (O’Donnell in Diamond, 

2001). But, his “Transitions, Continuities and Paradoxes” adds to the confusion and 

semantic mystery: He calls for “two transitions”: the first being from the previous 

authoritarian regime to the installation of a democratic government. The second 

(transition is) from this government to the consolidation of democracy, in other words, to 

the effective functioning of a democratic regime. In short, one word covering two 

different meanings and describing two distinct processes: the first transition referring to 

the installation of a democratic government, and the second transition signaling the 

dawning of a democratic regime. But as pointed out by Collier and Levitsky (1997), 

different words must be used to describe different things. If, as O’Donnell states, the two 

“transitions” describe different phenomenon and involve different processes, why not use 

different words to describe them? 

     In their Democratic Experiments in Africa (1997), Bratton and Van De Walle make a 

leap forward in settling the semantic confusion. But, like Conteh-Morgan and some of the 

others, there is a minor inconsistency in their use of the terms “democratic transition” and 

“democratization”, as they use the two terms interchangeably: They start off by defining 

“transitions” in the generic sense of a “change from one regime type to the other”. They 

proceed to define “democratic transitions” as the installation of a regime on the “basis of 

a competitive election, freely and fairly conducted within a matrix of civil liberties, with 

results accepted by all participants” (p. 194). But yet, they include “political protest” and 

“political liberalization” in their explanation of African divergent transitions. Indeed, in 

their study, they break the concept of “regime transition” into three parts: political 

protest, political liberalization, and democratization. They conclude that these elements 

constitute “the core aspects of regime transitions- namely, how transitions start, unfold, 

and end” (p. 128). In doing so, they confuse “transition” with “democratization”, two 

terms which they clearly distinguish on page 194. But their measurement of “democratic 

transition” provides a useful departure from the lack of measurement clarity prevalent in 

the literature. For them, “founding elections” (what I presume is their term for 

“transitional elections”), must be not only free and fair competitive elections, but the 

results of the elections must be accepted by all participants, because, as they put it, “the 
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acceptance of the validity of founding elections by losing parties […] marks the first 

tentative consensus on democratic rules” (p. 194).    

     Although the “acceptance by losing parties” conditionality seems to be a marked 

improvement from other measurement of the concept, and is based on a reasonable 

assumption, it carries residues of subjectivity. A losing party may still not accept an 

election that may have met the highest threshold of competition and fairness. As noted in 

the report assessing the Senegalese electoral system, opposition parties almost universally 

(and more so in emerging democracies) tend to describe the electoral system as lending 

itself to fraudulent practices and lacking in fairness, and therefore tend to protest election 

results so as to use the issue to destabilize the country, destroy confidence in the 

government and deny it international legitimacy (National Democratic Institute for 

International Affairs, 1991, p. 2). In addition, Bratton and Van de Walle’s definition falls 

victim to the trap of “electoral fallacy”. Indeed, an election, no matter how free and fair it 

is, cannot mark a trend away from presumably years of authoritarian rules. They mark an 

important event, which, in and by itself, is not paving “a route away from the monopoly 

politics of authoritarian regimes”. Any regime under severe internal as well as external 

pressure to reform, can organize even “free and fair elections” to ride the wave of 

democratic pressures, and then return back to illiberalism or to its old monopoly politics. 

The Third Wave democratization is littered with examples of such electoral fallacies. 

In short, in spite of the abundant literature and of the acceptance of “transition” in the 

literature, the semantic field in which “transitologists” are working remains unsettled for 

the most part. So much so that, to paraphrase Collier and Levitsky, scholars are engaging 

in “definitional gerrymandering in the sense of introducing a new definition every time 

they encounter a somewhat anomalous case” (Collier and Levisky, 1997, p. 445). 

     To overcome the conceptual confusion and measurement error so frequent in the 

literature, it is perhaps enough to distinguish political systems which have achieved a 

high degree of institutionalization of elections as the only means of selecting the national 

leadership from those which have achieved only a low degree of the institutionalization 

of elections. I will therefore define a “democratic transition” as the establishment and the 

institutionalization of elections as the only mechanism for selecting the national 

leadership, and, most particularly “the presidency” in the context of the Francophone 
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African region. This definition does not represent a rejection of existing 

conceptualizations, but a by-product of the best of them. It is based on the assumption 

that a higher degree of institutionalization of elections indicates that the most important 

political actors agree on the procedures to be used for the allocation of the highest 

office(s), and the determination of policy, and for the resolution of political disputes.   

     The institutionalization of “free and fair” competitive elections as the only means for 

the selection of the national leadership implies the emergence of a national consensus on 

the players, the rules and procedures, and the arena of the game of democratic politics. 

The first sign of the emergence of a consensus on the players is the formation and the 

legalization of competitive political parties. Indeed, if elections are not a distinctive 

institution of modern politics given that they are also found in non-modern polities, 

political parties are, according to Huntington (1968), the distinctive organization of 

modern politics. Their main functions are to organize participation, to aggregate interests, 

and to serve as the link between social forces and the government. In performing these 

functions, political parties help prevent mass praetorian participation in the political 

process, a participation which is most often unstructured, inconstant, anomic, variegated, 

and I might add, violent (pp. 88-89). To paraphrase the author, political parties as 

distinctive institutions of modern politics, exist in the modern polity because only modern 

democratic political systems require institutions to organize mass participation in politics 

(p. 90). The inclusion and participation of the main political parties and their leaders in 

two electoral cycles is a sure sign that the political class has reached a settlement on who 

should play the democratic game. In addition to the determination of (multiple) political 

parties as key institutional players of the democratic game, the institutionalization of 

democratic politics must also be reflected in the crafting and preservation of a formal 

constitution, the ultimate legal framework which codifies the behavior of these players 

and on the basis of which the selection of the national leadership is organized. Indeed, as 

pointed out by Clapham (1985), “the failure to maintain a constitution is […] the simplest 

measure of the failure to maintain an agreed set of state objectives and of institutions 

through which to achieve them” (p. 45). If a constitution cannot survive two electoral 

cycles because it is changed to suit the needs of incumbent governments or contested by 

the opposition, or because it is replaced or simply abolished by their successors, one can 
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hardly make the case that there is an emerging consensus on the part of the political class. 

Finally, the “institutionalization of elections” will be measured by the completion of two 

successive “free and fair elections”. But the two elections must be free of post electoral 

violence leading to a civil war, since violence, the main child of the absence of 

authoritative symbols and institutions, will be the logical outcome of the lack of 

acceptance of the electoral results by the loosing parties, and a lack of consensus on the 

rules if not also on the players of the democratic game. Thus, to be considered as having 

successfully completed a democratic transition from authoritarian rule, a country must 

have experienced two successive democratic elections which met the threshold of “free 

and fair” competitive multiparty elections as described above. In sum, successful 

democratic transitions must fulfill the following checklist of requirements: 

1. Legalization of multiple political parties. 

2. Drafting of a constitution which survives two electoral cycles. 

3. Inclusion and participation of major political parties (and their main leaders in two 

successive electoral cycles. 

4. Completion of two “free and fair” democratic electoral cycles. 

5. Absence of major post-electoral violence escalating into a civil war. 

Thus defined and measured, the boundaries of a “democratic transition” are set between 

the onset of the first “free and fair elections” (founding elections) and the (immediately) 

following “free and fair elections”. Up to the founding elections, the regime will just be a 

liberalizing authoritarian regime whose degree of liberalization would be proportional to 

the vote share of the losing parties in the elections. If a regime experienced a “founding 

election”, but fails to meet the “free and fair elections” requirement in the following 

electoral cycle, it would remain a regime in transition. And if it experiences a military 

coup or if the winning party’s share of the votes crosses the 90% mark in the second 

election, the regime would have reversed its democratic transition. 

     This definition gives a greater weight to “elections” because the measurement of 

democracy itself rests on “elections”. Indeed, as concluded by Alex Inkeles and his 

collaborators (1991), regardless of the differing ways of measuring democracy, “nearly 

all of the measures surveyed are anchored in the notion that distinguishing systems in 

terms of political democracy rests ultimately on the degree to which political elites are 
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selected by citizens via elections that are regular and meaningful” (p. 151). But more 

importantly, to paraphrase Huntington (1968), elections are the best and more appropriate 

political institutions needed to regulate succession and to provide for the transfer of 

power from one leader or group of leaders to another without recourse to direct praetorian 

action in the form of coups, revolts, or other bloodshed (p. 245). Elections also provide a 

truly comparative measurement which can travel across time and space, as they have 

become an institution in all political settings, and their results are readily published and 

available to scientists. In addition, the requirement of the “institutionalization of free and 

fair elections” through two electoral cycles can help avoid the trap of an “electoral 

fallacy”. It is presumed that a “two successive elections” cycle reflects the emergence of 

a consensus by the political class on the rules, the players and the arena(s) of the game of 

democratic politics. 

B. The Political Development of FWA: 

     The post-independence political life of FWA begins in 1958 with the independence of 

Guinea in October 1958 as a result of its “non” vote cast in the September 1958 

referendum on the fifth French Republic. A “oui” meant acceptance of Charles De 

Gaulle’s new constitution and membership in his Franco-African Community, and a 

postponement or rejection of independence, while a “non” entailed the granting of 

independence almost immediately (Le Vine, 2004, p. 201). The “oui” vote by the rest of 

the colonies delayed their transition from colonial rule until 1960, when they negotiated 

peacefully the terms of their independence. Since then, by all historical account, the 

modal pattern of post-independence political development in FWA has consisted of three 

distinctive phases: consolidation of dictatorship, decaying of dictatorship and transition to 

democracy. Indeed, at independence from France, all nine (9) states of FWA were 

endowed with political institutions modeled after those of the fifth French Republic, 

which in addition to democratic constitutions, and a strong executive presidency, 

“explicitly embodied democratic norms, presumably in fulfillment of the promises made 

by founding fathers to the citizenry they had led to independence” (Le Vine, 2004, p. 

201). However, almost immediately after independence or within five years, the 

“founding fathers”, regardless of ideological, stylistic and personal differences, created 
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authoritarian regimes either through military dictatorship or through an exclusive or 

dominant single political party rule (p. 201).  

     Given that the democratic experiment of Mali, Benin, and the Ivory Coast will be 

explored in details in a later chapter, I will focus for now on the political development of 

the remaining countries of the region with the view of highlighting general patterns from 

the country-specific experiences. 

     The Republic of Upper Volta, like the majority of the Francophone African countries, 

achieved its independence in 1960, on the 5th of August, with Maurice Yaméogo, the 

leader of the Volta Democratic Union as president. His government quickly took on an 

authoritarian cast by banning all opposition parties. In 1965, a single electoral list was 

offered to the voters, which triggered riots by the opposition and civil society. As a result, 

Yaméogo was deposed in January of 1966 by Lt. Co. (later Gen.) Sangoulé Lamizana, a 

former chief of Staff. He immediately suspended the 1960 constitution inherited from 

France, dissolved the National Assembly, and formed a military-civilian cabinet. But 

these measures only deepened the decades long period of severe political instability for 

Upper Volta: A constitution providing for elections was adopted in 1970, but because of 

factional struggles, the military resumed leadership of the country. Then, a new 

constitution was adopted in 1977, on the basis of which Lamizana was elected president 

in 1978. However, on 25 November 1980, Lamizana was overthrown in a bloodless coup 

led by Col. Sayé Zerbo whose government was in turn overthrown on November 1982 by 

yet another military coup led by Maj. Jean-Baptiste Ouédraogo. On 4 August 1983, for 

the third time in three years, Upper Volta experienced yet another military coup when 

Thomas Sankara seized power. In August 1984, on the first anniversary of his rule, 

Sankara renamed the country Burkina Faso, which means the “Land of the Upright 

people”. Sankara’s revolutionary fervor was brutally ended on Friday, the 15th of October 

1987, when he and dozens of his aides were gunned down by his “inseparable 

companion” in arms Blaise Compaoré who has assumed the presidency of the country 

ever since. In the late 1980’s, under domestic and international pressure, Compaoré has 

liberalized the political arena by un-banning opposition parties and by organizing multi-

party elections which he has consistently won with substantially large margins. Although 

the April 2000 constitution was amended to reduce the presidential term from seven to 
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five years, enforceable as of 2005, allowing the president to be reelected only once, it is 

unclear whether this amendment will be applied retroactively or not. Thus, Burkina 

Faso’s road to democracy remains clouded because Compaoré could revive his 

authoritarian instincts by prolonging his brutal and long grip on power. 

     Niger and Mauritania share Burkina Faso’s severe history of political instability and 

uncertain transition to democracy in addition to their drought-prone experience of the 

Sahel region. 

     On 28 September 1958, Niger, like most of the other AOF colonies, voted “oui” for 

the constitution of the fifth French Republic to become an autonomous colony within the 

French Community on December 19th, 1958. Then, on 3 August 1960, a ministerial 

government formed by Hamani Diori, a territorial deputy to the French National 

Assembly and secretary-general to the Niger branch of the Rassemblement Démocratique 

Africain- RDA (African Democratic Rally) proclaimed the independence of the Republic 

of Niger after signing agreements on national sovereignty with France. Diori, who 

consolidated his power prior to independence with the help of the French colonial 

administration, had already banned his main opponent Djibo Bakary and his party the 

Sawaba from participating in the post-independence political process for allegedly a 

“non” vote in the 1958 French constitutional referendum. He remained in power 

throughout the early 1970’s thanks to his privileged relations with France. But on April 

1974, he was overthrown by a military coup led by Lt. Col. Seyni Kountché, his former 

chief of Staff, who detained him under house arrest between 1974 and 1980. At the new 

president’s request, the French troops that had been stationed in Niger since 

independence left the country. Kountché survived several coup attempts including one in 

October 1983, but died in November 1987 of a brain tumor, to be replaced by Col. Ali 

Seybou, the army chief of Staff. During these decades of instability, elections were 

nothing but ceremonial celebrations of the incumbent regime’s grip on power, as 

illustrated by Diori’s 99.98% victory in the October 1970 presidential elections. Indeed, it 

wasn’t until 1993 that Niger held its first open multiparty presidential elections. But 

successive coups in 1995 and 1999 reversed the democratic gains. Although civilian rule 

was restored on 24 November 1999 through the free and fair election of President Tandja 

Mamadou who won 59.9% of the votes, the democratic transition is far from being 
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completed in Niger, given the threat of sudden death that the country has experienced in 

recent years. 

     Mauritania is the least francophone of all the FWA states, even though it has been part 

of the French West African Federation (AOF) since 1920, when it was established as a 

colony administered from Saint-Louis in Senegal. Since independence, it has turned 

increasingly toward the Arab World. But it still maintains enough of the strong ties and 

privileged relationship with France to keep it into the Francophone African fold.  

In line with the Francophone African post-World War II political development, 

Mauritania vote “oui” in favor of the constitution of the fifth French Republic at De 

Gaule’s referendum of the 28 September 1958. After a few years of membership in the 

Franco-African Community, the Islamic Republic of Mauritania proclaimed its 

independence on 28 November 1960. After independence, Prime minister Moktar Ould 

Daddah set himself up to become president in may of 1961 after he won presidential 

elections in which he was the only candidate. His government enjoyed considerable 

stability after the president consolidated his power by progressively silencing his 

opponents: In December 1961, he formed a new single party, Le Parti du Peuple 

Mauritanien- PPM (The Mauritanian People’s Party). In 1965, the de facto single party 

system was established by law. This created the conditions for the near unanimous 

reelections of President Ould Daddah in 1966, 1971 and 1976. But then, the combined 

effects of severe droughts and territorial war over the Western Sahara weakened and 

undermined Ould Daddah’s regime which succumbed to a military coup in July 1978, in 

spite of the intervention of French and Morrocan to its defense. In the wake of the coup, 

the constitution was suspended and the single party dissolved. The new regime of Lt. Col. 

Khouma Ould Haydalla lasted until 12 December 1984, when Col. Moaouia Ould Sidi 

Mohamed Taya seized power after a military coup. It was not until the early 1990’s that 

president Ould Taya legalized opposition parties and allowed for multiparty elections. 

Although President Ould Taya’s third reelection shows a competitive race (with 60.8% of 

the votes), his long tenure in office and the dominant presence of his party create thick 

clouds over the future of Mauritania’s democratic transition. Only the next presidential 

election to be held in 2009 could tell. But as recently as two months ago, loud sounds of 

military boots and guns have been heard in the vicinity of the presidential palace… 
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     Although the road to independence for Togo and Guinea does not follow the beaten 

path of FWA’s independence, the two countries share the region’s post-independence 

experience of the rise and fall of dictatorship. 

     For Guinea, independence came early in the wake of its karismatic leader Sékou 

Touré’s “non” vote cast in September 1958 on De Gaulle’s referendum. The precipitous 

reprisal withdrawal of the French colonial administration from the country led to the 

fusing of the opposition parties with Sékou Touré’s party which will inherit the structure 

of government. This single party dictatorship lasted for twenty-six years until Sékou 

Touré’s death in April 1984. Then, a military coup led by Lt. Lansana Conté abolished 

the single party in April 1984 and thus ended its monopoly in Guinean politics. Guinea 

held its first multiparty elections when Lansana Conté, the head of the military 

government, was elected president of a civilian government. He won reelection in 1998 

and again in 2003, with a winning percentage of 95.3% of the votes. The return to the 

more than 90% electoral victory and Conte’s military background and long tenure in 

office, even with his new civilian clothes, undermine the post-1990’s democratic gains. 

More over, if history is any guide, the spillover of unrest in Sierra Leone, Liberia and the 

Ivory Coast does not spell consolidation of the democratization process but a call for the 

authoritarian concentration of power. 

     Like Guinea, Togo’s transition to democracy is clouded by the long shadow of 

President General Gnassimgbé Eyadéma’s long dictatorship. Togo, formerly a German 

colony, came under France’s West African territorial influence as a result of the 

establishment of the League of Nations’ mandates in 1922. Following World War II, 

France placed its sphere of Togoland under UN trusteeship. On 28 October 1956, in a 

referendum held in French Togoland, the overwhelming majority of the voters (72%) 

chose to terminate the French trusteeship and to accept association with the French 

Community proposed by De Gaulle. But this unilateral effort to terminate French 

trusteeship was rejected by the UN. Consequently, new elections were held in April of 

1958 under UN supervision. Sylvanius Olympio, the leader of the emerging dominant 

party (The Committee for Togolese Union) pledged complete independence from France. 

On 13 October 1958, the French government announced that full independence would be 

granted. In keeping with this promise, the Republic of Togo became a sovereign nation-
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state on the 27th of April 1960, with Olympio as president. But after only three years in 

office, Olympio was assassinated on 13 January, 1963 by military insurgents, who put in 

power Nicolas Grunitzky, the exiled opposition party leader. Grunitzky immediately 

abrogated the constitution, dissolved the national assembly and called for new elections 

which he won. On the 13 of January 1967, Grunitzky’s government was swept away by 

yet another military coup led by Col. Kléber Dadjo, who was succeeded in April 1967 by 

the recently dead occupant of the office after more than thirty years of dictatorship, Lt. 

Col. (later Gen.) Etienne Gnassingbé Eyadéma. Throughout the years, Eyadéma remained 

firmly in control, thanks in part to uncontested elections in which he regularly won close 

to 100% of the votes. It was not until the 1990’s that his grip on power was challenged in 

a meaningful way. But in spite of the competitive nature of the last multiparty 

presidential elections, as long as president Eyadéma, Africa’s longest-serving head of 

state and his party, the Togolese People’s Party, which has maintained power 

continuously since 1967, remain in power, Togo’s hope for a successful consolidation of 

its democratization process will remain frozen in time. The recent extra-constitutional 

transfer of power to his son when the dictator Eyadéma died is consistent with this bleak 

forecast.  

     Senegal shares the broad patterns of political development in FWA, the major features 

of which are the early consolidation of power by one political figure (usually the 

“founding father”) and the monopolization of the political arena by a dominant party or 

the military, the decaying of the authoritarian regime, and the gradual transition to 

democracy. But unlike most of the rest of the FWA region, Senegal’s road toward 

democracy has relatively been paved with gold in the sense that the gradual transition to 

democracy took place in a context of a remarkable political stability free of military 

coups. In the years leading up to independence, representatives of French Sudan (now 

Mali), Senegal, Dahomey (now Benin), and Upper Volta (now Burkina Faso) drafted a 

constitution for a federation of Mali. But only French Sudan and Senegal ratified it and 

became members of the Federation. The Mali Federation became a sovereign state 

without withdrawing from the Franco-African community on 20 June 1960. Soon after, 

fundamental differences between the leaders of the two countries (Senghor and Modibo 

Keita) led to the break-up of the federation: On the night of August 19, 1960, Modibo 
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attempted to seize the federation’s government and to take control of Dakar, its capital. 

Senghor immediately arrested him and deported him back to the Sudan. The next day, on 

the 20th of August, 1960, he proclaimed the dissolution of the federation and the 

independence of Senegal which France recognized immediately thereafter. A new 

constitution was adopted on August 25th on the basis of which Leopold Sedar Senghor 

was elected president, with Mamadou Dia as his prime minister. But disputes ensued 

between the two men, which led to the arrest of Mamadou Dia, the adoption of a new 

constitution and the dissolution of the post of prime minister. As a result, the president 

(Senghor) became both chief of state and head of the executive branch. After being 

reelected in 1968, 1973 and 1978, Senghor resigned as predident at the end of 1980 to be 

succeeded by his new Prime Minister Abdou Diouf, the tallest president ever in the 

history of the world. Diouf was elected to a full term as president on the 27th of February, 

1983, with 83.5% of the votes in a five-candidate contest. In the meantime, Senegal 

joined with the Gambia to form a confederation of Senegambia in 1982, a union which 

was dissolved in 1989. After winning several increasingly competitive reelections, Diouf 

was swept out of office by Abdoulaye Wade in 2000. Wade’s victory marked the end of 

the dominance’s of Senegalese politics by Senghor’s Parti Socialiste. This peaceful 

democratic regime turnover enhances the chances for the consolidation of the Senegalese 

democracy. But France’s colonial clout in the country guaranties that there will be very 

little policy change as a result of the leadership turnover.  

     The broad historical trend that can be drawn from the thick monographic (country-

specific) exploration of FWA’s post-independence political development is that the 

region is experiencing a “second wave” of democratization. But according to the results 

of three successive presidential elections in the nine (9) countries of the region since the 

end of 1980’s, the record remains mixed. Some countries have completed their transition 

and have even consolidated their democratization process, others are still stagnating in 

the transitional phase, while some others have reversed their transitional gains. More 

specifically, five countries (Benin, Guinea, Mali, Senegal and Togo) held two successive 

competitive elections. Three countries (Benin, Mali and Senegal) consolidated their 

democratic experiment by not only holding two successive “free and fair” competitive 

elections, but by also experiencing at least one leadership turnover. (The one leadership 
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turnover as a measure of democratic consolidation is an amendment of Huntington’s two 

leadership turnovers by Diamond). Although Mali’s 1997 presidential election does not 

meet the 70 winning party’s test, it bears all the other signs of a free and fair competitive 

elections, especially that the opposition parties accepted the results and no substantial 

post-electoral violence was reported. Two countries have experienced an authoritarian 

reversal: Ivory Coast and Guinea. Indeed, after successfully transitioning with two 

successive “free and fair” competitive elections, Guinea has reversed its democratic gains 

by returning back to the more than 90% winning margins with 95.25% in its 2003 

presidential election. In the Ivory Coast, the 2000 election met the 70 percent threshold 

but was compromised by the exclusion of some major candidates. But even that meager 

transitional gain has been reversed by an attempted military coup and a civil war. Two 

countries (Mauritania and Niger) are still in transition. Mauritania held two competitive 

elections (1992, 2003) interrupted by one authoritarian reversal (1997) and a military 

coup in 2005. The case of Niger seems to be unusual: The record shows three straight 

“free and fair” competitive elections. But every time a president is elected, there is a coup 

d’Etat followed by a new round of competitive elections. That is why Niger is not coded 

as a case of successful transition or even consolidation. Of all the nine countries, only one 

(Burkina Faso) has remained consistently undemocratic, given that it has not held a single 

competitive election in the post-1980’s period.  

     The “sudden/ slow death” of emerging democratic institutions (Ivory Coast), 

stagnation in authoritarianism (Burkina Faso) and apparent reversal (Guinea, Togo, 

Mauritania) of the transitional process and the history of decades of authoritarianism may 

give ample reasons to be pessimistic about the region’s democratic transitional prospects. 

But I would agree with Larry Diamond (1999) that, “if we view democracy in 

developmental terms, as emerging in fragments or parts by no fixed timetable or 

sequence, then the presence of one fragment of democracy can provide space or 

inspiration for the emergence of others” (p. xxiv). The fact today is that the political 

landscape has radically changed all over the continent and most particularly in the 

Francophone West African sub-region in the last decade:  

Political ideologies, illusions, and excuses have fallen into disrepute: African 

socialism, Afro-Marxism, the integral state, the vanguard single-party state, the 
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patrimonial keeper of ethnic peace, the military as modernizer, the military as social 

reformer- all of these excuses for authoritarian rule and “development dictatorship” 

have been roundly, and probably enduringly, discredited (Diamond, 1999, p. xxiv). 

The question for Francophone West Africa is therefore not if but when, more countries 

will transition successfully to democracy?  But first, what explains the divergent 

transitional record in the FWA region?   
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CHAPTER 5 

EXPLAINING DEMOCRATIC TRANSITIONS IN FWA: 

 

     This section will begin with a description of the independent variable (neo-

patrimonialism), provide a quantitative basis for the ranking of the FWA countries 

according to their degree of neo-patrimonialism. This ranking will then be compared with 

the transitional record of FWA countries. The expectation of the hypothesis is that neo-

parimonialism is negatively related to democratic transition: the most neo-patrimonial 

states are resistant to democratic transition, while the least neo-patrimonial regimes are 

expected to embark on a successful democratic transition. 

 

A. The Conceptualization of the Neo-patrimonial Framework: 

     The link between the “second wave” of democratizations in Africa and neo-

patrimonialism has been established in the African literature by Van de Walle (1994) and 

Bratton and Van de Walle (1997). In their collective work (1997), they contend that the 

neo-patrimonial nature of political authority and its embodiment in political institutions 

critically affects the “dynamics and outcomes of distinctive democratization processes in 

the sub-saharan region” (p. 61). The nexus between “Neo-patrimonialism and Democracy 

in Africa, with an Illustration from Cameroun” was made in an earlier study by Van de 

Walle. The author’s main finding in the study is that a comparative analysis across Africa 

reveals that, although the economic crisis featured centrally in the political crisis that 

shook these authoritarian regimes, an economic explanation does not suffice to explain 

the political dynamics across the continent. He argues therefore that it is the disruption of 

rent-seeking networks caused by the economic crisis that brought about the democratic 

transition (Van de Walle, in Widner, 1994, pp. 130-131). In other words, the dynamics of 

the political process, and most specifically the outcome of the democratic transition were 

determined by the nature of the state’s neo-patrimonial crisis, or the decaying of the 

state’s neo-patrimonial capacity. Yet, the two authors did attribute the divergent outcome 

of the democratic transition between Africa’s (predominantly) neo-patrimonial regimes 

not to the difference in their neo-patrimonial capacity, but to their institutional legacy: 

Indeed, following Dahl’s classic formulation, they advanced a five modal regime 
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typology of sub-Saharan Africa’s political regimes according to the extent of political 

competition (or contestation) and the degree of political participation (or inclusion). They 

conclude that the divergent democratic transition experienced by Africa’s authoritarian 

regimes, is best explained by their institutional legacy, namely by “the way power was 

exercised by the rulers of previous regimes” (Bratton and Van de Walle, 1997, p. 89). 

     Drawing on their work, I contend that the democratic transitions of FWA are best 

explained by the regimes’ neo-patrimonialism. But to the question of why some countries 

completed a democratic transition, whereas others sustained only limited political 

reforms or suffered authoritarian reversals, my answer is that the difference is in their 

neo-patrimonial capacity. The typology of FWA’s regimes is therefore based not on their 

institutional legacy, which I assume is irrelevant, but on the degree of decaying or 

shrinking of their neo-patrimonial networks.  

     Both the conceptualization and the measurement of neo-patrimonialism remain 

problematic. The task is made all the more difficult because while scholars of African 

politics have embraced the neo-patrimonial model, they have nonetheless analyzed the 

same general phenomena under related theoretical labels, including “personal rule, 

prebendalism, the politics of the belly”, patronage and clientelism” (Bratton and van de 

Walle, 1997, p. 63). Therefore, there is first the need to differentiate neo-patrimonialism 

from related cases of political influence such as clientelism, patronage, tribute and 

prebendalism that have been used to describe and to interpret African politics. 

     According to the regnant “modernization” paradigm of the 1960’s and early 1970’s, 

by virtue of the circumstances of their birth and colonial heritage, combined with the 

peculiar political and economic conditions of the post-colonial world, “African states 

belong to a kind of conceptual borderline area where the encounter of traditional and 

modern institutions generates its own perverse effects, most notably “political decay”” 

(Lemarchand, 1988, p. 87). To theorize the “deviant” behavior of the new African states 

that emerged from European colonialism, political scientists adopted during the 1960’s 

the anthropological analysis of traditional patron-client relations in peasant societies. 

According to van de Walle (unpublished), these developmental theorists “argued that 

these kinds of personal and informal relationships of exchange between people of 

unequal power and wealth were prevalent in peasant societies because of the absence or 
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weakness of formal organizations of the state” (p. 2). But the emergence of modern states 

and their expansion through the process of development changed the nature of the 

relationship from tribute to clientelism which progressively came to be located within the 

party and the state that spearheaded the process of development (van de Walle, 

unpublished, p. 2). Thus, clientelism is a dominant practice in most modern countries of 

the world, according to van de Walle who distinguishes two forms of clientelism: 

patronage and prebendalism. While patronage, a term that can be traced back to the 

“machine model” of American urban politics introduced into the African academic 

discourse by Aristide Zolberg and Henry Bienen (Lemarchand, 1988, p. 151), refers to 

the practice of using state resources to generate electoral support through the distribution 

of material incentives (i.e., jobs, and services) rather than the appeal to ideology, 

prebendalism is the handout of prebends, in which an individual is given a public office 

in order for him/her to gain personal access over state resources. To help understand the 

difference, van de Walle (unpublished) provides the following examples:  

Hiring a member of one’s ethnic group to a senior position in the customs office is an 

example of patronage. Allowing the customs officer to use the position for personal 

enrichment by manipulating import and export taxes is an example of a prebend (p. 3). 

In other words, if patronage may be perfectly legal, and is prevalent in electoral political 

settings, prebendalism is invariably illegal, and preferred by authoritarian rulers (van de 

Walle, pp. 3 and 12). 

     Although the distinction between “patronage” and “prebendalism” is also observed by 

Lemarchand (1988), the old distinguished Africanist compounds the complexity of our 

definitional task by adding the new term of “tribute” to the lexicon of political influence. 

In his work (1988), the term “tribute” is used to differentiate the traditional form of 

patron-client relationship from the clientelistic relationships between the modern state 

and society. Indeed, for him, “a tribute” is a generalized form of gift exchange in peasant 

society which “operates in a context of trust based on expectations of reciprocity; the 

obligation of the chief, subchief or notable to reciprocate the gifts and services offered by 

his clients is inscribed in their shared value system” (Lemarchand, in Rothchild and 

Chazan, 1988, p. 151). The principle of exchange is legitimized by the environments of 
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“primitive economics” in which the obligation to distribute income is supported by 

constant insecurity and material scarcity. In these conditions, the author continues,  

the chances of gross economic disparities among individuals are significantly 

lessened by the obligation to repay gift for gift, which might conceivably be 

viewed as an investment strategy designed to enhance one’s future security, as 

well as by the limited absorptive capacity of the recipient (p. 152).  

But colonial rule and the post-colonial introduction of popular participation in electoral 

politics have contributed to the shift from the traditional clientelism (tribute) to political 

patronage by eroding the social trust and deference between traditional patrons and 

clients, and by expanding the scope of modern patronage. Indeed, as new inducements 

entered the political arenas as a result of the emergence of the vote, a critical resource in 

the hands of the masses, “the texture of politics also changed, with bargaining tending to 

eclipse social trust as the dominant style of machine-based reciprocities” (Lemarchand, 

1988, p. 152). In short, if a tribute describes the moral economy of a traditional peasant 

society, (machine-based) patronage is, as was stated by Van de Walle, more in line with 

patron-client relationships characteristic of modern electoral politics.  

     But if the concept of “patronage” of the machine-based model generated enthusiasm 

among revisionist interpretations of African politics, and continues to offer some analytic 

leverage where political (party) machines are still in motion, it may prove to be of limited 

analytical utility for most African political settings because political machines operates 

on the basis of the trading of short-run tangible material rewards for votes in participatory 

electoral politics, a condition which was not prevalent in many post-colonial African 

polities prior to the onset of the Third Wave of democratizations (Lemarchand, 1988, p. 

151).  

The third term in the conceptual toolbox of self-interested political exchange is 

“prebend”, which Lemarchand borrows from Max Weber, according to whom, 

We wish to speak of ‘prebends’ and of a ‘prebendal ‘organization of office, 

wherever the lord assigns to the official rent payments of life, payments which are 

somehow fixed to objects or which are essentially economic usufruct from lands 

or other sources. They must be compensations for the fulfillment of actual or 
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fictitious office duties; they are good permanently set aside for the economic 

assurance of the office (Weber, in Joseph, 1987, p. 56).  

For Lemarchand, prebend refers  

to the personal benefits drawn from the appropriation of public office-in the same 

way that in medieval Europe canons drew prebends from ecclesiastical lands. In 

the context of prebendal politics the state emerges as the proprietory state par 

excellence or as a “market” where officeholders compete for the acquisition of 

material benefits (p. 153).  

In short, a prebend is the appropriation of state resources for personal gain, rather than for 

the pursuit of stated public goals. 

     The credit for the introduction of the prebendal model for the analysis of African 

politics (Nigerian politics during the second Republic) goes to Richard Joseph. In his 

Democracy and Prebendal Politics in Nigeria: The Rise and Fall of the Second Republic 

(1987), Joseph defines a “prebend” as an “office of state, typical of feudal Europe and 

China, which an individual procures either through examinations or as a reward for loyal 

service to a lord or ruler”. Drawing on Max Weber’s seminal definition as did 

Lemarchand, Joseph argues that (Nigerian) African post-colonial politics produced an 

entrenched form of state organizations and attitudes regarding the use of state office 

which are pre-modern in the sense that “instead of the constitutional and legal systems, as 

well as the stated impersonal norms, determining the form of this state organization, such 

legal-rational features largely serve to camouflage extensive prebendal practices” 

(Joseph, 1987, p. 56). Private or corporate citizens of the modern state, in their desire to 

acquire the basic social and material goods such as loans, scholarships, import/export 

licenses, plots of urban land, employment, promotion, etc, seek protection from a public 

“god father”, while political entrepreneurs get loyalty and support for the acquisition of a 

“prebendal office” in the national and/or regional governments. Otherwise put, the 

modern state adapted the traditional patron-client organization of the “prebendal office” 

by expending “the economic assurance of office” which is a fundamental component of a 

prebendal system as defined by Weber (p. 56). 

     Thus defined, prebendalism does not differ much from “political clientelism”, an 

auxiliary term which has been used by some to “cover both the nature of social 
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relationships and the ways in which the public power is utilized to maintain them” 

(Joseph, 1987, p. 63). Indeed, for Lemarchand (1972),  

because it cuts across both “traditional” and “modern” referents, “political 

clientelism” has a heuristic value generally missing from the conceptual arsenal of 

either “modern” or “traditional” polities; it directs attention to processes of 

adjustment between traditional and modern pattern of behavior, expectations, and 

normative orientations which might otherwise go unnoticed (p. 68).  

The author goes on to define “political clientelism” as “a more or less personalized 

relationship between actors (i.e., patrons and clients) or sets of actors commanding 

unequal wealth, status or influence, based on conditional loyalties and involving mutually 

beneficial transactions” (Lemarchand, 1972, p. 69). According to him, four types of 

political clientelism (may) have guided social and political relationships in traditional 

Africa: Patrimonial clientelism, which is explicitly political in character, is an expanded 

version of Weber’s original patrimonial political community in which political client-

chiefs are recruited through “the usufruct of land, office fees, income in kind, salaries and 

hence through prebends” (p.72). Feudal clientelism, the second form of political 

clientelism, is a patron-client relationship applied to the social realm and describes the 

interpersonal bond between two partners of unequal social status (a superior/ subordinate, 

freeborn noble/commoner) “involving an exchange of protection, economic security and 

a position in the society in return for loyalty, obedience and service from the subordinate” 

(p. 73). The third form of political clientelism is “mercantile clientelism”, a system 

traceable to the old trans-Saharan long distance trade. According to Lemarchand, this 

form of patron-client relationships describes the reciprocal economic benefits and mutual 

loyalties not only between buyers and sellers of marketable goods, but also “within the 

trading community” (emphasis from Lemarchand, p. 74). The fourth and last type of 

political clientelism, which Lemarchand labels as “a saintly” clientelism, is most typified 

by the Sheick-Talibé relationships among the Mourides of Senegal. According to the 

author, the most dominant features of this form of patron-client relationships are “the 

disciple’s conviction that his salvation depends on the intercession of his Marabout 

[religion clerck], and the latter’s realization that his status in society depends on the 

personal devotion of his followers, as well as their contribution in kind or cash” (p. 74). 
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     As the foregoing makes clear, whether expressed in a secular or a religious context, 

the terms “neo-patrimonialism”, “prebendalism” “patronage”, and “clientelism” are used 

interchangeably to describe the same phenomenon, that is the articulation of a specific 

type of interpersonal, social and political processes “more often than not institutionalized 

in the form of a contractual agreement between a superior and an inferior” (Lemarchand, 

1972, p. 72). The difficulty in settling clearly the semantic boundaries between these 

closely related terminologies may point to the fact that the distinction between them may 

be without difference and meaning. As pointed out by Lemarchand, the boundaries 

between these terms “are frequently effaced by empirical realities” (Lemarchand in 

Rothchild and Chazan, 1988, p. 154). This may be so because, as has argued Joseph 

(1987), the basic theory underlying these terms derives from the same anthropological 

sources whose best expression may be that of James C. Scott:  

The patron-client relationship- an exchange relationship between roles- may be 

defined as a special case of dyadic (two-person) ties involving a largely 

instrumental friendship in which an individual of higher socio-economic status 

(patron) uses his own influence and resources to provide protection or benefits or 

both, for a person of lower status (client) who, for his part, reciprocates by 

offering general support and assistance, including personal services to the patron 

(James C. Scott in Joseph, p. 57).  

Although these terms may be used, and are used interchangeably (even in the present 

study), it seems nonetheless reasonable to make a clear distinction between on the one 

hand, patron-client relationships as “a type of social relationships” and as a feature of 

government, and between traditional and modern political settings on the other hand. 

Prebendalism, defined by Joseph (1987) primarily “as a function of the competition for, 

and appropriation of, the offices of the state” (p. 63), has the advantage of stressing the 

political kingdom as the unit of analysis, but it does not clearly set the boundaries 

between the traditional and the modern African kingdoms. On the other hand, the term 

“political clientelism” as it is used by Lemarchand, is too generic to serve as a useful tool 

for our investigation of modern African politics. Not only does it not discriminate 

between the traditional and the modern, but it includes all sorts of uneven reciprocal 

transactions including the secular, the religious, the social, the private and the public 
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realms. In the words of Joseph (1987) “clientelism defines the nature of individual and 

group relationships within the wider socio-political sphere”, in traditional as well as in 

modern states (p. 63). Without suggesting that clientelistic reciprocities cannot spillover 

from social relationships to governmental processes, the term “neo-patrimonilism” seems 

to be the most appropriate conceptual tool for the understanding of the nature, extent and 

persistence of the patron-client mode of political behavior, and its social and economic 

ramifications in modern Francophone West Africa (to paraphrase Joseph, 1987, p. 1). In 

other words, as it is used in the present study, the term “neo-patrimonialism” is 

“coextensive with the formal political hierarchy” (to borrow Lemarchand’s terms (1972, 

p. 73), and serve as a heuristic tool for the analysis of the functioning of modern political 

institutions in contemporary Francophone West Africa. As such, it will be used to 

describe the form and nature of political authority in modern (contemporary) 

Francophone West Africa, while clientelism in its various manifestations (patronage, 

prebendalism, tribute, corruption etc…) will refer to the dominant practice in neo-

patrimonial regimes. The emphasis is put on public office and the description of the 

structure of political relationships because most politics in the third world in general and 

in Francophone Africa in particular, takes place within the state or in the shadow of the 

state. This distinction is consistent with the one made by Bratton and van de Walle (1997) 

who define neo-patrimonialism as the form of political authority in the modern post-

colonial African polity, and clientelism as one of the key informal institutions or practices 

of neo-patrimonial regimes (pp. 61-63). 

     G. Roth and A. Zolberg are believed to be the first scholars to have used the term 

“patrimonial” to describe many of the African states. But by all account, the term is 

derived from a relatively long social sciences literature epitomized in Max Weber’s work 

which distinguished three forms of political authority: Rational-legal, charismatic and 

patrimonial authority (Eisenstadt, 1973, pp. 7-8). In the rational-legal ideal model, which 

is based on the strict division between an individual’s public and private roles, 

individuals in public positions exercise their authority in accordance with a legally 

defined structure directed towards a publicly acknowledged goal. In other words, in 

office, the official acts simply as an official, exercising his authority and accepting the 

restraints placed on him by his office, “while treating other individuals impersonally 
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according to the criteria which the office lays down, whether they be his superiors, his 

subordinates or the ‘public’ with which he deals” (Clapham, 1985, p. 44). Charisma, on 

the other hand, is a form of authority embedded in an individual who exercises it through 

his own virtue, example and personal experience, even though that authority may 

ultimately be routinized in an institutional form. Finally, “the distinctive features of 

patrimonialism are that, in contrast to rational-legal relationships, authority is ascribed to 

a person rather than an office-holder, while in contrast to charisma, that person is firmly 

anchored in a social and political order” (Clapham, 1985, p. 47). According to this 

distinction, in patrimonial political systems, authority is, like that of a father over his 

children, entirely personalized and shaped by the ruler’s preferences rather than based on 

legal-rational authority in which the public sphere is carefully distinguished from the 

private sphere (Bratton and Van De Walle, 1997, p. 62).  

     On the basis of the seminal definition provided by Max Weber to designate the 

principle of authority in the smaller, most traditional polities and modern states, Bratton 

and Van De Walle characterize as “neo-patrimonial” those hybrid political systems in 

which the customs and patterns of patrimonialism co-exist with, and suffice rational-legal 

institutions. According to them, in a “neo-patrimonial” state, relationships of loyalty and 

dependence pervade a formal political and administrative system presumed to be based 

on rational-legal authority. In addition, officials occupy bureaucratic positions less to 

perform public service, their ostensible purpose, than to accumulate personal wealth and 

to acquire status. In other words, in neo-patrimonial settings, “officials hold positions in 

bureaucratic organizations with powers which are formally defined, but exercise those 

powers, so far as they can, as a form not of public service but of private property” 

(Clapham, 1985, p. 48). To sum it up, “neo-patrimonialism” is the incorporation of 

patrimonial logic into bureaucratic institutions. This definition is fairly consistent with 

that of other researchers such as Chazan et al. (1999) for whom a neo-patrimonial state is 

“one in which relationships to a person (rather than an officeholder) [thrives] within a 

purportedly legal-rational administrative system” (p. 54). It also corresponds, almost 

word for word, to Joseph’s concept of a prebendal political system in which 

legal/rational” and other societal norms of authority merge, producing a hybrid 

that cannot be conveniently subsumed under any specific heading. On the one 
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hand, there are legal rules stipulating the purview of offices […] On the other 

hand, however, personal loyalties and communal identities, the private 

appropriation of the means of administration and, finally, the transformation of 

offices from their stipulated administrative purpose into direct or indirect 

economic resource, are factors which have equal weight in determining the nature 

and exercise of public power (p. 65) 

     Although all political regimes practice some form of “neo-patrimonialism” or 

clientelism in the form of personalized exchanges, rent-seeking, political patronage and 

corruption, Bratton and Van de Walle (1997) contend that “neo-patrimonialism” is the 

software that powers African politics in that it “is the core feature in politics in Africa” 

(p. 62). In other words, neo-patrimonialism is the rule and not the exception in all of the 

Francophone West African regimes. This is what Joseph (1987) meant when he argued 

that, for a political system to qualify as a neo-patrimonial (or prebendal) one, it must be 

seen not only as one in which there is a systematic appropriation of public offices by the 

office-holders,  

but also as one where such a practice is legitimized by a set of political norms 

according to which the appropriation of such offices is not an act of individual 

greed or ambition but concurrently the satisfaction of the short-term objectives of 

a subset of the general population (p. 67). 

     According to Clapham (1985), the salience of neo-patrimonialism in third world states 

is explained by the natural human disinclination to distinguish between one’s private and 

official spheres of activity, but also and more importantly, by both the artificiality and 

foreign origins of the new state, and by its incorporation into the global political 

economy, which provides state officials with lucrative opportunities to connect their 

domestic neo-patrimonial networks to their external patrons through government 

contracts, concession agreements, suppliers credit and import/export licenses. These two 

features of the African state(s) (artificiality and foreign origins on the one hand, and 

incorporation into the global economy) are, according to some, the leading factors that 

have contributed to the survival/revival and expansion of clientelistic patterns of behavior 

in African politics in the post-colonial period. In fact, according to Van de Walle 

(unpublished), “one of the most persistent themes of Africanist scholarship in the 1970’s 
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and 1980’s was that clientelism was one of the [most useful] instruments used to fashion 

cross-ethnic cooperation” in young, multi-ethnic and poorly integrated political systems 

(pp. 7-8). It was viewed by scholars and politicians alike as the privileged mechanism for 

the consolidation of political power and the promotion of political stability in the newly 

independent states (p. 2). For example, Lemarchand (1972) makes the argument that with 

the erosion of the social trust embedded in the traditional patron-client relationships by 

colonial (and post-colonial) rule, the main developmental challenge facing the new 

(African) states is “how best to extend to the national level the discrete vertical 

solidarities in existence at the local or regional levels” (p. 68). In the environment of the 

absence of the “moral economy” of the traditional society in which patron-client 

relationships are based on trust and affective perceptions of cultural affinities, neo-

patrimonialism (or clientelism in his writing) provides, better than ethnicity, an 

integrative solution in the process of nation-building. It incorporates “a potentially wider 

range of social referents and thus offers wider scope for national integration” by not only 

causing a redefinition of one’s original tribal (rural) identity by reference to a wider 

(urban/ national) cultural focus, but also by providing “the cement by which ethnic 

identities are amalgamated within the boundaries of a more inclusive political system” 

(Lemarchand, 1972, p. 70). More over, the expansion of these mutually advantageous 

reciprocities on a broad geographical (national, regional and international) and socio-

economic scale by the incorporation of most (if not all) communal interests in the neo-

patrimonial networks “has tended to favor a similar extension of integrative bonds” (p. 

81). It may also contribute to the stability and survival of the (otherwise) fragile states of 

Africa. In short, the combination of the “mutual self-interest” or “mercenary ties” 

characteristic of patron-client relationships with the “non-monetary” affective or “moral 

ties” (of kinship/ethnicity) facilitates the process of nation-building by transcending 

through incorporation, the sectional/sectoral ethnic identities of the African states.  

     Neo-patrimonialism is also credited as a source of national integration and stability by 

Van de Walle (unpublished) who argued that, “ in a context of low national integration 

and few organizational resources, African leaders typically used state resources to coopt 

different ethnic elites to maintain political stability” (p. 2). He and others (Rothchild 

(1985); Bayart (1989); Zolberg) have attributed the remarkable stability of such regimes 
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as that of Houphouet Boigny in the Ivory Coast to the ability of their leaders to use state 

resources to forge multi-ethnic alliances, to facilitate intra-elite accommodation and to 

consolidate their newly acquired power. The inability of other leaders “to manage inter-

elite accommodation processes [led] directly to instability and collapse of the central state 

[…]” (p. 10).   

     The virtues of neo-patrimonialism are also noted by Richard Joseph (1987) who 

credits the maintenance of, or return to, electoral politics in Nigeria (in the mid to late 

1980’s) to the prebendal nature of the Nigerian political system. Indeed, he argues that a 

competitive electoral system, “with its vast array of ministerial and sub-ministerial 

appointments, with legislative offices and their private staff positions to be filled, is a 

veritable boon to prebendal politics” (p. 57). In addition, for him,  “ideas of 

representation and participation, of identity with the government and especially of the 

bridging between center and periphery in a geographically extensive country” such as 

Nigeria, are enhanced by the fact that in the prebendal competition to state resources, 

having someone in one of the local, regional or national government representative or 

bureaucratic institutions makes an individual or a community “feel a part of the system 

since that community [or individual] is vicariously participating in the government” (pp. 

67-68). But whatever virtues neo-patrimonialism may have either in bringing people 

together within the ‘artificial’ borders of the (new) African states, or in enhancing 

citizens’ participation in, or identification with the national state, or in strengthening 

(democratic) electoral politics, the system has undeniable pathological effects on the 

functioning of the African state. It is not only an impediment to the consolidation of 

nationhood and the preservation of the new state’s sovereignty, but it also constrains the 

political development (in the form of greater institutionalization) and economic growth, 

and ultimately leads to the weakening of the state itself. 

     Indeed, for Lemarchand (1972), the integrative potential of clientelism is negated by 

“the divisive tendencies [generated] by the formation of factions and personal 

followings” inherent in prebendal politics. Drawing on Gluckman, he warns that 

clientelism may not be a source of trans-ethnic national integration but a major 

impediment in the process of nation-building: 
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All sections struggle for the kingship and this unifies them. They seek to place 

their own prince on the throne; they do not try to become independent from the 

kingship… It is a historical fact that these struggles kept component sections of 

the nation united in [a] conflicting allegiance about the sacred kingship 

(Gluckman in Lemarchand, p. 72). 

This factional/ethnic/ communal competition for the spoils of the prebendal state may 

lead to the manipulation and sharpening of ethnic cleavages and ultimately to ethnic 

violence and warfare. Thus is explained, according to Lemarchand, the civil wars and 

genocides of Rwanda and Burundi.  

     The limited integrative effects of neo-patrimonialism are further highlighted by Van 

de Walle for whom clientelistic politics was “primarily a mechanism for accommodation 

and integration of a fairly narrow political elite rather than the logic of mass party 

patronage” (p. 8).   

     Additionally, the spillover of neo-patrimonial reciprocities from the national to the 

global arena puts the African state at the juncture of external and internal clientelistic 

channels. In the words of Lemarchand (1972), “the colonial situation has created a 

psychological climate eminently congenial to the maintenance of a “dependence 

complex” among Africans” (p. 77). The results are the monopolization of the external 

relations of the supposedly sovereign state by its external (hegemonic) patron(s) whose 

privileged position grants business monopolies to its (commercial) oligarchies operating 

within the domestic arena of the African state(s). Thus, the operation of the neo-

patrimonial system at the international level leads to the dependency of the African 

state(s) on its external (hegemonic) patron(s). Lemarchand (1972) warns that when the 

power asymmetry between patrons and clients (domestic or international, state or private 

actors) is matched by gross disparities of wealth and income between and within states, 

and when there is a monopolization of the resources generated through these relationships 

by a privileged few (domestic or international actors), the chances for political (and I 

might add economic) development will be seriously constrained (p. 88). Finally, by 

changing the structure of traditional patronage system from symbolic or affective rewards 

to expectations of material benefits, the rise and functioning of the neo-patrimonial state, 

(through its excessive regulations and extractive practices), lead to the emergence and 
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flourishing of the parallel economy, which in turn leads to the reduction (and in some 

cases to the death) of state capacity in many African polities (Lemarchand in Rothchild 

and Chazan, 1988, pp. 149-170).  

     The negative effects of neo-patrimonial rule on the economy are also stressed by 

Bratton and Van de Walle (1997). According to them, in order to achieve their neo-

patrimonial goals, neo-patrimonial rulers promote state intervention in the economy 

through extensive regulation of economic activities, the allocation of monopolies and 

economic rents and the systematic use of state resources for political legitimation. More 

over, the requirement of maintaining cross-ethnic alliances in order to preserve the 

political unit led to the “proliferation of expensive elite offices within the state” and the 

expansion of the state bureaucracy (Van de Walle, unpublished, 8). As a consequence, 

neo-patrimonial regimes not only “outspent routinely their revenues by a large margin”, 

but “the constant redistribution of state resources for political purposes led to endemic 

fiscal crisis and diminished prospects for sustained economic growth” (p. 67).  In short, 

“neo-patrimonial regimes [have] demonstrated very little developmental capacity” (p. 

67). Kasfir puts these internal contradictions of the neo-patrimonial system in the 

following terms:  

Since patronage depends on material rewards, the system must generate adequate 

and perhaps increasing economic benefits. But financing patrimonial state 

apparatus creates special problems because the political requirements of control 

and reward undercut the rational prerequisites of economic activity. Although the 

appropriation of office may support vigorous entrepreneurial activity, the state 

inevitably becomes less effective in generating public revenue and therefore less 

able to maintain the position out of which patrimonial control can be sustained 

(Kasfir quoted by MacGaffery in Rothchild and Chazan, 1988, p. 173). 

It must therefore be concluded that overall, the internal logic of the neo-patrimonial 

system leads to underdevelopment or economic stagnation, to weak national integration 

and weak institutionalization of the state, to its dependency on its external patron(s) and 

ultimately to its demise.     

     Thus defined and explained, and as a system of personalized transactions based on 

patron-client relationships, neo-patrimonialism is fundamentally an unequal relationship 
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between superiors and inferiors, in which a superior (or patron) provides security for an 

inferior (or client) and the client in turn provides support for the patron. Although this 

relationship is founded on a premise of inequality between patrons and clients, it meets 

essential variable interests and needs of both unequal partners. The second basic pattern 

that can be discerned in the modern neo-patrimonial system of post-colonial Africa is that 

because the integration of the African state into the global arena led to the expansion of 

the networks of clientelistic reciprocities beyond the local (and regional) arenas, the state 

is at once the patron in the domestic arena and a client-state of its external (patrons) 

hegemon(s). Thus, the modern patron-client ties need not necessarily be conceptualized 

as a dyadic network of reciprocities, but as “a pyramiding of client-patron ties” 

(Lemarchand, 1972, p. 75-76). To paraphrase Clapham (1985), the neo-patrimonial state 

of Francophone Africa provides an equally fertile breeding ground for exactly the same 

kind of relationships in that it embodies inherent inequalities between those who control 

or have a connection to the state and those who do not, between those higher and lower 

within the state hierarchy, as well as between the agents of the sovereign state and its 

external patrons. Indeed, control or access to the state carries with it the power to provide 

all sorts of goods to clients in exchange for political support and loyalty (pp. 55-56). On 

the other hand, the privileged access which the power of the state gives to local governing 

elites in the domestic arena, places them in a subordinate (client) position in the 

international hierarchy because of the dependence of the state on the external world. For 

example, a ruler who controls his state offers diplomatic support, strategic location or 

privileged access to economic opportunities within the state to his hegemonic metropole 

(patron) in exchange for economic aid and investment, or military assistance, which will 

help him stay in power. The exchange may be unequal, but subordination to, and 

following the wishes of the dominant external patron may be the most important means 

of political survival for these domestic clients whose regimes are usually on shaky 

political grounds.  

     The key contours of the patron-client relationships of neo-patrimonial states are best 

illustrated by a description of Houphouet Boigny’s regime in the Ivory Coast which 

consisted of, in addition to the president himself, the party machine, centralization of 

power in Abidjan (the virtual capital), the use of patronage and targeted re-distributional 
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benefits to maintain a sizable “state bourgeoisie” (or bureaucracy), ethnic balancing, 

manipulation and periodic scourging of the small political coterie at the very top, control 

over the army, a large resident French population and close ties to France, the former 

colonial power (Le Vine, 2004, p. 208). In other words, the key to the survival of the neo-

patrimonial state in FWA are on the one hand, to secure the loyalty of its state 

bourgeoisie by safeguarding its jobs, pay and other privileges, and by manipulating ethnic 

groups, and on the other hand, by maintaining close ties with France and by including the 

resident French population near the top of the socio-economic and political food chain. 

     Difficult though it may be to generalize about the causes of the decaying or shrinking 

of the neo-patrimonial capacity of each country of our theoretical universe, the weight of 

the evidence, (to paraphrase Lemarchand, (1972, p. 77)), suggests several broad levels of 

generalizations. The first one is the inherent instability and competitive nature of the neo-

patrimonial system. Indeed, in the endless quest for protection, material or political 

assistance, or for social mobility in constantly changing political and economic 

environments, political actors at all levels (local, national and international) have to 

preserve the flexibility and malleability of the patron-client relationships so that the 

unequal partners may draw maximum benefits and minimize their losses in the prebendal 

state. In other words, the shift from the symbolic or affective rewards of the traditional 

patrimonial system, to the predominant use of neo-patrimonialism for purely instrumental 

purpose in the modern state most likely leads to the intensification of competition among 

and between both clients and patrons at all levels, and eventually to the demise of the 

neo-patrimonial system itself. A second likely cause of the shrinking of a state’s neo-

patrimonial capacity, also inherent in the nature and operation of the neo-patrimonial 

system is what Bienen calls the “vicious circle of underdevelopment, that is, limited 

resources—weak organization—limited resources” (Bienen, quoted by Lemarchand, 

1972, p. 87). Indeed, in the typical neo-patrimonial state, “the securing of material 

benefits becomes an end in itself” (p. 87). Yet, neo-patrimonial states are characterized 

by limited (economic) resources. The logical expectation of patronage embedded in neo-

patrimonial politics leads to the wasteful spending of these limited state resources, to the 

ineffectiveness of the state to generate enough public revenues to ‘grease’ the system, to 

endemic economic and fiscal crises (as already noted by Bratton and Van de Walle 
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(1997, p. 67)), and ultimately to the demise or weakening of the neo-patrimonial re-

distributive capacity of the state. In short, in an environment of scarcity worsened by the 

economic crisis experienced by the FWA countries in the 1980’s and 1990’s, and at the 

same time that “the demands for jobs or sinecures become ever more pressing with every 

new generation of university graduates, clientelism [or neo-patrimonialism] as a 

preventive political technique may lose its instrumental value […]” (Lemarchand, 1972, 

p. 89).  

     But by far, the leading cause of the weakening and potential withering away of neo-

patrimonial systems in FWA may ironically be modernity itself (in the form of economic 

and political development), the very source that provided the dramatic expansion of 

clientelistic opportunities and possibilities in the modern state. Indeed, for some 

(Lemarchand: 1972; Joseph: 1987; Van de Walle: unpublished), modernity does not 

produce discontinuities in the operation of the clientelistic networks, but adjustment and 

adaptation of the basic model. Here again, one can do no better than hear Lemarchand 

(1972) who argues that social mobilization in modern states produces three discernable 

patterns of adjustments of patron-client relationships from traditional society: the 

spillover of clientelistic reciprocities from one field of activity to another, the pyramiding 

of client-patron ties through the recruitment of new brokers and an expansion of local or 

regional reciprocities on a more inclusive scale, and the substitution rather than an 

extension of patron-client relationships, leading to a continuation of reciprocal exchanges 

but in a totally different partnership. In short, for him, social mobilization may change the 

form of the traditional clientelistic reciprocities, but “the role model [remains] basically 

unaffected” (p. 76, emphasis are from Lemarchand). Furthermore, according to these 

scholars, the introduction of (democratic) electoral politics provides the key resources for 

the reassertion of traditional forms of clientelism or the conditions for the emergence of a 

different type of clientelism (from the traditional patron-client relationships) “identified 

with dominant parties often sharing the characteristics of political machines” (p. 83). The 

same argument of the adaptability and survivability of neo-patrimonial systems in 

democratic politics is implicitly made by Joseph (1987) when he writes that, a 

competitive electoral system, with its vast array of resources to allocate, “is a veritable 

boon to prebendal [neo-patrimonial] politics (57). Van de Walle (unpublished) does not 
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differ from the foregoing when he predicts the same patterns in the evolution of political 

clientelism in Africa in his essay “Meet the New Boss, Same as the Old Boss”, a very 

suggestive title. But notwithstanding the persuasive arguments of these pioneering 

authors in the field of neo-patrimonialism, I contend that modernity (in the form of social 

mobilization, political development and globalization) has a corrosive effect on neo-

patrimonialism. First, with increasing social mobilization—rapid social change generated 

through economic, social and political development—the scarcity and insecurity that 

justified the traditional patron-client system will lose its raison d’être. Thus, reciprocal 

transactions will be based on equal partnership and not between superior and inferior as 

in the traditional clientelistic network of reciprocities. It is the same kind of egalitarian 

assumption embedded in democratic politics, which constitutes a mortal threat to the 

“premise of inequality” which underlay the traditional patrimonial order. Indeed, 

democratic theory asserts, according to Van de Walle (unpublished) that the key 

distinguishing characteristic of democracy is that it makes political elites much more 

accountable to the citizens, who are presumed to be equals and better informed, “and 

more powerful thanks in part to their ability to “throw the rascals out” every four or five 

years” (p. 1). In other words, with greater accountability to the citizenry thanks to the 

introduction of (democratic) electoral politics, neo-patrimonialism is doomed and will in 

due term, wither away. 

     Another mortal threat to neo-patrimonial systems brought about by modernity is 

“globalization”, with its emphasis on “market efficiency”. Indeed, with the end of the 

cold war and the increasing globalization of the economic and political “marketplace”, it 

becomes irrational to keep and to manage the subordinant relationships between 

hegemonic patron-states (France) and their dependent client states (FWA). Increasing 

globalization will therefore lead to the dismantling of the international neo-patrimonial 

networks of privileged reciprocities as African states seek to maximize their trading 

opportunities by diversifying their external partners. 

     In sum, with increasing modernity (social mobilization, democratic political 

development and globalization) we are moving closer to the end of neo-patrimonial 

history in Francophone West Africa.       
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B. The Empirical Explanation of Democratic Transitions in FWA: 

     To achieve its neo-patrimonial functions, the managers of the post-colonial states, 

regardless of political values and training, preserved the authoritarian features of the 

colonial state and embarked on a task of power consolidation by dismantling, wherever 

possible, all meaningful centers of power. Thus, neo-patrimonial states are characterized 

by the concentration of state power, “generally much greater than that of any other 

organized political force within society” (Clapham, 1985, p. 84). Here again, Houphouet 

Boigny’s regime offers a symptomatic illustration of the centralization of state power 

from the capital city (Abidjan) for the purpose of controlling and managing the neo-

patrimonial networks. As described by Michael A. Cohen,  

the regime deliberately concentrated power in Abidjan as part of its strategy of 

maintaining strict control of the distribution of political goods, be they material 

(money, offices, development projects, public services, infrastructure 

improvements) or symbolic (location of the annual independence day festivities, 

traditional and ethno-cultural revivals and celebrations (Cohen, in Le Vine, 2004, 

p. 209). 

     The neo-patrimonial propensity of most African polities in the power consolidation 

period of the first years of political independence translated, according to Naomi Chazan 

and al (1999), into the overgrowth of the administration, the personalization of decision-

making and the public management of the economy. Thus, “neo-patrimonial” polities are 

characterized by a large public sector and a large bureaucracy, by such monopolistic 

institutions as Commodity Boards to manage the predominantly extractive economy, and 

by the presidentialist system, a symptomatic institution of the concentration of political 

power in the hands of one individual. As documented by Bratton and van de Walle 

(1997), the practice of systematic clientelism led neo-patrimonial rulers to promote state 

intervention in the economy. The fact that political authority rested on the selective 

allocation of state resources to individuals created a powerful incentive for extensive 

regulation of economic activity, through which the incumbent elite gained control over a 

wide range of monopolies and economic rents (p. 66). In sum, the neo-patrimonial state is 

characterized by the concentration of political, economic, and social activities around the 

state and the very small enclave(s) of its temporal managers. As Eisenstadt (1973) put it, 
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the central authorities of neo-patrimonial polities tend to monopolize in their own hands 

the societies’ external relations and the representation of the cosmic order, and to develop 

the perception of the center as the sole repository of the values and symbols of the 

emerging new nation-state. In the process, they attempt to weaken any autonomous 

access by different groups and strata to the formation of these values and symbols of the 

social and moral order. In other words, neo-patrimonialism is evidenced by the fact that it 

is the political center that concentrates in its hands most of the “keys”, resources, and 

mechanisms necessary for development, attempts to manipulate or to direct other sectors, 

and to concentrate in its hands the major policy of welfare and distribution (pp. 14-15).  

     If neo-patrimonial states can be so characterized, then neo-patrimonialism can be 

measured by the degree of concentration or dispersion of what Tatu Vanhanen (1990) 

calls “power resources”, that is the resources needed to compete in the struggle for power 

in any political setting. Assuming that the resources that are used to compete for power 

are to some degree unequally distributed among individuals and groups in all societies, 

the author concludes that “those having the most effective sanctions at their disposal are 

able to get more power than those whose power resources are meager” (p. 50). Because 

the unequal distribution of power resources is a constant that runs through all power 

structures and makes them regular and to some degree predictable, all societies can, 

according to Vahanan, be differentiated on the basis of the degree of distribution of their 

power resources. I will adopt and adapt his model and reasoning by assuming that since 

neo-patrimonial regimes are mainly characterized by the concentration of power, the 

distinction between neo-patrimonial regimes resides in the degree of concentration or 

dispersion of their power resources. The regimes with the most concentration of power 

resources are the most neo-patrimonial, whereas the regimes with a wider dispersion of 

power resources will have a weaker neo-patrimonial capacity. I hypothesize that: 

1. Democratic transition will take place under conditions of a shrinking neo-

patrimonial capacity. 

2. The least neo-patrimonial states are likely candidates for democratic transition, 

while the most neo-patrimonial states are resistant to democratic transition. 

As Vahanan put it, this  
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hypothesis implies that the explanation of democratization is to be found in the social 

structures and conditions reflecting the distribution or concentration of crucial power 

resources because the distribution of power in society must be related to the 

distribution of the most important power resources among competing groups (p. 51).  

The challenge is to locate the resources and to find some way to measure them. While 

understanding that “nearly everything can become a resource in the struggle for power” 

and that it is difficult to find reliable and valid empirical indicators of such resources that 

can ‘travel’ from country to country, Vanhanen locates the most important “power 

resources” in the economic and intellectual resources in all societies (pp. 50-52). Thus, he 

uses six social variables to indicate approximate differences among societies in the 

distribution of their “power resources”: Urban population, non-agricultural population, 

students in universities and equivalent degree-granting institutions, literate population, 

family farms and a variable indicating the degree of decentralization on nonagricultural 

economic resources. These six variables are combined into a single Index of Power 

Resources.  

     I will adapt the Index of Power Resources provided by Vanhanen to construct an 

Index of Neo-Patrimonial Capacity and sketch out a ranking of the countries of FWA 

according to their degree of neo-patrimonialism by adopting three of his six variables: 

urban population, non-agricultural population and literate population. The selection of the 

urban population as an ingredient of the index of neo-patrimonial capacity is justified 

because, in addition to the reasons already provided earlier, it is reasonable to assume that 

the higher the percentage of urban population, the more varied and distributed economic 

activities are. The selection of the non-agricultural population is made on the basis of the 

assumption made by classical modernization theory according to which a higher 

percentage of agricultural population indicates a lower level of development and 

therefore a greater concentration of power resources, whereas a lower percentage of 

agricultural population indicates a higher level of development and therefore a greater 

distribution of power resources. The percentage of non-agricultural population is 

calculated by subtracting the share of agricultural population from 100. Statistical data on 

the agricultural population are drawn from FAO’s Production Yearbooks and from the 

World Bank development Reports. Finally intellectual power resources, which are broken 
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down by Vanhanen into two indicators (students and literate population) are measured 

using only one indicator (the percentage of literate population), because the two variables 

used by Vanhanen measure the same phenomenon from two different perspectives. Given 

the leading role played by the ‘schooled’ (les lettres) and all sorts of intellectuals in the 

“second wave” of democratization in FWA since the late 1980’s, it is reasonable to 

assume that a wider distribution of intellectual resources creates unfavorable conditions 

for a neo-patrimonial monopolization of power by governments and favorable conditions 

for competitive politics. Statistics on the percentage of literacy or illiteracy are readily 

published by UNESCO and by the CIA yearly factbooks. The three indexes (Urban Pop, 

NAP and Lit Rate) are combined into a single Index of Neo-Patrimonial Capacity (INPC) 

by adding them and dividing them by three:  

     INPC= (Urban Pop + NAP Pop + Lit Rate)/ 3.  

The combined index thus obtained for the early 1980’s is compared to another index 

calculated on the same basis for the early 2000’s. The difference between the two is an 

indication of the degree of shrinking of the neo-patrimonial capacity for the particular 

state or regime: the Index of Democratic Pressure (IDP). According to the hypothesis, the 

states with the lowest score of INPR are the most neo-patrimonial states and therefore the 

most likely to be resistant to the democratic wave, while the countries with the highest 

score of INPC are the least neo-patrimonial and therefore the most likely to embark on a 

successful democratic transition. Consequently, the states with the highest score of IDP 

are facing the most pressure to democratize, while the states with the lowest IDP score 

are unlikely candidates to a democratic transition. (See Tables 10-16).   

     The results of the transitional record are in line with the prediction of the hypothesis: 

Seven of the nine least neo-patrimonial countries with the highest IDP have either 

consolidated their democratization process (Benin, Mali, Senegal), or successfully 

completed their democratic transition by holding two successive free and fair elections 

(Togo, Guinea), or held two (although) non-back to back free and fair elections 

(Mauritania), or held at least one competitive election (Ivory Coast). The two most neo-

patrimonial countries facing the lowest IDP are either remaining authoritarian (Burkina 

Faso) or experiencing authoritarian reversal each time there is a competitive election 

(Niger). The two countries with the highest prospect of a successful democratic transition 



 86 

as measured by their high INPC and IDP have their democratic transitions either 

compromised (Mauritania) or reversed (Ivory Coast) by France’s high colonial clout: 

Ivory Coast 36.1%; Mauritania 31.5%. Two of the three consolidated democracies (Benin 

and Mali), are not only facing some of the highest IDP, but they are also the least 

threatened by France’s colonial clout: Benin, 15.3%; Mali, 13.4%. Two of the middle 

range neo-patrimonial states (Guinea and Togo), have held at least two competitive 

elections and thus completed their democratic transition. But their transitional gains are 

compromised (Togo) or negated (Guinea) by a fair amount of France’s colonial clout: 

Guinea, 24.7%; Togo, 20.3%. Guinea had two straight democratic elections but reversed 

its democratic gains in its last election in 2003, with a winning margin of 95.25%, while 

the prospect for the consolidation of Togo’s democracy remains bleak because of the 

recent extra-constitutional transfer of power to his son following the death of President 

Eyadéma. This has all the markings of a coup d’Etat, and thus of an authoritarian 

reversal. But the fluctuation between democracy and authoritarianism is to be expected at 

that mid-range of neo-patrimonialism combined with a moderate French colonial clout. In 

short, the neo-patrimonial framework combined with the intervening variable (CC) helps 

explain the divergent transitional record in the Francophone African region: The least 

neo-patrimonial states have transitioned or are in the process of doing so successfully, 

while the most neo-patrimonial ones are most resistant to democratic transition.  

     Even the three apparent deviant cases from the prediction (Ivory Coast, Mali and 

Senegal), can be explained using the neo-patrimonial framework. Indeed, Mali, a middle-

range neo-patrimonial state is facing a relatively moderate domestic pressure as measured 

by its IDP (16.43). And yet, it has managed to not only transition successfully, but also to 

consolidate its democracy. In the meantime, the Ivory Coast, one of the most promising 

countries in the region with the second highest index of democratic pressure (22.4) is 

now mired in a civil war after experimenting with competitive elections in 2000. The 

intervening variable (the colonial clout) helps explain these apparent deviant cases. 

Assuming that France, the colonial hegemon of the region, views democratic transitions 

as threatening its neo-patrimonial interests, especially in the countries where it has more 

at stake in a democratic outcome, it has helped stall the democratic transition in the Ivory 

Coast, the wealthiest of all the FWA region, with the second highest French colonial 



 87 

clout of 36.1%. In the meantime, it has allowed the democratic game to proceed in Mali, 

a country in which it has less neo-patrimonial interest as measured by GNP per capita and 

in which it exercises very little colonial clout, with an index of 13.4%, the lowest in the 

region. Finally with its fairly low (12.93) IDP and very high French colonial clout, 

Senegal seemed to be an unlikely candidate to democratic consolidation. Its successful 

record can be explained by the fact that it has been on a steady pace to democratic 

transition prior to the late 1980’s, and all successive Senegalese leaders, including the 

most recent challenger and current president Wade, have vowed not to threaten French 

neo-patrimonial interests but to preserve France’s chasse gardée in Senegal. All in all, 

the countries facing the most pressure to democratize are completing successfully their 

democratic transition when the process is not impeded by France’s colonial clout, as is 

predicted by our hypothesis (See Tables 17 and 18, and figure 1). 

     The above evidence shows that the neo-patrimonial framework combined with the 

colonial clout exercised by France helps us understand and explain the divergent 

trajectory of regime transition in the Francophone West African in the post-1980’s 

period. But could there be some alternative explanation(s)? Indeed, it may be the case 

that the divergent transitional outcome is explained by some phenomenon other than neo-

patrimonialism. Some of the existing literature and my own interviews in the Ivory Coast 

point to the ethnic or cultural diversity of the countries of the region as the main 

impediment and driving force in the democratization process. One way of assessing the 

merit of the cultural argument is to assess the hopes and impediments of a successful 

democratic transition in FWA through the political crisis experienced by the Ivory Coast, 

the leading country of the region. To this, we turn in the next chapter.      
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CHAPTER 6 

“SLOW DEATH ”, “SUDDEN DEATH”: THE CASE STUDY OF THE IVORY 

COAST 

  

     The literature on democratization has extensively documented the growing pains 

associated with the democratization process of the “Third Wave”. The extreme forms of 

these growing pains are best captured by Guillermo O’Donnell’s concepts of “sudden 

death” and/or “slow death”. According to the co-founder of modern democratic 

transitions studies, the paths leading from a democratic government to a democratic 

regime are paved with uncertainty and the possibilities of authoritarian regression. This 

regression can occur through a “sudden death” by the classic military coup, or through a 

“slow death” by the progressive decaying of existing institutions and spaces for the 

exercise of civilian power, by the spread of illiberalism, and ultimately by the return to 

authoritarianism. Today, these two forms of deaths are knocking on the door of the Ivory 

Coast, the heartbeat of “Francophone” West Africa, a country which for long, had been 

praised for its stability in an unstable neighborhood.  

     The question on the mind and lips of every observer of (West) African politics is to 

know whether the Ivory Coast can survive the growing pains generated by its transition to 

democratic rule. Will the conflict continue to spread and plunge the country in total 

chaos? Or will a peaceful settlement be reached? Whatever the case, what would be the 

fate of the democratic gains of recent years (the recent decade)? Has the “success” of the 

rebels by their mere participation in internationally sanctioned peace negotiations, and 

their membership in “a government of national unity” dealt a permanent blow to the 

institutionalization of elections as the only means of access to political power? In short, 

can the Ivory Coast survive the tragic fate of emerging democracies? And what would be 

the consequence for the entire (West) African region?  

     The answer to these questions should help us assess the hopes and impediments for a 

democratic transition in the entire FWA region. Indeed, if the Ivory Coast, a regional 

power facing all the pathologies of democratic regime transitions including a civil war, 

can avoid the tragic fate (sudden death or slow death) of emerging democracies as 
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describe by O’Donnell, then there is hope for a bright democratic transitional future for 

the FWA region.  

     The focus on democracy/ democratization and the “clash of civilizations” is timely 

because of the apparent contradictory trend between the victory of democracy at the “End 

of History” (to use Fukuyama’s words (1992)), and the coming anarchy, that is the rise of 

ethno-national conflicts in the post-cold war period. The trend has a direct implication for 

the task of development and nation-building, that is the fostering of economic growth and 

democratic institutions in Africa and its different regions. Indeed, the link between 

economic development, democratization/democracy and ethno-political violence has 

been the central focus of many seminal studies in Comparative Politics and of analyses in 

African scholarship recently (Bates, Gurr, Scarritt, McMillan and Mozaffar). Several of 

these works have been done using ethno-political violence to explain democratic 

transitions (Scarritt et al., 2001, 804). For some (Geertz, 1963; Melson and Wolpe, 1970; 

Huntington, 1968) “modernization promotes potentially disintegrative forces in 

developing areas, and in particular, often gives rise to powerful ethnic groupings” (Bates, 

1974, 457). For others (Gurr, 2000), ethno-political conflicts play a part either in 

derailing or in delaying democratic transitions (Scarritt et al., 804). For yet another group 

of scholars (Thompson, 1996), “zones of peace facilitate transitions to liberal republican 

institutions, whereas zones of threat and conflict serve as an impediment to liberal 

imperatives” (Colaresi and Thompson, 2003, 382). The reverse causal arrow leads to the 

democratic peace proposition according to which the expansion of political rights 

(democratization/democracy) has a stimulating effect on the pacification of both domestic 

and international politics. Indeed, as already mentioned, according to the democratic 

peace proposition of liberal theorists ranging from Kant to Russett (1993), the spread of 

democratic ideals and practice would create a “pacific federation” or “pacific union” of 

free states between and within which individual and collective rights would be securely 

maintained (Doyle, in Mingst and Snyder, 2001, 40-41). Peaceful domestic, regional, and 

international environments would, in turn, foster and enhance the (economic) growth and 

overall development prospects of a given country. To paraphrase Colaresi and Thompson 

(2003, 389), more secure environments (domestic, regional and international) thanks to 

the spread of democracy, afford breathing spaces or stable niches for economic 
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development to take place. These links between democracy, Prosperity and Violence 

(2001) are also stressed by Robert Bates who, drawing from a comparative study of 

European and East African development (hi)stories, highlights the significance of the 

political foundations for economic development. 

     If democracy, development and violence are assumed to be three faces of the same 

phenomenon, then the threat of “slow death” or “sudden death” facing the emerging 

democratic institutions of the Ivory Coast would have tragic consequences for the 

economic and political development of the country and indeed of the entire West African 

region, given the vital role that the Ivory Coast plays in the economy of the region. 

Indeed, the Ivorian conflict impacts not only the country itself, but also the vital interests 

of regional (mainly Burkina Faso and Mali) and international (France) third parties, and 

the peace and security of the entire West African region. Understanding and dealing with 

the political crisis in the Ivory Coast, its consequences on the emerging democratic 

institutions in the country and in the West African region at large, is therefore of the 

utmost relevance in forecasting the political and economic development potential of the 

region, given that nationalism, ethnicity and religion are considered today to be some of 

the most powerful political forces in the world. They can decide whether a country or a 

region enjoys domestic stability and prosperity or not (Taras and Ganguly, 2002, xiii). 

     Most observers of West African politics (Toungara: 2001; Le Vine: 2004) have 

blamed the Ivorian crisis on the “clash of civilizations”, that is that the cultural diversity 

(ethnic, religious, linguistic, etc…) of the country made it more prone to civil war and 

therefore an unlikely candidate for successful democratic transition. The argument 

implies the following hypothesis about the relationship between cultural diversity (or 

ethnic fractionalization) and democratic transition:  

H1: Measures of a country’s ethnic or religious diversity should be associated with 

higher degree of democratic transitional failure. 

In this chapter, I will probe the fit of this hypothesis by comparing the democratic 

transitional experience of the Ivory Coast with two other FWA states: Benin and Mali: 

While Benin and Mali have chartered their own paradigmatic paths along the 

democratization process, the Ivory Coast is suffering from all the pathologies of 

democratic transition and has succumbed into a civil war. Drawing mainly from the 
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insights provided by the crisis in the Ivory Coast, the case will be made that the 

democratic transitional process in FWA is not driven or threatened by primordial cultural 

impediments, but by neo-patrimonialism.  

     The chapter will begin with the thick description of the democratic experiments of 

both sets of countries. It will then examine the merits of the cultural hypothesis. It will 

finally conclude on the relative significance of the neo-patrimonial framework not only in 

understanding the outbreak of the ethno-national war in the Ivory Coast, but also in 

explaining the divergent trajectories of the democratic transitional (hi)stories of the two 

sets of countries otherwise similar from the point of view of their colonial experience and 

in their cultural heterogeneity. 

 

A. Divergent democratic Experiment: 

     Benin’s storied democratic transition reads like the emblematic drama of democratic 

transitions in the early years of the post Cold War period: It started with political protests, 

evolved through liberalization reforms, culminated in competitive elections and ended 

with the installation of a new regime (Bratton and Van De Walle, 1997, 3). And yet, 

nothing in the previous post-colonial political development of Benin could predict that 

the former Afro Marxist-Leninist country would be leading the wave of democratization 

in FWA and beyond. After all, Benin was holding thus far the dubious record of military 

coups in the entire Francophone African region. Indeed, the early years of the country’s 

independence were marked by extreme political instability with military coups in 1963, 

1965 (twice), 1967, 1969 and 1972. Only the last military coup on 26 October, 1972, 

which established Maj. Mathieu Kérékou as the leader of a military regime, brought some 

political stability to the country. In late 1974, Kérékou embarked the country on a 

Marxist-Leninist path, then formed a political organization as the basis of a one party 

state, and on December 1, 1975, changed the country’s name from Dahomey to the 

People’s Republic of Benin. Kérékou’s one party-state dictatorship remained alive until 

the late 1980’s when the political evolution of Benin took a dramatic democratic turn.   

     In January of 1989, students of the national university marched out of classes 

demanding that the government disburse long-delayed scholarships and restore 

guarantees of public sector employment for university graduates. The students’ marches 
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triggered a wave of street protests by other groups of civil society asking for better living 

and working conditions, which a bankrupt government could not meet. The domestic 

pressure was then compounded by an external pressure from foreign donor agencies who 

withheld disbursements of the budgetary support that was keeping the government afloat. 

The combined domestic and external pressure proved unbearable for Mathieu Kerekou, 

the decades long dictator of Benin. In August of 1989, he started political reforms by 

granting amnesty to political exiles and by releasing political prisoners. By December 5th, 

1989, he rejected the country’s ideological commitment to Marxist-Leninism and later 

broke his party’s monopolistic grip on power by embracing the principle of multi-party 

politics. In the process, he made the landmark announcement of the creation of a 

“National Reconciliation Conference of the Active Forces” to discuss the future of the 

country. But the National Conference, which the dictator had hoped to control, soon 

declared itself sovereign, suspended the republic’s constitution, dissolved the National 

Assembly, created a post of prime minister and appointed Nicephore Soglo, a former 

World Bank official to fit that position. The now figurehead president had no choice by to 

accept a new constitution (voted by 96% of the electorate in a national referendum, and 

which set presidential term limits), and to submit himself to a competitive election which 

he lost (Bratton and Van De Walle, 3). After asking for forgiveness for abusing power 

during his long tenure in office, and after pledging his support for the emerging 

democratic institutions, the newly enlightened former dictator retired quietly from public 

life until the 1996 elections. Thus, Benin’s experiment with democratic transitions 

inaugurated, through the national conference, “a Francophone West African contribution 

to political institution building and regime transitions” (Bratton and Van De Walle, 1997, 

111-112). (National conferences occurred in Benin, Tchad, Comores, Congo, Gabon, 

Mali, Niger, Togo, Zaire). 

     The reformed Mathieu Kerekou was returned to power by competitive elections held 

in 1996. The second regime turnover in two successive competitive elections marked the 

consolidation of Benin’s democracy. In 2001, Kerekou was reelected in a second-round 

balloting with 84.1% of the votes, though some irregularities were alleged: The second-

round balloting, originally scheduled for March 18th 2001, was postponed for days 

because both major competitors (former President Nicephore Soglo and National 
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Assembly speaker Adrian Houngbedji who had obtained 27.1% and 12.6% respectively 

during the run-off), withdrew from the second-round balloting alleging electoral fraud. 

This left Kerekou to face his own Minister of State Amoussou Bruno, in what was termed 

a “friendly match” (CIA: The World Factbook, 6-7). In spite of this setback, Benin is 

widely perceived as a success story in the global landscape of Third Wave 

democratization. 

     If Benin can cherish the status of FWA’s first successful democratic transition, Mali 

may lay claim to have chartered its own paradigmatic path to democracy. Like many 

Francophone West African states, the Sudanese colony and Senegal became independent 

from France in 1960 as the Mali Federation, a name which the independent Federation 

took from the famed Mali Empire of the 13th century. When Senegal withdrew from the 

federation after only a few months, the remaining Sudanese Republic was renamed the 

Republic of Mali on September 22, 1960. Soon after independence and the break from 

Senegal, Modibo Keita, a leading figure in the decolonization of Mali, took control of the 

government, withdrew Mali from the French Community and the Franc Zone, embarked 

the new state on a socialist path modeled on the People’s Republic of China by imposing 

a one-party dictatorship. But Modibo Keita was overthrown on November 19th, 1968 by 

Lt. (later Gen.) Moussa Traoré, who became president in 1969. Following the military 

coup, the constitution was abolished and a decision was made to bring Mali back into the 

Franc Zone and to open its doors to investment from non-socialist as well as socialist 

countries. Moussa Traoré’s power and Mali’s one-party state status were consolidated 

throughout the 1970’s and 1980’s through non-competitive elections. But Traoré’s long 

reign and one party dictatorship were brought to a dramatic close in 1991, after a bloody 

but short civil war. Indeed, if the national conference of “les forces vives” (The actives 

forces of the nation) assured a relatively orderly and peaceful transition to democracy in 

Benin, it came in Mali after a tragic period of political violence. There, President Traoré, 

who had come in office by a military coup in 1984, called for “multipartisme” in 1989 to 

ease the pressure that his regime was facing. But his failure to grant real reforms lead to 

the growth of the opposition and to more unrest in the streets of Bamako and other major 

cities of the country. The cumulative effects of these demonstrations eventually brought 

down the government. Indeed, on April 22, as Traoré rejected demands for a national 



 94 

conference in favor of a party conference, demonstrators challenged party leaders who 

had assembled at the Bamako football stadium. Loyal troops to the president fired on the 

demonstrators. The resulting civilian deaths provoked a public outcry and a military 

insurrection. A faction of the military which had sided with the rebels arrested Traoré and 

his wife on April 25, and organized a transitional committee to govern the country. The 

committee lead by Amadou Tumany Touré and two opposition leaders assumed 

sovereignty by calling for and organizing a national conference from July 29 to August 

12, 1991, by setting up an interim government, by drafting a new constitution and by 

organizing presidential elections in January 1992 which were won by Alpha Oumar 

Konaré, head of the interim government (Manning, 1998, 198-199). These elections were 

Mali’s first democratic presidential elections. The new democratically elected president 

Alpha Oumar Konoré was reelected in the country’s back to back competitive elections 

in 1997, after successful negotiations and agreements were reached with the insurgent 

Tuareg rebels in 1996. Thus Mali became the second FWA state with a successful 

democratic transition, this one triggered by a bloody civil war and a military coup. In 

keeping with Mali’s two-term constitutional limit, President Alpha Oumar Konaré 

stepped down and was succeeded in yet another competitive democratic election by 

former military man Amadou Toumani Touré. With the peaceful democratic post-

transition transfer of power, Mali wrote a new page of its history and a new chapter of 

democratic transitions, in that by building its democracy from scratch, The Malian 

experiment proves that democracy may be “without prerequisites” (Steven Fish, 1998, 

127). 

     If Mali and Benin can claim, along with Senegal, the cherished status of FWA’s 

consolidated democracies, the democratic experiment in the Ivory Coast, probably the 

most promising country from the perspective of a democratization potential, has run 

aground.   

     

B. The Facts in the Ivorian Case: 

     The line between reality, fiction and rumor is still blurred. But the broad outline that 

can be sketched out from the massive and ongoing journalistic account that have trickled 

down thus far, is this: Deep in the night of September 18-19, 2002, an armed group, 
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composed of disgruntled soldiers who were soon to be dismissed from the military, and 

former soldiers of the previous military regime who were exiled in neighboring countries 

(mainly Burkina Faso) attacked major military, official and civilian institutions of the 

country. They killed several thousands civilians as well as government and military 

personnel. They held hostage several government officials and nationals of foreign 

athletic teams who were participating in regional sporting competitions in the city of 

Bouake, in the heartland of the country, and they created the largest refugee population in 

the country’s history. The attack was carried out on several fronts in the major northern 

cities of Korhogo and Ferkessedougou, the central and second city of Bouake, and the 

southern metropolis of Abidjan, the economic capital of the country. After several hours 

of intense battles on all fronts between republican loyalists and rebels, Abidjan was 

liberated. But the Northern region and the city of Bouake (in the center) fell to the rebels. 

     Alleging the need to spare “foreigners” (meaning essentially French nationals) from 

the violence, the French government, through its local military basis in Abidjan, created a 

demarcation line from East to West across the country, dividing it into two separate 

zones: a northern region (including the City of Bouake) controlled by the rebels, and a 

southern region controlled by government loyalists.  

     Upon his return from a state visit in Italy, the president of the country Laurent Koudou 

Gbagbo, called for an emergency meeting of the E.C.O.W.A.S, a regional West African 

organization, to deal with the crisis. The ECOWAS condemned the coup attempt, but 

called for a negotiated settlement of the crisis between rebel forces and the government. 

It put President Gnassingbe Eyadema of Togo, dean of the African presidents’ corps in 

charge of negotiating a peaceful settlement between the rebels and the government. 

Unfortunately, two months of negotiations produced no substantive results. In the 

meantime, The Patriotic Movement of the Ivory Coast (MPCI) which claimed 

responsibility for the attacks, was seconded by other rebel groups in the West of the 

country, the region of origin of General Guei who had perished in the early attack on the 

city of Abidjan under circumstances that remained explained thus far.  

     The inability of the ECOWAS to find an “African solution” to the crisis prompted a 

call by French Foreign Minister Dominique de Villepin in December, 2002, for “a 

conference of last chance for a peaceful resolution of the crisis” outside Paris in the 
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month of January 2003. The conference, attended by most of the “political players” of 

this deadly political drama, did not include an official representation of the government 

of the Ivory Coast, although France had previously recognized it as the legitimate, 

democratically elected government of the country. The Paris conference produced a 

“peace” agreement (baptized Accords de Linas-Marcoussis) among the “active political 

forces” of the country, including all the rebel factions and all the political parties.  

     The Linas-Marcoussis peace agreement calls for, among other things, the forming a 

power-sharing government of “national unity” with equitable representation between all 

the political forces of the country, the nomination of Seydou Diarra, former primer 

minister during Robert Guei’s brief military dictatorship and former chairman of the 

Forum of National Reconciliation as a “consensus prime minister” with broad 

“presidential powers”, the revision of the constitution, and the rescinding of land reform 

laws that were enacted with almost unanimous parliamentary support a few years back. 

To enforce this French-brokered peace agreement, the French government applied for and 

received from the United Nations authorization to form a special peacekeeping force that 

would decertify (that is, to remove the sovereignty of) the Ivorian State in case of non-

compliance. The French force was complemented by a West African security force under 

the umbrella of the United Nations.  

     The provision by the Linas-Marcoussis accords for the entry of rebel forces into a 

power-sharing “government of national unity” and the decision by several Heads of State 

in a post-conference meeting in Kleber, France, to allocate cabinet positions of national 

sovereignty such as the defense and interior ministries to the rebels prompted massive 

anti-French protests in the streets of Abidjan, the virtual capital city of the Ivory Coast: 

Almost all segments of civil society were outraged by what they perceived as a betrayal 

of the country by its political leaders under undue “neo-colonial” pressure from France. 

     Faced with this stiff societal resistance to the “peace” accords, and after consulting 

with a wide range of representatives of civil society, government security agencies, 

political parties as well as regional leaders, President Gbagbo made a speech to the nation 

promising to abide by the spirit of the Linas-Marcoussis accords. He encouraged his 

countrymen to “try this bitter medication” to see if it could cure the disease of war that 

the country was suffering from. But he insisted on implementing only the parts of the 
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agreement which were consistent with the letter of the Ivorian constitution. The speech 

resulted in the lowering of the thick social and political tensions in the country but has 

thus far failed to bring about the promised peace. The new “prime minister of consensus” 

Seydou Diara, after long negotiations for the formation of “the government of national 

unity”, is yet to have full control of his cabinet. Although a ceasefire negotiated between 

the warring “armies” (of the rebels and the government) suspended major battles on the 

frontlines during most of 2004, the power-sharing pact brokered by the French at 

Marcoussis and renegotiated in Accra begun to break down, with all the parties to the 

pact trading blame with each other. In recent months (starting in early November, 2004), 

the conflict took a dramatic turn for the worse when the government, exacerbated by the 

rebels’ unwillingness to disarm and the lack of progress in the resolution of the crisis, and 

eager to re-unify the country in order to prepare the up-coming 2005 elections, broke the 

precarious ceasefire by launching air strikes against rebel held positions. The air strikes 

came to a brutal end, when the French army, which is supposed to be under a United 

Nations’ mandate, destroyed the entire tiny Ivorian air force in reprisal for the apparent 

destruction of a French military camp, and the killing of French peacekeepers by the 

Ivorian government’s air bombardments in the rebel-controlled territory. The unilateral 

action by France provoked several days of massive anti-French riots in the city of 

Abidjan. The violence reached a higher pitch when, claiming to be lost on their way to 

the nearby Hotel Ivoire where they had set gathering centers for foreign residents,  more 

than one hundred French army tanks found themselves around President Gbagbo’s 

official residence in the Cocody neighborhood. This incredible French explanation drew 

yet another round of massive societal mobilization led by the young “Patriotes”, the self-

appointed protectors of the democratic republican order and institutions. The 

confrontation resulted in more than sixty dead and thousands of wounded among the 

civilian protesters at the hands of the French army. This, indeed, represented the first time 

since the end of the colonial era, that the French army had directly killed Ivorians in 

military operations on the former colony’s territory. Further more, the French 

government sponsored a United Nations’ resolution at the security counsel, condemning 

the Ivorian government for what France calls a unilateral breach of the ceasefire resulting 

in the death of French peacekeepers. The UN resolution also placed the Ivory Coast, 
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(essentially the government), under an arms embargo, a threat of travel restrictions and 

the freezing of funds in foreign accounts for all those Ivorian political actors perceived by 

France to be blocking progress toward the full implementation of the French- brokered 

Marcoussis agreement.          

     As of the time of writing, the conflict is still unsettled and the mood in the country is 

somber than ever before, even though the appointment of a new mediator, the South 

African President Thabo M’Beki, seems to have quickened the pace of the resolution of 

the crisis. But regardless of the final outcome of the Ivorian crisis, three observations can 

be made: first, France was eager to interject itself in what it has described as a civil, 

domestic conflict logically under the sovereign jurisdiction of the independent nation-

state of the Ivory Coast. Some have even suggested that France played a role in the 

failure of the initial ECOWAS efforts so that it could have control over the outcome of 

the conflict. Second, the political class (political party leaders and other prominent 

societal actors) of the Ivory Coast was too willing to submit itself to French dictates in 

the resolution of the conflict by undermining all local African peace missions. Third, it is 

clear that, by their mere presence in a power-sharing “government of national unity”, the 

post-crisis institutions will be shaped by the rebels’ side, since the balance of power both 

politically and militarily shifted in their favor, thanks to their international backing by 

France and some of the neighboring countries of the Ivory Coast. 

     The political violence that broke out in September 2002 is, in fact, the tragic climatic 

point of a decade long period of political instability that started in the aftermath of the 

death of the country’s first president in 1993. To understand and to have a deep 

appreciation of the last decade of political turmoil, one must have a clear sense of  

Houphouet Boigny’s long shadow over the history of the political development of the 

Ivory Coast, given that he dominated the politics of the Ivory Coast from 1946 to his 

death in 1993. Indeed, it is fair to say that modern politics started in the Ivory Coast right 

after World War II when, in 1946, Felix Houphouet Boigny, the country’s “founding 

father” and only post-colonial president up until his death in 1993 launched his Parti 

Democratique de la Côte d’Ivoire, the territory’s branch of the newly founded 

transterritorial Rassemblement Démocratique Africain (Democratic Rally of Africa) 

whose president he also became. Thanks to his personal skills, some legislative success in 
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the French National Assembly, and with the help of the French colonial administration, 

Houphouet’s PDCI/RDA quickly became the dominant political party in the territory. By 

1959, after the Ivory Coast voted “oui” on De Gaulle’s 1958 referendum in favor of the 

Franco-African community, Houphouet resigned his French cabinet position, became 

prime minister of his own Ivorian government, and moved to consolidate his party’s 

dominant status. At the time of independence in August 1960, the remaining opposition 

parties had either folded, or merged into the PDCI/RDA. In November of that year, 

Houphouet was elected the first president of  the Ivory Coast without opposition, a 

position which he held in the same fashion every five years from then until 1990, when 

he conceded the existence of opposition parties and permitted relatively competitive 

elections (Le Vine, 2004, 207-208). Then when he died in 1993, he was succeeded as 

head of state by Henry Konan Bédié, then President of the National Assembly, in 

accordance with the constitutional procedures. At the end of Houphouet’s term, Bédié 

organized elections in 1995 in which he won more than 95% of the votes, as was usual 

during the long one-party reign of the Parti Démocratique de la Côte d’Ivoire. But 

Bédié’s regime was overthrown in a bloodless military coup d’Etat, the first in the 

country’s history, on Christmas eve in 1999, by a group of young military officers led by 

retired joint chiefs of staff under Houphouet, General Robert Guei. With the active 

participation of all the political parties and leading figures of civil organizations, the 

military government drafted a new constitution that was to usher in “the second 

Republic”. Then, again with the active approval of all the political parties including 

Ouatara’s RDR, the Junta leader organized a national referendum on July 23, 2000, 

leading to the approval of the new constitution with more than 86% of the votes, and to 

the effective establishment of the “Second Republic”. The General also organized 

presidential elections on October 22, 2000, on the basis of the new constitution. But the 

presidential balloting was boycotted by some of the major political parties on the ground 

that their leaders (Alassane Ouatara of the Rassemblement des Republicains (RDR), 

Bédié and Emile Constant Bombey of the oldest party: Parti Democratique de la Côte 

d’Ivoire (PDCI)) were unfairly disqualified by the Supreme Court. The list of qualified 

candidates included Koudou Laurent Gbagbo of the Front Populaire Ivoirien (FPI), and 
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the General Robert Guei’s newly founded Union pour la Démocracie et la Paix en Côte 

d’Ivoire (UDPCI), and three minor candidates. 

     Before the results of the balloting were tabulated, General Guei suspended the 

Independent Electoral Commission (CEI) and claimed victory. Gbagbo responded by 

calling all Ivorians in the streets to force the General to comply with the election results 

and to respect the will of the voters. On October 25th, the pressure from the streets bore 

its fruits: The General fled into “exile” in his village in the Western hills of the country, 

near the Liberian border. The electoral commission later confirmed the victory of Laurent 

Gbagbo with 59.4 percent of the votes cast against Guei’s 32.3 percent. The voter turnout 

was 37 percent. Thus, Gbagbo was sworn in as the Second Republic’s first president 

amidst street violence.  

     To sooth the pains and heal the social wounds generated by the military transition and 

the electoral violence, the new president Gbagbo called for a Forum of National 

Reconciliation to be chaired by the current “prime-minister of consensus” Seydou Diarra, 

and for a government of national unity. The leaders of all the major political parties 

(PDCI-RDA, RDR, FPI, UDPCI) attended the Forum (although very reluctantly for most 

of them!) This required the return from self-imposed exile for all the opposition leaders: 

Ouatara and Bédié, the ousted former president, from Paris, France. Guéi from 

Gouessesso, his native village in western Ivory Coast. The National Reconciliation 

Forum was followed by a major meeting of the “Big Four”(Gbagbo, Bédié, Guei and 

Ouatara) symbolically in Yamoussoukro, the birthplace of the founding father 

Houphouet, a meeting that was dubbed the implementation meeting of the forum’s 

resolutions. In line with the recommendations of these two proceedings, Gbagbo formed 

a government of national unity and organized legislative elections. All of the political 

parties but the RDR participated in the legislative elections in which the FPI confirmed 

its presidential victory, although with a narrower margin. The RDR boycott triggered yet 

another round of political violence.  

     Finally, the opening of the political arena to all political parties was broadened even 

wider by the organization of regional elections for the establishment of local counsels, 

and a new cabinet reshuffle. With the inclusion of all the political parties (including the 

RDR) in all spheres of the Ivorian political arenas (executive, legislative, municipal, 
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regional) and the renewal of crucial foreign financial support, the potential for the Ivory 

Coast to avoid a tragic authoritarian regression, to succeed in its transition to multiparty 

democracy and to resume its destiny as “the miracle” of (West) Africa was looming 

brighter in the sky when the tragic night of September 18th set in.  

 

C. Explaining the Ivorian Crisis: 

      The most widely held explanation of the political violence that has bedeviled the 

country for almost two years now is that the Ivorian crisis is caused by the exclusion of 

Allassane Dramane Ouatara, former prime minister of the country under Houphouet 

Boigny, and former official of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) from participating 

in the political process. His supporters allege that through legal maneuvering (the 

constitution of 2000, and the decision of the Supreme Court to disqualify him from both 

the presidential and the legislative elections of the 2000 electoral cycle) and through dirty 

political tricks, successive Ivorian governments, from Bédié to Gbagbo through Guéi, 

have systematically conspired to bar the former IMF official from running for the highest 

political offices in the land: (Presidency and National Assembly). They further allege that 

the exclusion of Ouatara from the electoral political process is symptomatic of the 

systematic state sponsored exclusion, the ill treatment and the xenophobia experienced by 

the “Muslim community of the North” on the basis of an exclusionary ideology called 

“l’ivoirité”. Indeed, “l’ivoirité”, as described by the influential French media to explain 

the Ivorian crisis to the world, is an “ancient hatred”, an anti-immigration and 

xenophobic nationalist ideology that glorifies Ivorian values at the expense of immigrant 

communities who tend to originate from northern neighboring Islamic countries such as 

Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger and Senegal. In its worst form, “l’ivoirité” is said to deny 

citizenship even to descendants of these “Northern Muslim communities” who have lived 

in the Ivory Coast way before the country’s independence from France in 1960. More 

specifically, according to Le Vine, “l’ivoirité” is “a political construct concocted by 

former president Henri Konan Bédié and some of his ideologues” to not only “knock 

Ouatara out of political contention”, but also to “revive and play upon the periodic 

xenophobia of the southern Ivorian peoples” who have chased “Burkinabé and Malians 

out of the country before” (Le Vine, 194).  
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     In his rendition of this cultural argument, Alain Patrice N’Ganang, a young 

Cameroonian writer and professor of German language and African cinema, has warned 

fellow African writers in an article in Le Monde, a Paris-based daily, against what he 

calls “essentialist ideologies”. Using a parallel between the enthusiastic response of 

young Ivorians to a call by the Defense Minister to join the loyalists army on the front in 

the present Ivorian crisis, and scenes of young Germans answering the call to patriotic 

duty from Goebels at the Sports Palace in Berlin half a century ago, N’Ganang challenges 

his fellow African writers to awaken from their silence, and warns them against the 

deadly consequences when writers are sleeping. The backdrop for his challenge and 

warning: a painting by Spanish painter Francisco de Goya entitled “Monsters are created 

by the sleeping of reason”. He writes: Under pressure from the young people of Rwanda 

to explain his/her silence when the 1990’s genocide was being committed, the African 

writer had to shamefully search in vain through his/her writing to find a phrase of even 

the slightest protest against this crime against humanity. When suddenly awakened, long 

after the crime had been committed in the Great Lakes of Central Africa, and still covered 

with shame, s/he surprisingly wonders about what to do because s/he did not learn his/her 

lesson: S/he does not realize that it is the essentialization of race and ethnicity which has 

characterized his/her writing for more than a century through the concepts and ideologies 

of “Negritude” and “Afro-centricity” that have found their tragic parodic expressions in 

these most vile political conflicts. This indeed, is the deadly source of slogans such as 

“go back to Egypt” that were paraded, machetes in hands, in Rwanda, and its latest 

poisonous version of “l’ivoirité” in the Ivory Coast (Le Monde 01/15/03. My translation 

from French). 

     But the most poetic expression yet of the causal link between “l’ivoirité” and the civil 

war in the Ivory Coast was penned by Réné Lemarchand, the Grand Wizard of the 

“Temple of Ethnicity”. With a literal allusion to French poet Charles Baudelaire’s famous 

collections of poems, Les Fleurs du Mal (The Flowers of Evil), Lemarchand describes 

“l’ivoirité” as a toxic flower which “was first invented to distinguish, then to discriminate 

and denigrate and, ultimately to kill”. According to him, “the venomous flower of 

ivoirité” was primarily used by southern Ivorian politicians “as a political tool –first to 

expel the foreign immigrants (mostly from Burkina Faso and Mali), then to disqualify the 
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northern candidate to the presidency (Alassane Ouatara), and ultimately to prevent the 

northerners as a whole from becoming full participants in the political and economic life 

of the country” (Lemarchand, quoted in Le Vine, pp. 193-194). 

The cultural argument’s popular journalistic version of “l’ivoirité” as the main source of 

the Ivorian conflict found its best academic expression with Jeanne Toungara. For her,  

“to understand the roots of the political crisis in Côte d’Ivoire, one must examine 

the effect of historical and ethnographic forces on politics. The ethnic factor 

remains a divisive and disturbing theme in the country’s internal political 

struggles. Since independence in 1960, there has been little change in the way the 

peoples of this small West African nation perceive themselves. Foremost in their 

psyches is the identity as members of regional extended family and corporate kin 

groups competing with others for their share of scarce economic resources and 

political clout.” (Toungara, 2002, p. 64). 

     In short, as is widely reported in French newspapers and by many “analysts” and 

foreign observers of the Ivorian politics, the Ivorian crisis can be traced back to the 

essentializing ideology of “l’ivoirité”, an “ancient hatred” which pits “a Muslim North” 

against a “Christian and Animist South”.   

     This explanation of the Ivorian crisis is linked to familiar theories concerning civil 

conflicts in Africa (and elsewhere): “The clash of civilizations”, “the battle between 

cultures” or “ancient ethnic or tribal hatreds”. The argument generally suggests that civil 

wars are the spectacular expression of ancient hatreds or cultural conflicts between 

primordial tribal, ethnic, religious, linguistic, racial, or even civilizational groups because 

culture is the driving force behind human behavior. For example, Huntington makes the 

seminal claim that the fundamental source of conflict in the post-Cold War world will not 

be ideological or primarily economic, but will be the “Clash of Civilizations” 

(Huntington, 1996). In (t)his view, the great divisions among humankind and the 

dominant source of conflict will be the plurality of cultures between and within the 

nation-states. He argued that that “millennia of human history have shown that religion is 

not a ‘small difference’ but possibly the most profound difference that can exist between 

people. The frequency, intensity, and violence of fault line wars are greatly enhanced by 

beliefs in different gods” (Huntington, p. 254). Thus, the rise of ethnic and religious 
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fundamentalism in all parts of the world has been described as a function of “ancient 

hatreds” (Rudolph and Rudolph in Mingst and Snyder, 2001, p. 359).  

     The logical dire implication of the “clash of civilizations” argument from the 

perspective of the democratization process (in the Ivory Coast and elsewhere) is that 

multicultural states are unlikely candidates for successful democratization because a 

single national culture is a precondition to successful democratization. As summed up by 

Arash Abizadeh, the key cultural precondition to democracy claim is that the nation- 

particularly its shared cultural core- is necessary for effecting integration in liberal 

democratic societies and that the nation, culturally understood, is therefore necessary for 

a well-functioning liberal democracy (Abizadeh, 2002, p. 495). 

          The spread of these “ancient hatreds” in a period apparently characterized by the 

sunshine of freedom at the “end of history” seems to vindicate the argument of those who 

seek the explanation of these civil wars in the cultural differences dividing these alleged 

“primordial groups”. Indeed, the brutality of the Tutsi-Hutu genocide in Rwanda and 

Burundi, the chronic war between Palestinians and Israelis, Arabs and Jews in the middle 

East, the enduring conflicts between Muslims and Hindus in India, and between 

Protestants and Catholics in Northern Ireland, the rise of new conflicts and the 

persistence of old ones between different communities in almost all four corners of the 

globe suggest that indeed, culture is the basic driving force behind human behavior. 

But how much is there in this grand cultural theory? And in the case of the Ivory Coast, 

can the latest crisis be characterized as no more than a deadly competition between 

primordial ethnic groups? In other words, is the Ivorian crisis caused or fueled by the 

“essentialist” ideology of “l’ivoirité”? Can the drawing of the Ivorian fault line between a 

“Muslim North” and “a Christian and Animist South” resist any critical challenge? More 

over, what would be the consequences of the conflict on the democratic process in the 

country and in the region at large?  

     Three questions will guide the inquiry of the hypothesis of the interaction between 

ethno-political violence and democratic transitions in the following pages:  

1. Are “primordial identities” a source of conflict? And if so, can the cultural diversity of 

the African or Ivorian civil societies find adequate accommodation, so that the conflict 

potential inherent in identity politics remains within civil bounds? 
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2. Can democracy emerge, consolidate and survive in the culturally plural social 

environment of the great many African states, including the Ivory Coast? 

3. What hegemonic clout, if any, does France, the former colonial power of the Ivory 

Coast, exercise in the strategic manipulation, sharpening and/or polarization of normal 

regional, linguistic, religious and ethnic differences in the Ivory Coast and the 

“Francophone” West African region at large?  

     After deconstructing the concept of “ethnicity” in the Ivory Coast and elsewhere, I 

will make the triple argument that: 

1. Ethnic plurality within the same state boundaries does not constitute in itself a source 

of civil conflict. “Primordial hatreds”, assuming that one can set the clear boundaries of 

the different “primordial groups” in a given polity, are “modern hate” generated by 

identity politics, that is the manipulation and instrumentalization of ethnic and other 

forms of cultural differences for mainly political gains. 

2. There are theoretical as well as empirical grounds to believe in the possibility of 

successful democratization in ethnically plural societies. 

3. France’s stake in the preservation of its privileged position in the Ivory Coast and in 

“Francophone” West Africa contributed to the strategic manipulation and 

instrumentalization of normal regional, linguistic, religious and ethnic differences in the 

Ivory Coast.  

     The “clash of civilizations” argument implies that where peoples are divided by 

cultural/civilizational differences, the probability of conflict is higher. In other words, 

differences in civilizations or culture increase the likelihood of the initiation or escalation 

of domestic or international conflicts (Roeder, 2003, 510). The hypothesis can be stated 

thusly:  

H1: the higher the degree of cultural heterogeneity, the higher the likelihood of civil war. 

Or, the higher the degree of cultural homogeneity, the lower the likelihood of civil war. 

     To test the hypothesis, I will compare the Index of Ethnic Homogeneity of the FWA 

states with their civil war record of the last 15 years. The Index of Ethnic Homogeneity 

(IEH) is derived from Vanhanen (1990) who defines “ethnic groups” as “racial groups, 

tribes, national groups, language groups or old religious communities” whose solidarity 

may be based on several types of ethnic cleavages which often cross each other, 
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depending on the particular country (Vanhanen, 1990, pp. 110-111). Although it is not 

easy to define indicators of ethnic homogeneity or heterogeneity because of the multiple 

types of ethnic groups and cleavages, and researchers’ different perspectives on the 

concept of “ethnic group”, Vahanen measures the ethnic homogeneity of the national 

populations by an index which is based on the percentage of the largest homogeneous 

ethnic group. The updated data on the largest homogeneous ethnic group as a measure of 

the Index of Ethnic Homogeneity are drawn from the most recent (2004) publication of 

the CIA factbook. The CIA data are slightly different from that of Vanhanen because he 

miscoded several groups as the largest homogeneous groups. For example, he miscoded 

the Betes as the largest homogeneous group in the Ivory Coast instead of the Akans. In 

addition, wherever the CIA data are missing, I provided an estimation of the index based 

on other publications and newspaper information. Finally, I supplemented the first Index 

of Ethnic Homogeneity which is the percentage of the largest homogeneous Ethnic group 

in the national populations with a second IEH which is the average of the combined 

percentage of the largest homogeneous ethnic group and the largest religious group, since 

religion is, as explained by Huntington (1996), a potent marker in the fault lines between 

different groups. 

     The tables (3 and 4) show that of the nine countries of FWA, four (Senegal, 

Mauritania, Mali, and Ivory Coast) have experienced some form of a civil war. But three 

of these countries (Senegal, Mauritania and Mali) were the most homogeneous countries 

in the region, especially when one adds religion to ethnicity in the Index of Ethnic 

Homogeneity. Senegal has consolidated its democracy even if it still remains a virtually 

divided country with the breakaway southern region of Cassamance. Mali has also 

consolidated its democracy. Yet, it experienced a period of severe violence with the 

Tuareg uprising throughout 1993 and 1994 (Doorspleet, 2005, 18). The five countries 

which did not experience a civil war ranged from 45 (Burkina Faso) to 68 (Niger) in their 

Index of Ethnic Homogeneity. But even Niger, a very homogenous country, experienced 

a low intensity civil war involving its Tuareg community. The Ivory Coast is the only 

country with a low level of IEH that has experienced a civil war. These results show that 

ethnic homogeneity is not a good predictor of the outbreak of civil war in FWA. (See 

Tables 3 and 4). 



 107 

      The finding is vindicated by even pro-clash of civilizations researchers. Indeed, to the 

question of whether civilizational differences increase the likelihood of the outbreak of 

ethno-political conflicts more than do other factors, Roeder (2003) answer that his 

“results suggest a complex relationship. On the one hand, the results support the “clash of 

civilizations” thesis that civilizational fault lines were more important than 

socioeconomic context or sectarian differences within civilizations as sources of 

escalations in the 90’s, yet these differences may be very small. On the other hand, the 

results show that civilizational fault lines were no more important than ethnolinguistic 

differences in escalation of the conflict”. He points to governmental policy as having “a 

significant effect in meliorating or aggravating civilizational differences” (Roeder, pp. 

524-527). This leads us to the conclusion that neither the claim in favor of the 

classification of Africans and Ivorians in cultural groups called “tribes”, “ethnic groups” 

or “nations”, nor the dire prediction, assuming the existence of these primordial identity 

groups, of a violent “clash” between these civilizations can survive much historical 

examination and critical scrutiny. Indeed “primordial” cultural arguments have been 

challenged by the most recent social science (most specifically in cultural Anthropology) 

and discredited by the observation of daily reality. As Handler (1994) puts it, “the most 

significant development in culture theory of the past twenty years has been the attack on 

reifying and essentialist models of culture […] many scholars now agree that there is no 

unchanging “essence” or “character” to particular cultures; indeed, that cultures are not 

individualized entities existing as natural objects with neat temporal and spatial 

boundaries” (Handler, quoted in Abizadeh, 2000, p. 502, footnote 30).  

     In his review of the literature on the conceptualization of “ethnicity” and “ethnic 

conflict”, Le Vine (1997) tells us that “the literature on “ethnicity” and “ethnic conflict” 

still fails to yield either definitional precision or usable empirical referents for the study 

of either phenomenon. Indeed, after a thorough exploration of the history of the word 

“ethnicity” from its Greek etymological meaning “heathen” to its various current uses, Le 

Vine concludes that “in all, the persistent definitional fog surrounding ethnicity and, by 

extension, ethnic conflict, suggests the continuing timeliness of Harold R. Issaacs’s apt 

metaphor of the snowman, coined some twenty years ago during a similar quest for 

conceptual precision: In recent seasons especially, there have been dozens of academic 
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safaris in the field, especially American safaris, trying to track the snowman of 

“ethnicity”, everyone sure now that it exists and is important, more important than people 

thought, but no one sure what it looks like, much less whether it is abominable or not” 

(Le Vine, 1997, p. 49). The “persistent definitional fog” can be detected in Wallerstein’s 

(1960) distinction between “tribe”, a reference group defined by its loyalty to a tribal 

government in a rural setting and “ethnicity”, a notion denoting loyalty to a community in 

an urban setting, detached from its traditional (rural) government, and Lemarchand’s 

assumption that “the boundaries of ethnicity are inevitably self-ascriptive, regardless of 

the setting” Lemarchand, 1972, p. 69, footnote no. 5).  

     On the boundaries of the competing primordial ethnic linkages in the Ivory Coast, 

even Jeanne Toungara (2001) acknowledges that “the notion of “the Great North”- a 

homogenous ethnographic political enclave- is a fabrication that masks the actual 

composition of the region(s)” and that the ethnic and cultural diversity of Côte d’Ivoire’s 

inhabitants is reflected in their religious (and I would add) linguistic practices (Toungara, 

pp. 65-66). The Dioulas who are supposed to be the victims of the xenophobic policy of 

“l’ ivoirité” are themselves members of the Malinké (people of the greater Mali), a group 

which is different from the Mossi, Ouatara’s ethnic group, originally from Burkina Faso. 

If most Malinké have converted to Islam for many centuries, many Mossis are either 

Christians or practicing traditional beliefs, although many may have converted to Islam. 

In other words, the idea that there are primordial, homogenous regions, that is, regions 

comprising direct descendants of ancient families, neatly divided between “the Islamic 

North” and “the Christian and Animistic South”, each of them sharing a deep 

commitment to common values and inherited identities is as much a myth as it is a 

fallacy. It would not be an exaggeration to suggest that there is as much cultural diversity 

within each region as there is between them. Indeed the Akan, Kruh, Mande (Southern 

and Northern) and the Voltaic groups that make up the ethnic inventory of the Ivory 

Coast are so divers within and between themselves that anthropologists and 

ethnographers have identified and broken them down into sixty different groups. 

Moreover, despite the uncertainty of actual figures, there are consistent data suggesting 

that all major religions in the country (Indigenous, Islam and Christianity) are practiced, 

although in varying proportion, in all regions of the country. The French press, which has 
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consistently constructed the Ivorian conflict as a “Muslim North” and a “Christian and 

Animistic South”, has reported quite often, without realizing the inconsistencies of their 

reporting, that the “Muslim rebels from the North” were wearing amulets and engaging in 

ancient religious rituals to make themselves bulletproof. In other words, “ethnicity” as a 

conceptual variable remains too imprecise to be empirically useful in the explanation of 

the crisis in the Ivory Coast or elsewhere.  

     But assuming that one could clearly conceptualize and set the boundaries of ethnic 

groups, it would be stretching the cultural argument to establish a causal link between 

ethnic plurality and ethnic conflicts. In line with this argument, the academic couple 

Rudolph and Rudolph reports (in an article entitled “Modern Hate”) that the history of 

Hindus and Muslims in India, Croats and Muslims in the former Yugoslavia as well as 

that of the so-called primordial groups is not a history of “ancient hatreds”, but of 

“ancient friendships”. After tracing the long history of cooperation, friendship, borrowing 

and even intermarrying between Muslims and Hindu communities in India, and after 

characterizing both the Hindu and Islam practiced in India over the centuries as fluid and 

multi-vocal, the authors credit the “modern hate” between these communities to the 

recent history of storytelling by intellectuals, writers, artists, religious leaders and 

politicians whose films and videos, texts and textbooks and discourses shaped people’s 

perceptions and attitudes by certifying stories about the past and by inventing collective 

memories. They conclude that “ancient hatreds” are made as much as they are inherited 

and that to call them “ancient” is to pretend they are primordial forces, outside of history 

and human agency. (Rudolph and Rudolph in Mingst and Snyder, pp. 360-361). The 

same observation and conclusion can be reached about the ongoing conflict in the Ivory 

Coast and about most “ethnic”, “tribal” conflicts in Africa because they are mostly 

generated by the same historical processes and produced by the same human agency.  

     But if friendships are as ancient, and probably more enduring than hatreds between 

these “ethnic” groups, and if these are not primordial groups but historically constructed 

and invented ones, why is it that old conflicts are flaring up anew and that traditionally 

harmonious mosaics have been shattered in many countries of the world? (Rudolph and 

Rudolph, in Mingst and Snyder, 2001, p. 359). 
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     If the interpretation and explanation of these conflicts as “ancient hatreds” are 

erroneous, the fact remains that these conflicts do occur and do persist. And no region of 

the world is spared. As Vanhanen (1990) put it “ethnic and linguistic cleavages and 

conflicts have a great political significance in many parts of the world” (p. 109). Why is it 

so? Why the Ivory Coast, a country known as the oasis of peace in a tumultuous land of 

(West) Africa is now haunted by the demons of primordial identities? What explains the 

sudden rise, and violent intensification of ethnic identity politics in that country? What is 

the origin of “l’ivoirité”? Is it the source of the current conflict and lingering instability 

that are threatening the very survival of the country? Or is “l’ivoirité” the deadly 

consequence of other processes? In short, what factors accounted for the sudden outbreak 

of the violent conflict in this (once) oasis of peace? 

     At the end of the day, as we are foretold by the wise professor Le Vine (1997), “the 

causes of most ethnic conflicts remain obscure at best, and offer but barren grounds for 

generalization” (Le Vine, 1997, p. 56). This warning notwithstanding, the answer to these 

seemingly complex questions is very simple: the source of the “modern hate” 

experienced in the Ivory Coast can be found in the country’s recent history of 

democratization. Indeed, transitions to democracy contribute to “ethnic” conflicts 

because change creates anxieties and threatens the fundamental unequal patron-client 

relationships of the neo-patrimonial order. In the words of Payne and Nassar (2006) 

“democratic transitions represent a major change in the status quo. Although equality is 

widely viewed as a positive democratic value, some groups lose their privileges and 

advantages in a system of government that is based on impartiality and the rule of law” 

(277). Many of the patrons in the pyramiding of patron-client ties are therefore willing to 

use ethnicity as a weapon of last resort to preserve their neo-patrimonial gains. 

     According to Clapham (1985), “one of the strongest, most alluring, and at the same 

time most dangerous forms of clientelism is the mobilization of ethnic identities” (p. 57). 

For him, because of the artificiality of the African state inherited from colonial rule and 

the resulting ethnic heterogeneity, ethnicity becomes a means for giving a moral bound or 

cement to a clientelist network and for leaders to preserve their rule. In exchange for 

political loyalty, these leaders are under obligation to look after the interests of their 

constituent race, tribe, caste or religious group. More over, this dubious moral economy 
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of ethnicity becomes a common currency of coalition building in an age of electoral 

competition because ethnicity is readily mobilized through the patron-client networks. 

But because ethnic identities are remarkably fluid, not only individual clients sometimes 

pass readily from one group to another, or make use of a mixed ancestry to associate 

themselves with different groups in order to maximize their personal advantage, but also 

patron-politicians manipulate their own ethnicity, treating it as a badge or uniform 

designed to broaden or intensify their appeal according to the circumstances of the time. 

The neo-patrimonial appeal to ethnic solidarity may or may not be punctuated by ethnic 

violence, but violence may be a likely outcome. In short, according to the author of Third 

World Politics, the mobilization and manipulation of ethnicity especially during electoral 

competition “is no more than the logic of clientelist politics expressed through the 

medium of ethnicity” (Clapham, 1985, pp. 57-88).  

     On the basis of this view, the political mobilization of ethnic identities leading to the 

violence of 2002 can be best understood by looking at the (inter)actions of all the main 

actors in the Ivorian crisis at three levels of analysis: domestic (rebels and political elite), 

regional (leaders of neighboring states: Liberia and Burkina Faso in particular), and 

international (France). The merger of the interests of the neo-patrimonial alliance of all 

three levels of actors resulted in the spiral of “ethnic” violence in the Ivory Coast. In 

other words, the explanation must focus on the fierce competition over state resources 

generated by the democratic transition in an environment of shrinking economic 

resources: For the domestic actors (rebels and political elite), the grievances against the 

democratic transition is linked to a change of direction that threaten(ed)s their long 

acquired social, economic and political privileges (the elite), and also to the fact that  

underprivileged groups realize(d) that, given the perceived weakness of the central 

government, the moment ha(s)d come for them to share in the spoils of the state (the 

rebels and “Patriotes”). Regional leaders such as Burkina Faso’s dictator Blaise 

Compaore constructed the Ivorian conflict in terms of a threat to the large immigrant 

Burkinabe community living in the Ivory Coast in order to shift international attention 

from their illegal arms trafficking and to fend off domestic political challenges to their 

decade (s) long brutal dictatorship. Compaoré of Burkina Faso and his co-arms dealer 

Charles Taylor of Liberia had been using the Ivorian ports for their arms dealing, 
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especially during the reign of General Robert Guei of the Ivory Coast. The political 

change of direction triggered by the democratic transition threatened their privileged neo-

patrimonial access to the resources of the Ivorian state. But by far the most important 

external factor in the outbreak of the “ethnic” war in the Ivory Coast is France, because 

of its overwhelming clout in the mobilization and polarization, as the hegemonic power 

of the Ivory Coast, of ethnic cleavages in the country. 

     When attention is given to external factors, the conventional explanation of “ethnic” 

wars in Africa is that the polarization of ethnic communities and the outbreak of ethnic 

violence are a legacy of colonialism which created artificial state borders by ignoring 

existing cultural divisions (Taras and Ganguly, 2002, p. 3; Clapham, 1985, pp. 57-58). 

Without ignoring the colonial origins of these “ancient hatreds”, I will characterize 

France’s contribution to the upheaval in the most recent history of the Ivory Coast as part 

of the triple alliance of neo-patrimonial interests opposed to the new political direction 

ushered in by the democratic transition. There are surely all forms of cleavages in each 

polity and they tend to undergo changes over time. Indeed, in all (African pre-colonial, 

colonial or post-colonial) societies, individuals identify themselves as members of what 

Benedict Anderson (1983) called “imagined communities”, that is communities whose 

members imagine themselves as distinct in some particular way or ways from other 

groups (Le Vine, 1997, pp. 50-51). However, this group consciousness does not and did 

not necessarily lead to conflict with other groups. So when is region, language, or 

ethnicity most likely to prove polarizing? According to David Laitin, “the logic of 

imperial action can help to explain the reification of the “tribe” in African politics- both 

why that cleavage became the dominant metaphor for political action and why that 

cleavage persisted” (Laitin, in Evans et al., 1985, p. 303). In other words, the Ivorian 

crisis may be better understood to be largely a function of the agency of its external 

hegemonic power (France) which has the motivation and the colonial clout to structure 

the pattern of political group formation in its former colonies of Africa. Indeed, France, 

through its powerful media and thanks to its neo-patrimonial political and financial 

networks in the country and in the region, has strategically manipulated normal regional, 

linguistic, religious and ethnic differences into polarizing ones in order to preserve its 

privileged position which is threatened by the democratic transition under way in the 
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country. More than anecdotal evidence suggests that the “ethnic war” in the Ivory Coast 

coincided with the expiration of many lucrative concessions that were granted 

automatically to French transnational corporations by previous Ivorian governments. The 

new democratically elected government of Laurent Gbagbo had publicly vowed to end, 

through its policy of “La Refondation”, the monopoly of France in the domestic and 

foreign politics of the Ivory Coast by diversifying the external relations of the country. 

For that purpose, it had not only made political overtures toward China, India, Angola, 

South Africa and most importantly the United States of America, but also publicly 

announced that all government contracts and concessions would be subject to 

international competitive bidding. This perceived threat to French national interests in a 

vital Francophone African country such as the Ivory Coast ended the honeymoon period 

(2000-2002) between president Gbagbo’s government and French president Chirac’s 

regime, and triggered La Guerre de la France contre La Côte d’Ivoire (2003) (The War 

of France against Côte d’Ivoire) according to author Mamadou Coulibaly, current 

president of the Ivorian National Assembly. It is true that former president Bédié had 

previously invoked and manipulated the ideology of “l’ivoirité” to exclude Ouatara from 

the electoral competition in 1995 and to preserve the privileged positions of the old 

barons of the PDCI regimes, but more potent fuel was added to that “venomous flower of 

l’ivoirité” by France because it perceived the mobilization of ethnicity as the most lethal 

way to undermine the democratically elected government of Laurent Gbagbo which came 

to power only in 2000. It is worth repeating that France has, thanks to its colonial clout 

over the Francophone African region, monopolized the external relations of its former 

colonies of Africa which it regards as its “chasse gardée” (private hunting grounds) in 

which French companies enjoy a privileged monopoly position. For that reason, as is 

reported by van de Walle (1994) and confirmed by Peter Schraeder (2000), France has 

consistently undermined the democratic process as long as it perceives it as a threat to its 

neo-patrimonial interests, and been supportive of the authoritarian order, as long as those 

countries maintain close ties with France. In the case of the three countries compared, 

France allowed the democratic transition to proceed in Benin and Mali because those two 

impoverished and formerly Marxist-leninist countries, are relatively marginal to French 

interests in Francophone Africa, compared to the Ivory Coast which, along with 
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(“Anglophone” Nigeria), constitute the twin economic lungs of West Africa. Indeed the 

Ivory Coast is the wealthiest Francophone West African country. France’s stake in the 

democratic transitional outcome and eagerness to play the hegemonic role in the conflict 

is therefore consistent with our hypothesis of the neo-patrimonial logic.     

     France’s contribution to the outbreak of the conflict is best illustrated by its actions 

since the start of the crisis: First, by not lending its military support to the government as 

is prescribed by the mutual defense agreement that it has with its former colony, France 

removed de facto its external guarantee of the stability of the Ivory Coast. This indeed 

gave at least a tacit green light to the rebels and their regional supporters (Liberia and 

Burkina Faso) to attack a militarily weak central government. Second, the French failure 

to militarily support the government as the external backer of its internal stability as 

stipulated by the defense agreement with its former colony (a sin of omission) was 

compounded by a sin of action: Its not so subtle support of the rebellion as illustrated by 

the lion share of government portfolios and other forms of post-conflict spoils the rebels 

received from the French brokered Linas-Marcoussis agreement. France’s support of the 

rebellion brought the balance of power between the rebels and the government closer to a 

point of parity where the likelihood of escalation became a burden too great for the 

government to bear. While decreasing the likelihood of escalation of the conflict by the 

government, this power parity increased the unlikelihood of good faith efforts at the 

bargaining table on the part of the rebels during the initial and even later African attempts 

at resolving the crisis. Thus the need for a Paris peace conference with the French in full 

control of a process in which the Ivorian government was clearly in a weakened position. 

A preponderance of force in favor of a French-backed Ivorian government may have 

quickened the peaceful resolution of the conflict and preserved the emerging democratic 

institutions of the country. The recent destruction (in early November, 2004) of the 

Ivorian Air Force, whose presence was restoring the balance of power in favor of the 

government, and the lobbying of the United Nations to impose an embargo on the Ivory 

Coast were no more than France’s deliberate policy to project itself as the only “Sheriff” 

in town, and of weakening the democratically elected government so that it may squeeze 

more neo-patrimonial concessions from it. 
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     In sum, the political mobilization of ethnicity in the Ivory Coast is to be explained by 

focusing on the backlash of the triple alliance (domestic, regional, and international 

(France)) of neo-patrimonial interests against the democratization process in a context of 

shrinking state resources. 

     The second implication of the cultural argument, namely its claim that liberal 

democracy presupposes a culturally homogeneous state, has also been seriously 

challenged theoretically and (permanently) undermined empirically by the success of 

culturally plural democracies such as that of the USA and India. Indeed, the more 

sophisticated version of the cultural argument as a major impediment to democratization 

(mainly) in Africa, presented by Linz and Stepan and discussed earlier suggests that, 

given that ethnically plural countries are likely to experience a tough challenge internally 

from competing and conflicting nationalities, they are unlikely candidates for democracy. 

The hypothesis (H2) implies that countries that are more homogeneous tend to be less 

prone to ethno-political conflict and therefore have a better chance for successful 

democratic transition (DT). On the contrary, the most heterogeneous countries will be 

more conflict prone, and thus less likely to succeed in their democratic transition. 

     To test the hypothesis that ethnic homogeneity has a positive impact on 

democratization, I compare the ethnic homogeneity of the FWA countries to their 

democratic transitional record. I first compare the two sets of countries (Benin, Mali and 

the Ivory Coast) and then the whole region on the basis of the two indexes of ethnic 

homogeneity described above. 

     The results show that the relationship is more complex than the hypothesis suggests: 

Although the table shows that the two countries with the highest degree of ethnic 

homogeneity (Mali and Benin) have been successful in their democratic transition and 

have even consolidated their democratic regimes, and that the country with the lowest 

level of ethnic homogeneity (Ivory Coast) has degenerated into a civil war, the Index of 

Ethnic Homogeneity does not seem to be related to the democratic transition outcome. 

Indeed, the three countries are virtually similar from the perspective of their ethic 

homogeneity when the index is solely based on the largest homogeneous ethnic group. 

However, the results do not change when the comparison is made on the basis of the 

second index of ethnic homogeneity. Indeed, when one factors in religion, Mali, with a 
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Muslim population of 90% percent, becomes the most homogeneous country of the 

region with a combined index of 70. And yet, Mali went through a bloody civil war 

before the onset of its democratic transition. Benin, the second most homogeneous of the 

three countries, succeeded in its transition without a civil war. The Ivory Coast, the least 

homogeneous country of the three, experienced a civil war. But its Index of homogeneity 

is not substantially different from that of Benin.  

     Finally, when the analysis is extended to the entire FWA region, it becomes clearer 

that he Index of Ethnic Homogeneity is a poor predictor of the outcome of the democratic 

transition, as well as the outbreak of a civil conflict: The three most homogeneous 

countries in the region (Mali 70, Mauritania 70, Senegal 68.65) have experienced a civil 

war and one (Senegal) is still virtually divided by the civil war. And yet, two have been 

successful in their democratization (Mali and Senegal). (See Table 4b).  

This conclusion is in line with that of Vanhanen according to whom “the Index of Ethnic 

Homogeneity does not seem to be related to the level of democratization in any 

systematic manner, although its correlations with […] measures of democratization are 

slightly positive” (Vanhanen, p. 115). In his broader research covering the globe, he finds 

that some democracies are ethnically more or less heterogeneous countries, contrary to 

the hypothesis that heterogeneity is an impediment to democratization. He goes so far as 

to suggest that “in some cases, ethnic heterogeneity may be an additional factor of 

resource distribution which furthers competitive politics and the sharing of political 

power” (p. 117). In other words, rather than hindering democratic transition, ethnic 

heterogeneity might enhance it. The logical conclusion to be drawn from this is that there 

is no “stateness” problem in that region as described by Linz and Stepan, that is that there 

are no profound differences about the territorial boundaries of the political community’s 

state, and there are no profound differences as to who has the right of citizenship in these 

states (Linz and Stepan, 1996, p. 18). In short, ethnic plurality is not a fatal birth defect 

for the building of democratic institutions because, in the words of Crawford Young, 

“democratic statecraft offers an array of policy choices for the management of ethnic 

diversity” (Young, 1997, p. 12).  
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     In conclusion, the cultural analytical framework which perceives the differences in 

cultures in a particular polity, either as a source of endemic conflict or as a semi-

permanent impediment to democratization carries its argument far, much too far. 

     In From Voting to Violence (2000), Jack Snyder reports the contradictory trend that, in 

spite of the euphoria generated by the end of the Cold War and the Third Wave of 

democratization brought about by the apparent end of ideological history, racial, ethnic, 

religious, and all forms of “primordial” conflicts have persisted and even spread in the 

age of democratization. As documented by Crawford Young, in most instances, political 

opening (democratization) is accompanied by a more visible expression of the cultural 

diversity of the great majority of African polities. This is so, as explained by the patriarch 

from Wisconsin, because “primordial” identities offer tempting vote banks for party 

organizers. Thus the language of political competition tends to be framed in terms of the 

invention of ethnic identities and the (re)drawing of ethnic boundaries by political agents. 

Therefore, understanding the dynamics of democratic transition through the neo-

patrimonial manipulation of ethnic identities “should be the first step toward democracy” 

(Snyder, 2000, p. 16). 

     As a tentative conclusion of the analysis of the crisis in the Ivory Coast, I would agree 

with Young (1997) that although “few would challenge the axiom that electoral 

competition readily flows along societal fault lines defined by ethnicity, religion, or race, 

in Africa as elsewhere”, the current decaying of the democratic project in the Ivory Coast 

is largely to be blamed not on “ancient hatreds” and “the primordial” division of the 

Ivorian society along ethnic lines, but by the domestic, regional, and international 

(French) neo-patrimonial backlash against the democratization process. In other words, 

the challenges facing the democratic transition in the Ivory Coast do not originate in 

primordial cultural causes (the clash of civilizations) but in political ones (neo-

patrimonialism). For that reason, there is still hope for a successful democratization 

process in the Ivory Coast.  

More over, if the Ivory Coast, a country facing all the pathologies of democratic regime 

transitions (including civil war), can avoid the tragic fate of emerging democracies, then 

there is hope for a bright democratic future for the entire “Francophone” West African 

region. 
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     However, if neo-patrimonialism is what drives the process, and France participates in 

the neo-patrimonial network as an impediment to democratization, then this tentative 

conclusion deals a severe blow to the powerful heuristic claim that with the end of the 

Cold War, Western democracies have made the promotion of democracy and human 

rights the cornerstones of a new international regime that would be consistently applied 

across all regions of the world, including “Francophone” West Africa. To paraphrase 

Schraeder (2000), while the Western countries may espouse the rhetoric of 

democratization, they more than not will continue to subordinate the ideal of democratic 

reform to policies designed to advance their own narrow political and economic interests. 

And this Western (French) alliance with the domestic and regional neo-patrimonial forces 

constitutes the most lethal threat facing emerging democracies of Francophone West 

Africa.     
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

 

     The small-n (9 countries) and the use of the case-study method may suggest that any 

conclusion about FWA transitions are only tentative conclusions. But however tentative, 

these conclusions might be, they raise serious questions about general transitology and 

democratic theories. Indeed, to paraphrase Steven Fish (1998), in light of most social 

science theories and commonsense expectations, FWA’s democracies should not have 

been, because few of the factors normally considered favorable for democratization were 

present in these polities at the onset of their regime change in the late 1980’s. And yet, 

the FWA region, and most specifically countries such as Benin and Mali, embarked on 

their successful journey to democratic transition from scratch. Their success may suggest 

that democracy may be without prerequisites, contrary to conventional social science 

wisdom. 

     The choice of topic (democracy/democratization) is timely because of the apparent 

victory of democracy at the “end of (the present) (hi)story” and because of the centrality 

of democracy and political development in African scholarship and politics. If successful, 

the integrated approach proposed here could be a useful instrument in guiding the 

research agenda on Francophone West African democratization. This integrated 

framework is an admittedly eclectic one, but it offers the best hope for accounting for the 

dynamics and outcomes of the wave of transitions experienced in the region because it 

combines process as well as structural, internal as well as external, social, economic and 

cultural as well as political and ideational variables that other approaches tended to 

dichotomize. 

In addition, this dissertation is to our knowledge, the first systematic, comparative and 

theoretical exploration of democratization in FWA for the entire post-independence 

present, from 1960 to present. By focusing on FWA, we assume that the quest for 

freedom and equality embodied in democratic rule is a universal human project. Thus, we 

move the debate about African democratization beyond the fruitless and frankly 

ethnocentric concern about its feasibility in African political settings towards a more 

gainful use of intellectual energies, into assessing democracy’s real impediments 
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worldwide. In addition, the universality of democracy approach makes the experience of 

FWA explored herein not a footnote in general theory, but a legitimate contribution to the 

global problematic of democracy and democratization. In other words, generalizations 

from the spatial and temporal confines considered here are relevant to the task of 

incremental and cumulative comparative knowledge building on democracy and 

democratization. Philippe Schmitter and Terry Karl (2001) have argued that the 

globalization of the democratization process offers a tempting opportunity to incorporate 

(at long last) the study of the countries of the “new waves” within the corpus of 

comparative analysis. Indeed, they write that,  

“by adding [new democratizing countries] to their already greatly expanded case 

base, transitologists and consolidologists might even be able to bring the powerful 

instrumentarium of social statistics to bear on the study of contemporary 

democratization [because] for the first time, they could manipulate equations 

where the variables did not outnumber the cases and they could test their tentative 

conclusions in cultural and historical contexts quite different from those which 

generated them in the first place” (p. 177).  

     The choice of the FWA region is laudable both for enhancing the effort of cumulative 

theory building, without resorting to what Schmitter and Karl call an “accultural 

extrapolation”, that is, without compromising the political, cultural, ideological, national 

and/or regional peculiarities of the settings under consideration. The incorporation of 

FWA into the mainstream comparative literature meets their demand (which I share), that 

“the particularity of any one region’s cultural, historical, or institutional matrix should 

emerge from systematic comparison, rather than be used as an excuse for not applying it” 

(p. 178). In short, if “transitology” and “consolidology” intend to become true sciences of 

regime change along democratic lines in the post-authoritarian global environment, then 

no region of the world should be excluded from cumulative comparative theory building. 

And yet, unlike more established transitologists, I do not claim to provide a universalistic 

set of assumptions, concepts and hypotheses that could together explain and hopefully 

guide the way from an authoritarian to a democratic regime. Barbara Geddes and others 

have consistently warned us against the vain attempt at parsimonious, general and 

universalistic theory building. Indeed she concluded her essay on the rather pessimistic 
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note that although democratization has compelled scholarly attention for at least the past 

twenty years, it has resisted yielding up its theoretical secrets. Despite the high quality of 

the work that she cites, she believes that the “theoretical understanding of 

democratization remains thin” (Geddes, 1996, p. 21). 

Heeding her advice, I settled for a theoretical and analytical framework whose tentative 

conclusions on transitology are confined to the relatively homogeneous area of FWA 

with its “neo-patrimonial regimes”. The “neo-patrimonial state” framework provided to 

account for both the decaying of authoritarianism and the democratic transitional 

experienced in the region is not a general or universal theory of democratic transitions. It 

is general or universalistic only to the extent that it may explain transitional processes in 

whatever region neo-patrimonial politics are found. 

     On the methodological level, the contribution of the present study resides not in its 

insightful quantitative sophistication. Its contribution resides in the provision of an 

explanatory and predictive theory endowed with a testable empirical content. As Mayer 

(1989) called for (not) so long ago, “the new comparative politics seems to teach that 

unless the theory-creation function is performed with a concern for its empirical content 

or testability, much of the theory that is created will be inherently non-testable”, and (I 

would add) scientifically irrelevant. For too long, the literature on African 

democratization has stagnated at the margins of serious scientific enterprise because, to 

paraphrase Mayer, the lack of precise empirical content and concern for empirically 

testable theory building made it possible to read much of the literature in the area of 

African political development without encountering a single testable proposition. The 

present study contributes, in its own modest way, to a small but growing scientific 

scholarship on African political development.  

     The dissertation also suggested that despite the steady progress in moving the 

“transitology” and “consolidology” studies beyond their exploratory and tentative years 

of the late 1970’s to a mature stage in the 1990’s, the literature on democratization was 

still in need of sharpening its conceptual and a measurement tools, as well as of breaking 

its silence to appreciate regional “transitional” processes in Africa. Without any illusion 

about settling these conceptual and measurement issues, its modest promise was not to 

provide new theories of democratization, but to refine existing theories and hypotheses, 
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to provide a conceptual and measurement clarity on “democratic transitions”, to report 

the transitional experience of the Francophone African sub-region on the basis of the 

indicators thus provided, and to show the limitation of conventional theories in providing 

explanation for the transitional record of that region. 

     For the most part, these admittedly modest objectives have been achieved. Indeed, the 

current effort has sharpened our understanding of the “neo-patrimonial” hypothesis and 

provided not only a conceptual clarity, but also a truly comparative measurement of 

democratic transitions that can “travel” across time and space, and be useful in the 

general efforts at theory building on the worldwide democratization process. In the 

process, it has brought “the marginalized” sub-region of Francophone West Africa back 

in the mainstream of the research agenda of the Comparative Politics community. 
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TABLES 

 

 

 

Table 1: FWA country profile. *The Index of Ethnic homogeneity is provided by 

Vahanen (1990). It is updated below (Table X). 

 

 

 
 
Country GNP per capita Urban Population 

Ethnic 
homogeneity* 

        

Benin 376.0 42.0 59.0 

        

        

Burkina Faso 199.6 18.0 54.0 

        

        

Ivory Coast 847.2 46.0 20.0 

        

        

Guinea 472.2 32.0 41.0 

        

        

Mali 249.3 29.0 33.0 

        

        

Mauritania 455.9 56.0 80.0 

        

        

Niger 246.9 20.0 52.0 

        

        

Senegal 633.7 47.0 35.0 

        

        

Togo 370.0 33.0 46.0 
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Table 2: Economic decline in FWA in the last decade, a sign of a shrinking state 

neo-patrimonial capacity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Country GNI per capita(1997) GNI per capita(2000) GNI per capita(2001) 

        

Benin 390.0 390.0 380.0 

        

        

Burkina Faso 240.0 220.0 220.0 

        

        

Ivory Coast 760.0 680.0 630.0 

        

        

Guinea 560.0 450.0 410.0 

        

        

Mali 260.0 250.0 230.0 

        

        

Mauritania 450.0 390.0 360.0 

        

        

Niger 200.0 180.0 180.0 

        

        

Senegal 530.0 500.0 490.0 

        

        

Togo 360.0 290.0 270.0 
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Table 3: Cultural Homogeneity in FWA by ethnicity and by religion. 
 
 

  Ethnicity Indigenous  
Beliefs 

Christianity Islam Ethnicity and  
Religion 

Benin 47/ Fon 50 30 20 48.5 

Burkina Faso 40/ Mossi 40 10 50 45 

Côte d’Ivoire  42.1/ Akan 45 20 35 43.55 

Guinea 40/ Peulh 7 8 85 62.5 

Mali 50/ Mande 9 1 90 70 

Mauritania 40/ Mixed 

(Blacks & 

Maure) 

00 00 100 70 

Niger 56/ Haoussa 18 2 80 68 

Togo 39/ Ewe 51 29 20 45 

Senegal 43.3/ Wolof 1 5 94 68.65 
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Table 4a: Ranking of FWA on the basis of cultural/ethnic homogeneity (ethnicity 

combined with religion). The higher the index, the more homogeneous the culture. 

The lower the index, the more heterogeneous the culture. 

 
 
 

  Average of combined (Ethnicity and religion) Index 

Mali 70 

Mauritania 70 

Senegal 68.65 

Niger 68 

Guinea 62.5 

Benin 48.5 

Togo 51 

Burkina Faso 45 

Côte d’Ivoire 43.55 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4b: Incidence of Ethnicity on civil war and Transitional Outcome 

 

 IEH T.O CWR 

Mali 70 C CW 

Mauritania 70 IT CW 

Senegal 68.65 C CW 

Niger 68 IT NCW? 

Guinea 62.5 DT? NCW 

Benin 48.5 C NCW 

Togo 51 DT? NCW 

Burkina Faso 45 A NCW 

I. Coast 43.55 AR CW 

 
 

Legend: A= Authoritarian. AR= Authoritarian Reversal. C= Consolidation.  

               IT= In Transition. DT= Democratic Transition. DT?= Questionable DT 

               CWR= Civil War Record. CW= Civil War. NCR= No Civil War 
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Table 5: Presidential Elections in FWA since independence in 1960. 

 
 

 1969-
1989 

   1960-
1989 

1989-
2004 

  

Benin 01/1964 

Apithy     

92% 

05/05/68 

Adjou 

84.5% 

07/28/68 

Zinsou 

76% 

  03/24/91 

Soglo 

67.73 

1996 

Kerekou 

52.49% 

03/01 

Kerekou 

45.4/84.1 

Burkina 
Faso 

10/03/65 

Yaméogo 

98.36% 

05/14/78 

Lamizana 

56.28% 

   12/01/91 

Compaor

é 
86.19% 

11/98 

Compaor

é 
87.5% 

 

Ivory 
Coast 

11/27/60 

Boigny 

99% 

11/07/65 

Boigny 

99.98% 

11/16/75 

Boigny 

99% 

10/12/80 

Boigny 

99.99% 

 10/28/90 

Boigny 

81.68% 

11/1995 

Bédié 

96% 

11/2000 

Gbagbo 

59.4 

Guinea 01/15/61 

Touré 

99.37% 

01/01/68 

Touré 

99.7% 

12/27/74 

Touré 

100% 

05/09/82 

Touré 

100% 

 12/19/93 

Conté 

51.7% 

1998 

Conté 

57.6% 

2003 

Conté 

95.25% 

Mali 06/19/79 

Traoré 

99.98% 

06/09/85 

Taoré 

99.94 

   04/26/92 

 Konaré 

69.01% 

1997 

Konaré 

85.15 

6/8/2002 

T. Touré 

64.4% 

Mauritania 08/20/61 
Daddah 

99.77% 

08/00/66 
Daddah 

96.34% 

08/08/71 
Daddah 

95.08% 

08/08/76 
Daddah 

99.4% 

 01/24/92 
 

61.63% 

1997 
 

90% 

11/7/03 
 

60.8% 

Niger 09/30/65 

Diori 

99.85% 

10/01/70 

Diori 

99.98% 

12/10/89 

Saibou 

99.6% 

  03/27/93 

 

54.8% 

1996 

 

52.22% 

11/24/99 

Tandja 

59.9% 

Senegal 12/00/63 

Senghor 

N/A 

02/25/68 

Senghor 

99.81% 

01/28/73 

Senghor 

100% 

02/26/78 

Senghor 

82% 

02/27/83 

Diouf 

83.5% 

1988 

Diouf 

71.3% 

1993 

Diouf 

58.4% 

3/00 

Wade 

58.49% 

Togo 04/09/61 

Olympio 
N/A 

05/05/63 

Grunitzky 
98.44% 

01/09/72 

Eyadema 
95% 

12/30/79 

Eyadema 
99.97% 

12/21/86 

Eyadema 
99.95% 

08/25/93 

Eyadema 
96.49% 

1998 

Eyadéma 
52.13% 

06/03 

Eyadéma 
57.2% 
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Table 6:   Typology of FWA regimes based on Democratic Transition: 

 
                  
     

Benin 1991 

52.49% 

1996 

52.49% 

2001 

45.4%/84.1% 

DT/C 

Burkina Faso 1991 

Compaoré 

86.19% 

1998 

Compaoré 

87.5% 

2005 

N/A 

A 

Ivory Coast 1990 

Houphouet 

81.68% 

1995 

Bédié 

96% 

2000 

L. Gbagbo 

59.4% 

AR 

Guinea 1993 

L. Conté 
51.7% 

1998 

L. Conté 
57.6% 

2003 

L. Conté 
95.25% 

AR 

Mali 1992 

A. O. Konaré 

69.01% 

1997 

A.O. Konaré 

85.15% 

2002 

T. Touré 

28.7/64.3% 

DT/C 

Mauritania 1992 

61.63% 

1997 

90.00% 

2003 

60.8% 

IT 

Niger 1993 

54.8% 

1996 

52.22% 

1999 

59.9% 

IT 

Senegal 1988 

Diouf 

71.3% 

1993 

Diouf 

58.4% 

4/1/2000 

Wade 

58.49 

DT/C 

Togo 1993 

Eyadéma 
96.49% 

1998 

Eyadéma 
52.13% 

2003 

Eyadéma 
57.2% 

DT 

 
 

                 Legend: 

     A= Authoritarian 

                 AR= Authoritarian Reversal 

                 DT= Democratic Transition completed 

                 C= Consolidation 

                 IT= In Transition 
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Table 7: Ranking of countries according to their GNP per capita. This is an 

indicator of the French neo-patrimonial interest. France will have more neo-

patrimonial interest in wealthier countries than in poorer countries. 
 

 
 

 GNP per capita 

Burkina Faso 199.6 

Niger 246.9 

Mali 249.3 

Togo 370.0 

Benin 370.0 

Mauritania 455.9 

Guinea 472.2 

Senegal 633.7 

Ivory Coast 847.2 
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Table 8: Major Trading Partners of FWA in Exports and Imports/ Index of 

Colonial Clout. 

FMTP*= Is France the Major Trading Partner? 

 

 

 Export Partners FMTP* Import Partners FMTP* ICC 

Benin India: 27.3% 
France: N/S 

No China: 30%/  
France: 15.3% 

No 15.3% 

Burkina Faso Singapore: 
15.2% 
France: 7.6% 

No France: 27.4% Yes 35% 

Ivory Coast France: 13.7% Yes France: 22.4% Yes 36.1% 

Guinea S. Korea: 17% 
France: 6.8%  

No France: 17.9% Yes 24.7% 

Mali Thailand: 
14.4% 
France: N/S 

No I. Coast: 16.9% 
France: 13.4% 

No 13.4% 

Mauritania Italy: 14.2% 
France: 13.9% 

No France: 17.6% Yes 31.5% 

Niger France: 17% 
I. Coast: 14.9% 

Yes France: 39.1% Yes 56.1% 

Senegal India: 20.8% 
France: 13% 

No France: 25.6% Yes 38.6% 

Togo Ghana: 17.7% 
France: N/S 

No France: 20.3% Yes 20.3% 
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Table 9: Ranking of FWA on the basis of the Index of Colonial Clout. The higher 

the index, the greater the colonial clout exercised by France in the country. 
 
 

 ICC 

Niger 56.1% 

Senegal 38.6% 

Ivory Coast 36.1% 

Burkina Faso 35% 

Mauritania 31.5% 

Guinea 24.7% 

Togo 20.3% 

Benin 15.3% 

Mali 13.4% 
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Table 10: Index of neo-patrimonial capacity in the 1980’s: 

Source: World Development Annual Report/ FAOSTAT/ World Band-World 

Development Indicators, 204. 

 

 

 Urban 
Population/1980 

Literacy 
Rate/1980 

NAL 
1979-1981 

INPC 
1980’s 

Benin 17.0 17.9 32 20.2 

Burkina Faso 7.3 10.8 8 7.96 

Ivory Coast  25.5 23.1 27.86 22.4 

Guinea 14.6 22.5 15.36 14 

Mali 8.4 13.6 11 16.46 

Mauritania 5.1 29 21.03 27.6 

Niger 4.5 8.1 7.2 9.36 

Senegal 30.2 21.3 23.5 12.93 

Togo 18.2 32.7 27.3 16.4 
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Table 11: Index of neo-patrimonial capacity at the start of the 2000’s. 
 
 

 Urban 
Population/2000 

Literacy 
Rate/2000 

NAL/2002 INPC/1990-
2004 

Benin 42 37.5 48 42.5 

Burkina Faso 19 23 8 16.66 

Ivory Coast 51 46.8 53 50.26 

Guinea 30 41.1 17 29.36 

Mali 22 40.3 20 27.43 

Mauritania 58 39.9 48 48.63 

Niger 21 15.7 13 16.56 

Senegal 45 37.3 27 36.43 

Togo 33 57.1 41 43.70 
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Table 12: Change in Neo-patrimonial capacity between the 1980’s and the 

2000’s/IDP: 

 
 

 
 

INPC/1980’ INPC/1990-2004 IDPb 

Benin 22.3 42.5 20.2 

Burkina Faso 8.7 16.66 7.96 

Ivory Coast 27.86 50.26 22.4 

Guinea 15.36 29.36 14 

Mali 11 27.43 16.43 

Mauritania 21.03 48.63 27.6 

Niger 7.2 16.56 9.36 

Senegal 23.5 36.43 12.93 

Togo 27.3 43.7 16.4 
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Table 13: Country Ranking on the basis of INPC in the 1980’s. The higher the 

index, the least neo-patrimonial the country is. The lower the index, the more neo-

patrimonial the country is. 

 
                                                                                    

 

                                            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 1980’s 

 I. Coast 27.86 

Togo 27.3 

Senegal 23.5 

Benin 22.3 

Mauritania 21.03 

Guinea 15.36 

Mali 11 

B. Faso 8.7 

Niger 7.2 
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Table 14: Country Ranking on the basis of INPC in the 2000’s.  

 
 

 90’/00’ 

I. Coast 50.26 

Mauritania 48.63 

Togo 43.7 

Benin 42.5 

Senegal 36.43 

Guinea 29.36 

Mali 27.43 

Niger 16.56 

B. Faso 16.66 
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Table 15: Index of Democratic Pressure (IDP) based on population increase. A 

higher increase of the population indicates a higher pressure on the country to 

democratize.  

 
 

 Urban Pop 1980 Urban Pop 2000 IDPa 

Benin 17 42 25 

Burkina Faso 7.3 19 11.7 

Ivory Coast 25.5 51 25.5 

Guinea 14.6 30 15.5 

Mali 8.4 22 13.6 

Mauritania 5.1 58 52.9 

Niger 4.5 21 16.5 

Senegal 30.2 45 14.8 

Togo 18.2 33 14.8 
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Table 16: Country Ranking on the basis of both indexes of IDP. The higher the 

index, the most severe the pressure to democratize is. The lower the index, the lower 

the pressure to democratize is. The top three countries facing the most pressure to 

democratize are the same in both indexes.  
 
 

 IDP a  IDP b  

Mauritania 52.9  27.63 Mauritania 

Ivory Coast 25.5  22.4 Ivory Coast 

Benin 25  20.2 Benin 

Niger 16.5  16.43 Mali 

Guinea 15.4  16.4 Togo 

Senegal 14.8  14 Guinea 

Togo 14.8  12.93 Senegal 

Mali 13.6  9.36 Niger 

Burkina Faso 11.7  7.96 Burkina Faso 
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Table 17: Effects of IDP and ICC on Transitional Outcome (TO)/ Country ranking 

on the basis of IDP and ICC: 
 
 

 IDP   ICC% TO 

Mauritania 27.63  Niger 56.1 IT 

I. Coast 22.4  Senegal 38.6 DT/C 

Benin 20.2  I. Coast 36.1 AR 

Mali 16.2  B. Faso 35 DT/C 

Togo 16.4  Mauritania 31.5 IT 

Guinea 14  Guinea 24.7 AR/IT 

Senegal 12.93  Togo 20.3 DT 

Niger 9.36  Benin 15.3 DT/C 

B. Faso 7.96  Mali 13.4 A 

 

Legend:   

 

TO*= Transitional Outcome. 

 DT= Democratic Transition completed 

C= Consolidation 

AR= Authoritarian Reversal 

IT= In Transition 

DT?= Questionable Democratic Transition  

A= Authoritarian 
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Table 18: Effects of IDP and ICC on TO: 

 

 

 IDP ICC TO* 

Benin 20.2 15.3% DT/C 

Burkina Faso 7.96 35% A 

Ivory Coast 22.4 36.1% AR 

Guinea 14.0 24.7% DT? 

Mali 16.43 13.4% DT/C 

Mauritania 27.6 31.5% IT 

Niger 9.36 56.1% IT 

Senegal 12.93 38.6% DT/C 

Togo 16.4 20.3% DT? 

 

                 

 

Legend: 

 

TO*= Transitional Outcome. 

DT  = Democratic Transition 

C     = Consolidation 

AR  = Authoritarian Reversal 

IT    = In Transition 

DT? = Questionable Democratic Transition 

A      = Authoritarian 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 141 

FIGURES 

 

 

 
                                                     IDP 

 

Legend: 

 

�= Authoritarian Reversal (Ivory Coast) 

�  = Authoritarian 

�  = Consolidation 

�  = (Questionable) Democratic Transition Completed 

�  = In Transition 

 

 

Figure 1: Scattered Plot of the effects of IDP and ICC on TO (transitional Outcome)   
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INPC (Index of Neo-patrimonial Capacity)                              DT (Democratic 

Transition) 

(IV=Independent Variable)                                                       (DV= Dependent 

Variable)   

                                      

CC (Colonial Clout) 

(IV= Intervening Variable) 

Figure 2a: An “arrow-diagram” of the main hypothesis: A shrinking neo-

patrimonial capacity without a negative colonial clout leads to Democratic 

Transition. 

 

 

INPC� (Index of Neo-patrimonial Capacity)                               DT (Democratic 

Transition) 

(IV=Independent Variable)                                                       (DV= Dependent 

Variable)   

                                      

CC (Colonial Clout) 

(IV= Intervening Variable) 

Figure 2b: An “arrow-diagram” of the main hypothesis: A shrinking neo-

patrimonial capacity without a negative colonial clout leads to Democratic 

Transition. 
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