Chapter Two
The Model: Chieftaincy as Rival Governance

A state is a set of institutions that provides public goBdblic goods have two
defining characteristicsionrivalry andnonexclusivityIf a good isnonrivalrous then
one’s use does not reduce the amount available to anysmecehsumption of additional
units of the good has zero social marginal costs of prmatudf a good isnonexclusive
then one cannot be prevented from enjoying that good. Ryduids are therefore those
goods that, once supplied, are enjoyed by all. National seefisra commonly used
example: once the state’s defense is secured, a diizgnwithin the borders cannot be
excluded from protection. Likewise, by enjoying national defethsd citizen does not
reduce its availability for other citizens.

In reality, few goods meet this pure definition. Public higiss as we all know, are
increasingly rivalrous, even clean air. | thereforéngepublic goods more loosely by
focusing on the high fixed costs of producing them, which gdlgdumps together
public and quasi-public goods. Fixed costs are those costs that dihaage as the level
of output changes. With respect to public and quasi-public gtludsneans that a large
percentage of the total cost of supplying the good is indepeatldre number of people
paying for and using the good (Alesina and Spolaore 2003, p. 18)h#dyg for
example, has a high fixed cost to construct, regardles®e dével of use. Likewise, |
define public education as a public good in the sense thatimy of public education
involves high fixed costs, even though at high levels ofedseation is not purely

nonrivalrous or nonexcludable.



Due to high fixed costs, (quasi)nonrivalry and (quasi)nonexaty, public goods are
difficult to produce in the private sector and are thtesnosupplied by the state. The
advantage to the taxpayer is that the state posgbssessources (via taxation) to pay
such high fixed costs, ensuring a level of supply greaser phivate production.
Moreover, these public goods are produced on a scale lawggteto reduce overall
costs. As the number of taxpayers increase, per aapsta for the public good declines
(Alesina and Spolaore 2003, p. 18).

In short, a state produces public goods through its claim padies of order,
jurisdiction, definition, decision-making, permanent adstnaition and the centralization
of coordination. National defense, policing, legal adjudbica property rights definition
and enforcement, monetary and financial institutions, putfliastructure, public health,
national parks and ecological protection are all exasnplgublic goods supplied by the
state. In a non-corrupt government, the vast bulkeftate’s budget is utilized to
provide these goods. State authority primarily derives ftsrability to supply public
and quasi-public goods: citizen compliance, especially tgigais exchanged for
public goods.

However, Sub-Saharan Africa’s traditional instituti@ne also capable of providing
many of these goods on a smaller, more limited seadal policing and defense,
customary legal adjudication, definition and enforcenoéprroperty rights (especially
land rights), local-public infrastructure (wells, unpavedds, schools, village
infrastructure, fire protection), ecological protectiand last but not least, religious

functions such as ancestral offerings, witchcratft ifieation and prosecution, etc. Thus,



traditional institutionsnayserve as rivals to the state’s authority by undargutitizen
compliance from the state.

In this chapter | devise a model of state-chieftainati@bs to explain state
weakness in Sub-Saharan Africa. Conditions under whidititnaal institutions
theoreticallyshouldrival the state’s authority are first examined. Fithia theoretical
model, observable hypotheses are developed. Later chajiteestithese hypotheses to
determine whether traditional institutioastually rival the state’s authority according to
the model’s predictions.

The core theoretical logic of the model is that al@/ernment exists on a scale
smaller than the state when three necessary andisaoffconditions are met:

A. The rival's local-public goods are preferred to the ssgbedvision
of public goods
B. The rival provides local-public goods on a scale large entugh
meet societal preferences.
C. The rival must be able to thwart attempts at cortycdtate.
In other words, traditional institutions generate statakmess if and only if they generate
preferred public goods, operate on a sufficient scale, @andkde to thwart the state’s
attempts to control them.

Condition A. is modeled to explain when traditionalitugsibns are capable of
producing local-public goods that are preferred to the stateission of public goods. |
argue that when ideological and geographic preferenceshw/gmpe of good supplied
co-vary, traditional institutions are better-able to pieviocal-public goods that more-
closely match the median preference of a local comtpuni

Condition B. is modeled by initially dividing traditiahinstitutions into two

types: acephalous (stateless) institutions and hierarchgtaltions (chiedfoms). | argue



that chiefdoms are able to generate local-public goodssoala larger than acephalous
institutions. Hence chiefdoms should generate more sed&ngss that stateless
institutions.

Condition C. is modeled through a dual-principal, singjerdt model of state-
traditional relations. | argue that the state, though hegemis unable to fully integrate
and control traditional institutions. This is becausettaditional institutions are agents
of two principals: the state and the local commuriyal-principalship generates
incentives for traditional leaders to act contrary o gtate’s preferences. In short, states
cannot fully control traditional leaders.

Observable hypotheses derived from this model are:

H1l: State weakness increases as the number of hieearethiaolinguistic

groups within a state increases.

H2: (Converse of H1): If a state contains a singha@inguistic group, it

should experience less state weakness.

H3: Men are more likely than women to support and/acisotaditional

institutions.

H4:  Urban Africans are less likely to solicit tradit&dnstitutions than rural

Africans for public goods.

H5:  Solicitation of traditional institutions increasesthe level of democracy
increases.

l. The Preference for Governance by Traditional Institutiors

We begin with a simple model of individual preferencés wespect to public
goods provision. The model identifies the conditions umdech the public goods
provided by a rival institution are preferred to the public goodsiged by the state. It

predicts that when preferences over public goods are bimodaultimodal, then



individuals prefer the public goods provided by traditional iastihs over those of the
state, conditional upon the scale provision of those goods

This model is very similar to the more formal one#\t#sina and Spolaore (2003
and 1997), and Alesina, Bagir and Easterly (1999). Alesina and@®pq2003 and
1997) examine the tradeoff between state size and hetexmgepreferences for public
goods provision. Large states benefit with respect to@rsasle in the provision of
public goods, which benefits individuals because of lowecapita costs. However, the
larger the state size, the greater the preferenceogetsity with respect to public goods,
and thus the greater the number of individuals whoserprefes over the type of public
goods provided differ from those of the state. Therefoegain individuals prefer to
secede from the state when the costs of heterogé€neityoptimal public goods) become
greater than the benefits of state size. Moreoveenwhose individuals are
geographically concentrated, that is to say when prefesevary geographically, regions
within a state will prefer to secede and provide public gtlsatsmore closely match
their preferences. Hence democratic states, wheradndls may vote to secede, tend to
be smaller.

Alesina, Baqir and Easterly (1999) construct a similar rhadé examine
taxpayer preferences with respect to funding public goods. fifeethat as ethnic
diversity increases (the distance between the ethaigtg median preferences and those
of the state median increase), taxpayers choose tofundgublic goods.

Where my model conceptually differs from these twim ihe assumption of pre-
existing, potentially rival governments. This assumptiamgsorically warranted for Sub-

Saharan Africa because the colonial state was ingpas® pre-colonial polities. More



importantly, the colonial metropoles relied on a pobéyesting indigenous institutions
into the colonial administrative system to minimizesgmance costsEach colony was
expected to be self-financed and minimally staffed.

With respect to finance, metropolitan treasuries vg&eptical of the material
benefits colonial rule would bring. They thus insisted conemic self-sufficiency. For
Britain, self-sufficiency dates from 1815 but became nppo@ounced following
conquest. For France, self-sufficiency dates from s@lfilaw of 1900, when colonies
were conceptualized as distant collectivities with c@rdver finances. Only Italy
violated the self-sufficiency principal in Eritrea, Salrm and Libya (Young 1994,
Chapter Four).

With respect to staffing, the colonial state was maliynadministered. Kirk-
Greene (1980) has dubbed this the “thin white line.” From 1900 to 1834, o0f Africa
was undergoing a “pacification” period of colonial rulelitt@l staff was miniscule in
relation to the military, and “occupation was by no nseget synonymous with
administration” (1980, p. 26). Northern Nigeria, for exampkd 9 political officers.
From 1913 to 1950, recruitment of colonial administrators ragher small, and quite
sporadic. Only in the post-war boom did recruitment sigguitly expand, at a time when
colonialism was waning rather than waxing. Crowder (1970nas#ss the following

ratios of colonial administrators to the indigenous paigah:

Kenya: 1:19,000
French West Africa: 1:27,000
Congo: 1: 35,000
Nigeria: 1:54,000

! The situation is slightly different for colonies ia$ and Southern Africa, where greater administrative
infrastructure was provided to settlers. Such infragire¢chowever, was not provided to the indigenous
population, who largely faced administration under a trahti institution.



In short, the colonial state in Africa relied on ttadhal institutions to provide most of
the aspects we associate with governance, with natiefense being an important
exception. The colonial state grafted its set of goveraanstitutions onto those of
indigenous institutions and delegated authority to trathliteaders. Certainly, colonial
governments used their hegemonic power to modify the strumtarecope of traditional
government, as well as to control traditional leadseg Section IlI). Yet traditional
polities remained and are possible rivals to the col@amédlpost-colonial state.
Individuals thus have a choice with respect to which geamge institution they will
solicit and comply with.

The model assumes that preferences for public goods vdryesgpect to
ideology and geography. The geographic assumption is wardaytea factors. First,
most public goods, while (quasi)nonrivalrous and (quasi)noneXaeigath respect to
supply, are not so with respect to production. Even thougltiaens may prefer the
same public good, they may differ with respect to whiseeproduction of that public
good should be geographically located. Producing national skeféar example, entails
the construction of facilities that are geographicallglrous and excludable. A weapons
plant in California excludes New Yorkers from a numbellefense jobs while at the
same time reducing the overall number of defense jobblathroughout the country.
Thus the preferences for defense production tend to be gbaraily arrayed, with each
region vying for military facilities. Another examplé this geographic variation is the
provision of waste dumps. All citizens prefer the public gobulash collection and

storage, yet the preferences for the location ofrdsh dump vary geographically (not in



my back yard!) because the production of trash storagédsenvalrous and excludable
characteristics.

Secondly, while supply of the public good may be nonrivedrand
nonexcludable, geographic access is (Alesina and Spolaore Z883)reater the
distance from a school, airport, or highway, the greaecost an individual pays for
using that public good. Thus individuals have preferenceswsiserethe public good
should be produced and supplied.

If ideological and geographic preferences over public goodsrgpiben we can
utilize a unidimensional spatial model. Alesina and &ma do so on three assumptions
(2003, pp.. 19-20). First, individuals with similar ideologdiseeferences sort themselves
into geographic niches. “Individuals with similar attitudidgology, preferences, income,
religion, and race tend to live close to each other” (2p039). Second, preferences tend
to become geographically homogenous over the long run dharedshistory, language,
culture, etc. Third, government policy may increase peefse homogeneity over the
long run.

With respect to Africa, the assumption of covarianiciel@ological and
geographic preferences is justified. Because sub-Sahdniaa & a set of developing
countries, the demand for public goods thoroughly outpacesatessdinancial ability to
supply them. Therefore, preferences for public goods tend tredgraphically
concentrated as neighbors have incentives to collécthe for scarce public goods.
Moreover, because ethnic groups are geographically conthtideological
preferences tend to vary with geographic preferences.eHthaic politics and ethnic

conflict (Bates 1983a). For example, not only do the Haudkorthern Nigeria have



similar preferences for the geographic location of pugdiods, they also have similar
ideological preferences for the type of public goods se@plhey want public goods
(roads, bridges, schools, etc.) produced and supplied Mdttk, and they want public
goods that reflect their cultural, religious, and lingaigteferences. An example of an
ideological preference is that of the legal systernniétgroups in Northern Nigeria tend
to be Muslim, and many ideologically prefer the legaleysto be based on Islamic
Sharia law. Conversely, The Yoruba of Southwest Negend the Igbo of Southeast
Nigeria have a different set of preferences caused byotveriance of ideology and
geography. Most of Southern Nigeria is not Muslim, armdr tideological preferences
over the public good of a legal system thus differ. Our madetefore, arrays
preferences along a single dimension.

Figure 1 shows a unidimensional policy space over thevaitf0,1]. S represents the
State’s policy preference for the provision of public goolq yepresents a traditional
institution of the 1 ethnic group’s policy preference with respect to the prowist
public good j. | assume median voter logic for both theesand traditional institutions.
The literature on traditional institutions emphasizeleadt some form of election for the
selection of chiefs, and perhaps an even greater miedjenwith respect to elder-
council decision making in stateless societies (Busia 1@g8kpi-Bénissan 1976 and
1985, Goldschmidt 1981, Illiffe 1987, Ladouceur 1979, Ogot 1964, Ottenberg 1971,
Kgosi Seepapitso 1989). And, as | explain in Section Ithisf chapter, traditional
authority is at least partially beholden to its members

Figure 1 shows a unimodal preference distribution of iddals’ single-peaked

preferences living under both the state and traditionttutiens 1 and 2. This means



that Ethnic Group 1 and Ethnic Group 2 have the same pne&dbstribution with
respect to provision of public good j. An example of this lddoe a state in which ethnic
groups are not geographically concentrated, and therdasdigological difference
across ethnic groups. Due to the median logic of bothtébe and the traditional
institutions, § Ty, and T; are located at the same point on the policy spadeaiting
identical preferences with respect to the provision of pigad j. In this case
individuals prefer state provision of public good j due toesbahefits. The state can
satisfy both ethnic groups 1 and 2 by minimizing the per capits of providing public
good j.

Figure 2, on the other hand, shows a bi-modal preferestrédtion, in which the
geographic and ideological preferences of Ethnic Group 1 dmicEEroup 2 co-vary. In
this case the state locates itself at the medi&tlofic Groups 1 and 2, while the
traditional institutions locate their policy preferenaéshe median of their respective
ethnic groups. Individuals now face a tradeoff. If theyod®oto solicit the public good
from their respective traditional institution, theydgo the benefits of scale production
and must pay higher per capita costs. However, theynodaublic good closer to their
ideal preferences. The further the median preferenteeadthnic groups, the greater the
distance between;Tand S At some point, the distance becomes great enoughlsaich t
individuals of ethnic group i will prefer to forgo per capitataosimization in order to
receive the'] public good that is closer to their ideal point. In shiodividuals will
choose the traditional institution for governance dkerstate, thus weakening state

authority.



S, Ty, Ty

Figure 1: Unimodal preference distribution

Figure 2: Bimodal preference distribution



From this model, | derive three hypotheses. The first is:
H1: _State weakness increases as the number of ethnslioguoups within a state
increases.

From the above model, we can predict that greateo&tiguistic diversity will generate
greater preference divergences due to the covarianceoddggeand geography, thus
increasing the likelihood that an individual will solitiaditional institutions for
governance rather than the state.

| have chosen the measure of ethnolinguistic diversitabse it is an adequate proxy
for ideological and geographic preferences. Recenthiténature has increasingly
criticized the measure of ethnolinguistic diversity, treasmmonly operationalized as
ethnolinguistic fractionalization (ELF), as suspectdeveral reasofsFirst, ELF is
unable to measure the diversity present within ethnic gratipise clan or sub-clan level,
for example. Second, measures of ELF often amalgahfégéeing groups into one
linguistic cluster. Third, as noted by Posner (2000, seePalsper and Laitin 2001), ELF
can only serve as a proxy variable for the aatuahber of politically organized,
competing groups. Fourth, people do not “map one-to-one omtx ethlinguistic
groups” (Laitin 2000, p. 143), nor do their preferences. | agittemany of these
criticisms, however | argue that ethnolinguistic diitgrdoes serve as an adequate
measure of ideological and geographic preferences withatesppublic goods.

Moreover, as | argue in Section Il, combining a meastiethmolinguistic diversity with

2 ELF is the probability that two randomly selected pessfrom one country will not speak the same
language. Formally, F = 2X-[(ni/N)][(n; — 1)/(N-1)], from i = 1 to i = n, where is the number of speakers
of the " language, and N is the total number of people in the populdtiis adapted from Ray and
Taylor’s index of party fractionalization (see TayloidaHudson, 1972, pp. 214-217). The most common
measure of ELF comes from the Atlas Narodov Mira (1964in grateful to Phil Roeder for providing me
with this data.



a measure of the institutional hierarchy of those ethguoistic groups is a good proxy
variable to test my model of when individuals solib# state or traditional institutions

for governance.

The measure of ethnolinguistic diversity is the broadesasure of a bounded set of
culturally similar characteristics, the two most im@aat elements of that set being a
mutually intelligible language and common religious Wsliboth of which condition
preferences over a large range of public goods, including edluctite legal system,
citizenship definition, and property rights definition amfioecement, especially with

respect to land.

When public goods, such as education, do not match one’s gagejertoire, the
costs of access are high (Laitin 1998, 1994; Alesina, BagirEasterly 1999). Language
also conditions cultural preferences (Laitin 1977). Thusieasure of ethnolinguistic
diversity serves as a useful proxy for ideological armbggphic preferences. Granted,
the measure of ethnolinguistic diversity does not tateeaocount the structural
differences between languages, and hence the degre¢unétdifference between
linguistic groups or sub-groups within an ethnolinguistic growgtif. 2000, Greenburg
1956). However, | argue that with respect to Sub-SahanaceAit is an effective proxy
when we take into account the fact that ethnolinguggtizips often serve as boundaries
of shared cultural preferences, which in the case ofS&liaran Africa are rooted in

traditional religious beliefs.

Traditional religious beliefs form another essentiaiment in the set of culturally
similar characteristics. Beliefs in the supernatwsath as the role of ancestors in

sanctioning one’s actions through reward and punishment, icfitvaft, are near-



universal to all societies in Sub-Saharan Africa. Idowu (18%3)sively defines

Africa’s traditional religions as possessing five chagastics: the belief in a
high/supreme god; belief in divinities; belief in spirlvglief in ancestors; and the
practice of magic and medicine. These universal beliefsetier, are bounded by
variance in the actual expression of those beligfsdific gods, spirits, priests, rituals,
etc.). And the variance of expression tends to be boundtgk ®thnolinguistic
community. Thus ideological preferences derived frongialis beliefs coincide with the

ethnolinguistic group.

Moreover, such traditional religious beliefs conditmuitural preferences over a large
range of public goods. With respect to land rights, Ayi(i€01) writes:

Westerners consider land as something that can be cut up
into parcels and traded on a market with property rights
attached to them. In indigenous Africa, land was an
important aspect of the social group and its use was
governed by social relationships (kinship, ancestral
descendancy) and religious beliefs. In most indigenous
African systems, as we noted in an earlier chapterednth
was regarded as belonging to the ancestors. It was from
them that the living inherited the right to use it. Th&its

of the ancestors constantly kept watch and saw tatttth
was used properly and fairly. (p. 285)

Thus cosmological views, especially with respect tats@nd ancestors, condition
preferences over property rights and land tenure systems.
With respect law and the legal system, Ayittey agamsses the importance of
African religion and philosophy:
Most native Africans believed wrong-doing strained docia
relationships and displeased the ever-present spirtiteeof
ancestors. Thus, while the concept of justice waslglea
known, it was pursued within certain parameters or with

additional objectives: repairing frayed social relationship
and pacifying the ancestral spirits. (1991, p. 63)



The system of kinship and descent, which is also rootdesetreligious beliefs, also
has an effect on preferences over citizenship definiibleast with respect to citizenship
in the local community angis sanguiniitizenship (citizenship marked by descent
regardless of location of birth) at the national leeéwhich 26 out of 40 Sub-Saharan
states (all francophone countries and five anglophoa@)tain (Herbst 2000).
Preferences over matrilineal or patrilineal descemh $tem the kinship system of
ethnolinguistic groups.

Certainly, African societies have undergone tremendoasl, economic,
cultural, linguistic and political change from the coldpiariod to the present (and even
in the pre-colonial period). However, many of theseyi@lis beliefs survive. Because
Africans acknowledge a supreme, creator God, a greabtisanotheistic doctrine, both

Christian and Islamic, has been assimilated intoticawil religious cosmology.

Finally, traditional religious beliefs are also vemportant with respect to the
legitimacy and the territorial boundary of traditionadtitutions. There is an intimate
relationship between religious beliefs and the orgapizaif traditional institutions.
Elders, for example, command respect because due tagjgeihey are closer to their
ancestors. Chiefs, too, command respect because tiezigé is either traced to the
founding member of the community, or the office of daigfcy itself is the custodian of
the community, both past, present and future. AccordingottoH:

What we can say is that there is a constant dialbetween religious ideas and
principles of social organization. Not only do sociahfierexert a profound

influence on religious ideas. They themselves are defineerms of religious
ideas and are even molded by such ideas. (Horton 1971, p. 107)



A measure of ethnolinguistic diversity does not necdgsagasure the territorial bounds
of traditional institutions, as these most often ogeoater a smaller geographic space
than the ethnolinguistic group (see Section Il). Howeaeneasure of ethnolinguistic
diversity does measure the upper bound from which traditieststutions can operate.
In other words, it is rare for a traditional institutimnexercise authority over a
geographic area outside the bounds of an ethnolinguistic groaport, the measure of
ethnolinguistic diversity is a useful proxy to measubmanded set of ideological
preferences.

We can use the Yoruba of Southwestern Nigeria agame to clarify these
issues. The Yoruba are classified as an ethnolinguistigpgicomprising roughly 21% of
Nigeria’s population. This measure, however, is suspeeuse it amalgamates
subgroups and does not measure the degree of diversity ameomgBascom, whose
writing reflects events in the 1930’s, mentions at I28ssubgroups, and “there is
dialectical variation in the Yoruba language, so thaiaa from Owd has difficulty
understanding a Ketu man at first, and there is consideladdl variation in customs
and institutions” (1969, p. 6). Even the term Yoruba is altemas coined by the Fulani
or the Hausa, and refers to the Oyo Yoruba. Only ilfflecentury did Christian
missionaries begin applying the term Yoruba to all sub-gr@apsth 1988, p. 7).

With respect to institutions, the Yoruba were nevetredized under a single
polity. Rather, they organized themselves into a numbkingtloms. Smith describes at

least 14 and refers to “some twenty or more... foyraigtinct and independent states.”

% | have chosen to eliminate the diacritical marks ofuban terms due to differences across my sources,
and due to the inability of my word processor’s fonteefwroduce several of them.



(1988, p.6). While the kingdom of Oyo was hegemonic in tfeatil 18 centuries,
each kingdom was basically autonomous (Law 1977).

Nevertheless, “there is sufficient underlying culturad &inguistic unity to
consider [the Yoruba] as a single ethnic group, large aratsi as it may be” (Bascom
1969, p. 6). The reason for this unity largely derives franutually intelligible
language, even considering dialectical variation, and gbaned religious beliefs.
Briefly, the Yoruba acknowledge Ife as the place whieeeCreator Olodumare (the
high/supreme God according to ldowu’s classification) denttvinity Oduduwa to
colonize the earth (Smith 1988, p. 14). Thus Ife is widekpawledged as the cradle of
the Yoruba.

This foundation myth, along with other aspects of religibelief, is central to
the organization of traditional institutions:

Nearly all Yoruba were (and are) townspeople in timsse

that they belonged to a town, even though they might spend

most of the year on farms up to 20 miles distanttheat

center of each (with one or two relatively recent

exceptions) dwelt an oba in his afin or palace... Tlasob

office and person were sacred; he was the priest and

protector of his people, and they naturally wished to live in

his shadow... transcending the town was the kingdom or

state. (Smith 1988, p. 87)
The hierarchy of chiefs culminated in the king, and méstbe royal houses trace their
descent to Ife, and thus to the divinity Oduduwa. The priro&tlye kings entitles them
to wear a beaded crown, whereas lower-level chiefs caAdditionally, the king of Ife

(the location where Oduduwa descended), the Oni, claimsrggmiver other kings.

These claims were widely acknowledged. “Letters writtethe Oni by other Yoruba



kings in the 1920’s and 1930s addressed him as ‘Father’ and igieee $§Son,” and he
replied reciprocally” (Bascom 1969, p. 6).

Yoruban society has undergone tremendous social, ecomowhipolitical change
since the pre-colonial and colonial period. British inclinelle initiated structural changes
that affected both chiefs and cult priests (Andrew Ap8%?2). Native courts centralized
legal adjudication within kingdoms, which strengthened thvegps of the king over
lower-level chiefs. Alien “Customary law” was admirmistd, though many bypassed the
courts for a “more traditional settlement, a practicech continues today” (Andrew
Apter 1992, p. 167). Christian missionaries created new tppbes for economic and
social advancement due to their linkages with the coladialinistration, and as a result
respect for gerontocratic and chiefly authority erodedragrthe more educated,
professional classes (Andrew Apter 1992). Conversion here@hristianity or Islam was
widespread. Those holdiragisa (traditional religiouskult offices are generally
associated with rural, low social status individuals,udilg the farmers, petty
tradesmen, and craftsmen (Andrew Apter 1992). The term “pagavitiely used by
Christians and Muslims alike to indicate such low stéuslrew Apter 1992).

However, traditional religious beliefs still underpdoruban society. “Yoruba
Christians who were commanded to forswear the religidheir ancestors have
‘rewritten’ Christianity intoorisa worship by revising myths of origin” (Andrew Apter
1992, p. 3). A proliferation of independent churches providesd of Christianity that
are compatible with traditional religious beliefs (AndrApter 1992). High-status
professionals, Muslims and Christians still consult-tile holders “when modern

medicine and prayers to the Christian or Muslim God aihdrew Apter 1992, p. 170).



A person referred to a sub-town in the Ayede kingdon®@gpercent Catholic and 100
percent pagan” (Andrew Apter 1992, p. 171). Finally, accordir@lupona (1991),
“because the king’s ‘sacred’ status has an immedraciyil affairs, rather than a strictly
‘cultic’ focus,” kingship andrisa worship have developed into a “civil” religion (p. 83).

Likewise, such religious beliefs still underpin thgitenacy and territorial
boundary of traditional institutions. Andrew Apter writes:

Like all Yoruba kings, the Ata of Ayede is sacred, itrgc

his dynastic pedigree back to ancient Ife. His sacrecepmow
derive from speciglju medicines, from installation
ceremonies, from his privileged position ‘second to the
gods,’ and from ritual sacrifices and annual festivals whic
ensure stability on the throne and good fortune in the .town
These sociopolitical patterns and religious beliefehav
persisted to the present day, responding to the incorporatio
of kingdoms into the wider structures of indirect radethe
impact of Islam, Christianity, and formal educationthe

new opportunities provided by cash cropping and
occupational mobility; and to the dramatic vicissitudes of
postcolonial party politics and military rule... Yorukags

still meet regularly with their chiefs, and tbasa cults still
regulate ritual power in their towns (1992, p. 183).

Moreover, the primacy of the king of Ife (the Oni)ntaues. A German
TV documentary explained:

Okunade Sijuwade Olobuse Il is the Oni of Ife and a
descendant of the god Oduduwa. He is 54 years old, a
wealthy businessman who studied at London, saw the
entire world, and at the moment of his coronation, was
shareholder in more than 100 enterprises... For fifteen
million Yoruba he is an unquestionable chief and a
representative of God on earth. (Passage taken from a
German TV Documentarylte Volker Junge Staateaired
May 1984. Taken from van Rouveroy van Nieuwaal, 2000,
and translated from the French).

However, as villages and small towns expand, they areasingly regarded as dmn

(hometown) rather than the capital of the kingdone(R883, p. 75). Thus claims to



kingship by chiefs, with the right to wear a beaded cr{ttwns marking descent from the
god Oduduwa), have greatly expanded. In 1903, the Oni of Ifgmesm 21; in 1966,
41;in 1977, no fewer than sixty (Smith 1988, Appendix I).

In fact, traditional institutions remain focal points focal politics. Trager (2001)
mentions that social-class conflict and town-distcmflict in Ijesa is “less overt” than
chieftaincy conflicts, which involve various factions vyimgitistall and remove chiefs
and kings, as well as gain access to resources (Chagts 8lso Laitin 1986). Even for
members of the community who have migrated to urban iesiieh as Lagos,
traditional institutions still heavily affect them. Horoetn associations, under the
coordinative management of the chiefs/kings,dlaxitizens for local development
projects (Targer 2001, Chapter 8). Thus “in a society [Nagevhere there is very little
successful taxation (Guyer 1992), the ability of a comtyuniessentially tax its
members on a regular basis for a succession of pragesitgmificant” (Trager 2001, p.
201).

The measure of ethnolinguistic fractionalizatioa thus an overly simplified
measure of linguistic, cultural and religious diversity wiag@plied to the Yoruba of
Southwestern Nigeria. However, | argue that it seagea useful proxy for ideological
and geographic preferences that stem from shared religgdiess as well as from a
mutually intelligible language. Though religious, soa@dpnomic, linguistic and
political changes have most definitely affected theubay traditional religious beliefs
still condition local preferences and traditional ingtdns still remain the focal points for
realizing many of those preferences. Thus, the meas@t@rdlinguistic diversity is an

adequate measure of ideological preferences.



What the measure of ethnolinguistic diversity cannohdwajever, is measure
the scale of governance by traditional institution$ése local communities. Yoruban
communities, as we have seen, are typically integiatedraditional institutions
(kingdoms) on a scale smaller than the ethnolingugstiap. According to Peel, these
communities retain “the same [colonial and precolomialitical culture which enjoined
actors to look for external sources to forward theb#ions within it” (1983, p. 252). In
other words, the traditional institutions remain as feaoahts for local governance and
collective action. As | argue in section Il belowe tale of the traditional institution
conditions whether or nor an individual will chooseather than the state for
governance. We must, therefore, alter our proxy meadigeographic and ideological

preferences to take into account the scale of theitraditinstitution.

My second derived hypothesis is:

H2: (Converse of H1): If a state contains a singleathguistic group, it should
experience less state weakness.

The logic behind this hypothesis is explained by Figure 1. \WWheflerences are not
bimodal, as | argue they are likely to be across ethnastiggroups, then individuals
should prefer state provision of public goods rather thavigion by traditional
institutions. Preferences may vary geographically asagedicross the subgroups of the
ethnolinguistic group, yet compared to the bimodal distributepresented in Figure 2,
these should be comparatively small. Again, consideiYttruba. Cultural preferences
may differ by subgroup, yet this ethnolinguistic commun#g Bnough commonalities
such that a Yoruban state, on average, would be mohg tiksupply public goods

acceptable to all Yoruba than a Nigerian state.



The third derived hypothesis is:

H3: Men are more likely than women to support and/acisdtaditional
institutions.

| acknowledge that preferences do not uniformly vary acogridi language and shared
religious beliefs. As | have argued above, they serusetfsll proxies for preferences
over the type of public goods supplied, due to the costs essacahether geographic,
linguistic or cultural. Another cost of access is gendeetadue to the fact that Africa’s
traditional institutions are almost uniformly patriarchayen in societies with matrilineal
descent, and even in societies with traditional officeld by women, the public goods
supplied by traditional institutions are almost uniformlylereentered and male-biased.
Land rights, for example, are asymmetrically biase¢atds husbands and male
members of the descent group. On average, therefore, wslnald prefer state-level

provision of public goods.

. The Variance in Scale of Traditional Institutions: Chiefdoms
Versus Acephalous Institutions

In this section | address an aspect of traditional uigins that the above model does
not account for, scale. The scale on which a traditiomstitution provides public goods
greatly affects its capacity and efficiency. Therefeale should affect an individual's
choice concerning whether to solicit the state or tiaui institutions for the'j public
good. | argue that an effective measure of scale isihigutional hierarchy of the
traditional institution, and | illustrate the argument gdimree ethnic groups, the Meta,

the Igbo and the Zulu. Then | modify my first hypotheésisncorporate a measure of the



hierarchy of traditional institutions within the ethnolingicigiroup. Finally, a fourth
hypothesis concerning urban/rural preferences is advanced.

If the rival's claims to order, jurisdiction, defirotm, decision-making, permanent
administration and the centralization of coordinaio® not on a scale large enough for
the efficient and cost-effective provision of tRepublic good, then given a choice,
people will chose to comply with the state over tlaglitional institution in exchange for
public goods provision. The scale of tHejublic good is thus an important variable,
independent of ideological and geographic preferences, that'sfan individual's
choice. It is also a difficult variable to measure.

We know that not all public goods are effectively or éffitly provided on the same
scale. National defense, for example, is best-supphea national scale while fire
protection can be efficiently provided locally. Howewseg have yet to come up with an
adequate measure of the efficient scale of specific pgbbds, given a specific level of
technology. This is problematic because | cannot dyréest my theory of scale by
examining the provision of specific public goods. The hypethéslevelop in this
section thus test my theory by measuring the scaleegbdtential rival to the state and
by making a broad distinction between urban and ruralgmedes. My case studies will
also take into account a broad ordering of public goods, oal to regional to state-
level infrastructure.

First, | argue that institutions requireranimum level of scali order to meet basic
efficiency and cost-effectiveness. For example, imagi set of autonomous villages,
each capable of only adjudicating disputes involving the meswdfea single village. If

the majority of disputes are between members of difterilages, then the village is not



providing legal adjudication on a scale large enough torgensocietal compliance.
Villagers will prefer governance on a scale that engasses the entire set of villages.
This logic is widely recognized in the literature (Spru994, Richard Posner 1980,
Popkin 1979, Haas 1964). As the transactions of individuals grgenteéhe local,
regional or national level, so does the demand formpaviee on a larger scale.
Therefore, | argue that in order for a traditional insioin to serve as a rival to the state’s
governance, it must supply a minimum level of scalésitocal-public goods.

A minimum level of scale is also necessary becausg@awgrnance institution tends
to provide a set of public goods, each with varying optienals of scale, in order to
reduce transaction costs. If public goods were provided @olyrding to their optimal
scale, then a set of governance institutions with agerhg jurisdictions would exist,
each institution providing public goods at differing scaleslé¢@mal on the level of
technology. Such an arrangement, however, tradesfiof€acies of scale with the
transaction costs generated by overlapping jurisdictions.

In fact, the emergence of states (hierarchy) and néstel$ of government is
explained as a response to these tradeoffs (Alesina atab8p8003, Williamson 1981
and 1975). The state centralizes administration and c@bi@inof public goods
provision to reduce transaction costs across overlapisglictions, while nested,
lower-level governance units are delegated the tasksalfpublic goods provision.
Policing, for example, is supplied at a local or regideal, and national defense at a
national level, but each is subject to national lawenteance coordination and reduce

transaction costs. The state thus minimizes thetafabetween transaction costs and



efficient provision of public goods by supplying public goods at ap@tEpscales while
maintaining overall administrative oversight.

A similar logic exists with respect to traditional ihistions. Those operating on a
larger scale — over a greater geographic range and withaadiig of nested institutions
— are more efficient and cost-effective producers ot afgeublic goods because they
minimize transaction costs. Moreover, greater scalergg¢es increasing rivalry with the
state because the traditional institution is able teigeopublic goods that the state has
delegated to lower-level administrative units that moosedly resemble ideological and
geographic preferences. If thequblic good, for example, can be efficiently and cost-
effectively provided by both the traditional institutiorddsy the state, my theory predicts
that covariance of ideological and geographic preferendeadvantage the traditional
institution. In other words, as the scale of the traddl institution increases, the
authority of the state decreases with respect to af getblic goods, including th&';
State-traditional relations are thus zero-sum with @gpepublic goods provision and
compliance.

Additionally, greater scale advantages traditionaituntsbns with respect to state-
level bargaining and collective action. As | explainleln Section Ill, African states
have attempted to control traditional institutions by mgsthem into the state’s
administrative hierarchy. Traditional institutions op&r@on a greater scale were and are
advantaged in this relationship. Greater scale meanghthatditional institution can
generate compliance by a greater number of individGalmbined with the greater scale
of the traditional institution’s administrative orgartiea, it can mobilize a greater

number of individuals, which advantages the traditionaitutgin when bargaining with



the state. This is a useful bargaining chip in state-iotalaction, and it advantages the
traditional institution in terms of retaining independencehwaspect to the state, as well
as extracting resources from the state. AdditionalsQuece extraction generates greater
incentives for compliance by individuals under the juogdn of the traditional
institution because it can deliver state, and even iatiermal, patronage. In short, the
traditional authority is not just a focal point witlspect to public goods provision, but a
focal point with respect to extracting external resosirce

Not all traditional institutions are the same with respe their scale of governance.
Over a hundred years of Anthropology and ethnographisiimgation has yielded a rich
collection of data on the political and social orgamaof Africa’s tribal, ethnic and
ethnolinguistic groups (See Murdock 1967 and 1959 for a dated itopicative
overview). Despite the great deal of variety in paitiand social organization,
anthropologists have focused on a bimodal ideal-type mdgelitical and social
organization by dividing groups into state-based chieftaificrggloms and acephalous
or stateless societies. Below | outline the charastics of each mode of organization,
explaining why acephalous societies are, on averaggelikely to serve as rivals to the
state’s governance. All else being equal, we should expezfdoms to be more
effective rivals to the state than acephalous sesielue to these scale concerns.

Fortes and Evans-Pritchard first distinguished betwksda and stateless African
societies in their 1940 landmark woAdrican Political Systemdn examining and
generalizing across a set of African polities, thetzé two ideal-type groups:

One group which we refer to as Group A, consists of those
societies which have centralized authority, adminiseat

machinery, and judicial institutions — in short, government
—and in which cleavages of wealth, privilege and status



correspond to the distribution of power and authorityne T
other group, which we refer to as Group B consists afegho
societies which lack centralized authority, administeat
machinery and constituted judicial institutions — in short,
which lack government and in which there are no sharp
divisions of rank, status or wealth. (p.5)

Subsequent ethnographic and anthropological work on Afasautilized this
distinction, though not without criticism. Many view ttiehotomy as racist because
colonial powers incorporated it into evolutionary modéldevelopment (bane- tribe
— chiefdom— state), thereby justifying colonization of “primitive” settes (Skalnik
1987). Marxists such as Coquery-Vidrovitch prefer to examin@elcolonial African
societies as similar with respect to a “tributary moélproduction” (1980, p. 148).
Others argued for a more “continuous typology,” one et into account intermediate
forms (M. G. Smith 1956, p. 51). Still others criticized #ntire structural-functional
approach to anthropology, and argued for more dynamic miaelgorating historical
processes, agency, negotiation, ideology, performandesyanbolism (Kuper 1982).

| agree with the above criticisms, yet | have chdseretain the basic structural-
functional approach while replacing the dichotomy with@e nuanced, ordinal variable
of jurisdictional hierarchy. Because such an approashligect to widespread censure,
especially among Anthropologists who largely think thatcttiral analysis is
theoretically dead, first let me explain my reasorbefpre | explain the measure. | am
not a structural-functionalist, | am an institutiongliilizing micro-analytic analysis. The
critiques of structural-functionalism with respect tgigdn societies are valid in that the
theoretical approach neglects dynamic processes, amdyheifies Africa’s traditional

institutions as deterministic and non-contestable. Howéle new institutionalism

widely recognizes institutions as rules that individudisese to in order to maximize



their preferences. Thus institutions, in this caseticadil institutions, affect individual
decisions and thus outcomes. Such an approach meansutha&xamining the
organization of Africa’s traditional institutions, and argyithat their scale affects
individual choices with respect to state or traditional gltance. Therefore, | retain the
basic distinction between state and stateless, bethescale on which these institutions
operate affects individual choices.

Moreover, in accordance with M. G. Smith’s (1956) cstmes, | argue that the
dichotomous distinction between state and statelesbecaeplaced with a more nuanced,
ordinal variable of jurisdictional hierarchy. Middletordahait’s work on acephalous
(segmentary) societies developed the notion of thégoramunity:

The widest political unit in these societies we tadl jural

community... it is the widest grouping within which there

are a moral obligation and a means ultimately to settle

disputes peaceably... It is the largest autonomous grouping

in political contexts. (1958, p. 9)
In other words, the jural community is a rough measurehat political scientists would
term sovereignty, or the jurisdictional boundary efaatonomous polity. Though shared
culture and certain institutions would often extend refetibeyond the jural community,
each of these jural communities would have a “constitatiostructure (Ruel 1969). A
useful analogy can be drawn from the city-states okah&reece, which shared a
common culture and religious beliefs, making them anadiiguistic group. Certain
institutions, such as the Oracle at Delphi, exerted aitylacross the entire
ethnolinguistic group. Yet each city-state was autonor{dissegarding the Delian

League and the Peloponnesian League), with its own “totist,” and thus the jural

community would be defined as the city state.



George Peter MurdockEthnographic Atlag1967) included a measure of the
jural community, which he termed “jurisdictional hierarcleybnd the local
community,” and hereafter referred to by its acronyndHCSubsequent revisions of
Murdock’s coding were published in the jouriébrld Cultureg(Grey 1991). ICJH
measures the number of levels of legal hierarchy beyentbtial community (village or
sub-clan). It is an ordinal variable ranging from O (odtjgcal authority) to 3 (three levels
of legal hierarchy; for chiefdoms this would correspond tedltadministrative levels of
chieftaincy, with a king or paramount chief at the apeghall illustrate this measure by
giving three examples.

The Meta are an ethnic group living in the Cameroonstiedds, who in pre-
colonial times occupied an area of approximately 335 squiaradters, with a
population of roughly 20,000 (all information on the MetaasrfrDillon 1990). They
were organized into 30 villages, each with a population rangimg £00 to more than
1,000. Individuals were grouped into progressively wider kinshipnimgtons, from the
lineage to the clan segment to the clan, which extendsthiki beyond the village level.
The clan “did not have a precisely defined structure, @nthembers engaged in
cooperation and mutual support only on an individual basi)eaappropriate
circumstances arose” (Dillon 1990, p. 89). Some residuatisig property and marriage
were vested in the clan.

For an individual, however, the village was most impdrfangovernance. The
minimal lineage “controlled marriage and property rightstndirectly” (Dillon 1990, p.
89), and “the internal [within the village] relationsatén sections were formally

structured, with various segments cooperating in impodestent group activities on a



regular basis” (p. 89). Village government was a federatiatan segments. The heads
of the clan segments (“senior village notables”) fatraevillage council, and the
preeminent notable held the title of chief, thus formingxecutive. Each village had its
own “constitution.”

The jural community of the Meta thus resides at tHagd level (ICJH = 1). “In a
fashion quite analogous to modern state-level legalsgste number of specific
offenses came under the jurisdiction of the local auttes” (Dillon 1990, p. 236). While
a complex network of shard norms, clan relationshipskets, ritual specialists, periodic
assemblies of all villages and collective ceremoniavitiets occurred, governance was
centered on the autonomous village. Other aspects afesgnty, such as a monopoly of
the coercive use of force, were similarly locatechmYillage. Wars often occurred
between villages, and “...no centralized system foikamyl planning encompassed the
entire polity” (Dillon 1990, p. 242).

The Igbo (Ibo) are an ethnolinguistic group residin§ontheastern Nigeria

(all material on the Igbo are from Ottenberg 1971). Tdwwyprise roughly 18% of
Nigeria’s total population, and despite a population detisétycan reach over 1,000
people per square mile, they have never been organizedastural state. Rather, the
Igbo are organized into 200 separate village-groups, “each hanage, internal
organization, and a central market” (Ottenberg 1971, pI'kg.size of each village
group, according to the 1953 Nigerian census, ranges fromaséwausand to over
75,000. Moreover, there is cultural variation acrosstigesups as well.

One of these village-groups, the Afikpo, covers an ard®®fsquare kilometers

and includes roughly 26,000 people living in 22 villages. Unlike “magid] individuals



in the Afikpo village group are organized into both matrilirexad patrilineal descent
groups. While the heads of the matrilineages retain authmréyroughly 85% of land
rights, the heads of the patrilineages form a couna@ldasgrs that makes decisions at the
village (not the village-group) level. Males are also orgzthinto age-grades, and the
grade below that of the elders acts as an executiveloi village government in that it
implements decisions made by the council of elders.

At the village group level, the seniors of the senior agelgof each of Afikpo’'s
twenty-two villages are organized to form a second tier eégunent. These seniors are
again divided into age grades based on their seniorityjufiie grade contains elders in
their fifties and sixties, and forms the executive bhaof the village group, again in the
sense that it implements decisions made at the vitiagep level. Legislation is made by
the middle grade. The senior grade, composed of eldersneludtan very weak, acts as
an advisory body: “their knowledge is treated with greapect, though their advice is
not necessarily followed” (Ottenberg 1971, p. 231).

Legal adjudication occurs at sub-village, village and vilggoup levels. While
“elders attempt to resolve matters within their own detsgeoups and in [village] wards
and villages,” certain cases, especially land disputesadjudicated at the village-group
level. “When the elders of the groups concerned canrité¢ aetatter through friendly
negotiation, or one party does not wish to do so, a&jpamirt is created by each side
calling in individual elders, who together form a judges’ugrto try the case” (Ottenberg
1971, p. 246). Most elders selected for this court are fremrmitdle grade (legislative

branch) of the village-group.



The jural community of the Igbo thus resides at thagélgroup level (ICJH =
2). The authority structure is “almost antihierarchigalthe sense that patrilineage and
matrilineage heads exercise greater authority over dhtadn higher-level village
governance, and likewise with respect to village and vilrgeip governance. Yet the
village-group, the second level of jurisdictional hierarbbyond the local community, is
the upper-bound of the Afikpo polity. Like the Meta, otaspects of sovereignty are also
located at the village-group level. “Trade and intermaeriagcurred between
neighboring units, and sometimes rituals common to diffegyeups were performed
jointly, but fighting between these village-groups oved)asiaves, and other matters was
also frequent” (Ottenberg 1971, p. xii).

The kingdom of Buganda emerged in th& b4 15" century around the
Northwestern shore of Lake Victoria. Before th&' téntury, society was organized into
a number of clans (Reid 2002 mentions roughly 50 by ti #ach with a head or
mutaka(plural,batakg (Kiwanuka 1974). Clans were politically autonomous and
territorially concentrated.

Why political organization changed to one of kingship lgextt to much debate.
Early European explores and authors maintained the vewAfnicans were incapable of
forming sophisticated, centralized institutions, and thugated the source of kingship
to the migration of Hamites (the ‘Hamitic hypothesi&ecent explanations still
emphasize migrations that occurred from roughly 1300 to 150@idagree as to
whether kingship was introduced by migrants (the ‘Luo hymiheor evolved out of

the clan institutions themselves for security (Kiwanuka 197 2®ther reasons.



Whatever the cause, kingship emerged, and from theolthe 18' century, the
“single most important theme of Ganda political histomgs the extension of the
authority of thekabaka(king) over thebataka(clan heads) (Reid 2002, p. 3). Initially the
kabaka(king) was grimus inter paresa first among equals with respect to bla¢aka
(clan heads). Yet a period of constant warfare witmgighboring kingdom of Bunyoro
reinforced the&kabakas position as military leader, and innovative kings betgaextend
their authority. Kateregga (reigned before Mutebi inlée 16", early 17") pursued a
policy of direct rule by appointing those successful ititany campaigns to chiefships,
while “Mutebi [17" was the first king to interfere effectively withetihereditary
principle [of clan and lineage head succession] in tieiradtration” (Kiwanuka 1972, p.
100). Centralization rapidly advanced in th&' t@ntury, beginning with the reign of
Mawanda (late 118", who established the administrative unit of $kaza(county) to
extend direct control beyond the royal court. “Any ass@ent of Mawanda'’s policies
must, therefore, recognize that they boldly led toctieation of a new type of chiefs
known as the king’s men” (Kiwanuka 1972, p. 115). These swefe appointed and
dismissed at the pleasure of the king.

By the mid-14' century, on the eve of European contact and conquest, th
kingdom was organized into tesaza (counties) (Reid 2002). Thabakaappointed all
except three which remained hereditary (Fallers, KarangaMusoke 1964). While
royal authority varied frorssazato ssazathe trend was indisputably one of “progressive
strengthening of central control by the Kabaka and aaroitant decline in the political
importance of descent groups” (Fallers, Kamoga and Musoke {1984%). Mobility

throughout the kingdom reduced the geographic concentratioreafjes and clans, and



‘national’ religious rituals, centered on kingship, adedhagainst rituals centered on the
totemic clans and lineages (Fallers, Kamoga and Musoke 1964).

Circa 1900, the Buganda kingdom governed 28,700 square kilometers and
roughly one million people (Chrétien 2003, p. 473). A compistem of taxation
maintained the administration, and an elaborate systemell-maintained roads
extended throughout the kingdom (Reid 2002, chapter 5). While lidyobgaggerated,
Stanley estimated a military of 125,000 strong in an attackitnessed, including a navy
of 16,000 to 20,000 men and 230 war canoes, the largest being 2légth (1878
Vol. I, pp. 305-06, 314). In fact, there is evidence thakthgdom was close to obtaining
the monopolies we associate with statehood. In areictdirruled province where it was
“impossible to get much further from the metropolitantce,” inhabitants still responded
to calls for public work at the capital (Reid 2002, p. 104).

Administration of the kingdom, however, was not thaybly bureaucratized.
According to Fallers et al., “there apparently waditi@anally no conception of levels of
organization” beyond thesazacounty):

... there were simply superiors and subordinates \aiths

and titles... Thessazachiefs were ranked according to this

scheme, as were their subordinates and, in turn, their

subordinates’ subordinates... The traditional view sam

as being arranged, not in levels or ranks, but simply in

dyadic relations of subordination and superordination.

(Fallers, Kamoga and Musoke 1964, p. 73)
Legal adjudication was also conducted according to thesbodyes. Disputes were
taken to one’s superior, and if the litigants were unhagfythe judgment, they could

appeal to their superior’s superior. Appeal proceeded accoalthistmethod until

reaching the court of tHeatikkiro (an office analogized as Prime Minister). Then one



could appeal to theabaka and finally to “the ordeal of drinking an infusion of an
intoxicating herbrfhadudy, the successful litigant being the one who could vathdthe
effects” (Fallers, Kamoga and Musoke 1964, p. 109).

Amidst this profusion of subordinate relationshipsyehgas at least one level of
jural organization between tlssazacounty) and the smallest political unit, thealo.
Kyalo is often translated as “village,” or “estate,” andastretch of land, often a hill but
sometimes a part of a hill, divided into holdings, on ezalhich the dwelling of the
holder is located” (Fallers, Kamoga and Musoke 1964, p. 88a0h holding would
inhabit a monogamous or polygynous family. Ekgalowould have a chief, be he a clan
or lineage headrfulukg or a chief appointed by a superior. Writazachiefs and other
officials would control their owikyalos they would often appoint chiefs to manage
them.

Measuring the jural community of the Buganda kingdom is dhftisult because
of the emphasis on dyadic ties rather than leviedglministrative organization. Yet it
clearly resides at the kingdom-level, with an ICJHtdéast 3 kabaka— ssazachief—
kyalo chief). After 1900, when Buganda came under British cgrttieladministration
was rationalized into four levels — the capitsiaza (counties)magombololgsub-
counties), andniruka (parishes). In 1956, the Buganda Government employed 2,598
people in territorial administration, covering 20 counti33 sub-counties and 923
parishes (Fallers, Elkan, Kamoga and Musoke 1964). Eaclh pawisld incorporate as
many as a dozekyalos (Southwold 1964).

These three examples illustrate the measure of I&3tHseveral conclusions can

be drawn from them. First, the measure of ICJH iadequate proxy for the



jurisdictional boundary of an autonomous polity. Thoughrmieasure is one of legal
hierarchy, other aspects of sovereignty tend to coineittethis measure, such as a
monopoly on the legitimate use of force. We are theeemeasuring a bundle of
institutions that collectively make up an autonomous polity

Second, because ICJH measures the jurisdictional bouatianyautonomous
polity, it is therefore a measure of the scale on vthe polity operates. From the village
to the region to the chiefdom/kingdom level, ICJH is decmate proxy for the increasing
geographic reach and population size of an autonomous pM/litife the Meta village
encompassed a very limited geographic reach and maintamesgigum population of a
little over a thousand, the Afikpo village-group encompaspedoximately sixty-four
square miles and 26,000 inhabitants, and the kingdom of Bugandiaimad a
jurisdiction over 28,700 square kilometers and roughly oneomifieople.

The Igbo demonstrate that this measure is not perfélctragpect to scale, as the
population and geographic extent of each village-group veoiesiderably. Yet the
minimum bound (a village-group of several thousand) is arale greater that the largest
Meta village (over a thousand). In Table I, Chrétien (2p03,73) has compiled data on
the interlacustrine kingdoms circa 1900. ThoughBtienographic Atlaas ICJH
measures for only four of these polities (Rwanda, BuriBuiiyoro and Buganda, all
ICJH = 3), they should all have measures of at ledaftle six out of fifteen of these
kingdoms have populations smaller than the largest IglageHigroup (75,000), none of
them have a jurisdiction over an area smaller tharikpo village-group (103 kA).

Additionally, there is considerable variation in thstitutional structure of these

polities, which has given rise to a number of clasations and typologies in the



literature (Fortes and Evans-Pritchard 1940, Middleton aitdl988, Vansina, Horton
1971). Despite such institutional diversity, ICJH is an adegpiatxy of the scale on
which these various institutions operate, be it on agal) regional or chiefdom/kingdom

level.

Table 1: Interlacustrine Kingdoms, c. 1900

Kingdom Population Area Population Density,
(km?) (per knf)

Buganda 1,000,000 28,700 35
Bunyoro 110,000 13,800 8
Nkore 400,000 9,200 45
Rwanda 1,500,000 26,000 58
Burundi 1,500,000 27,000 55
Buha 200,000 25,000 8
Bushi 250,000 20,000 12
Bushubi 10,000 2,000 5
Kiziba 35,000 1,100 32
Kyamutwara 23,000 350 66
Kyanja 80,000 2,200 36
Bugabo 16,000 250 64
Karagwe 26,000 8,700 3
Ihangiro 60,000 3,000 20
Rusubi 300,000 7,800 38

Source: Chrétien 2003, p. 473

These are the polities the colonial powers encounter@dhaorporated into their
administrative systems. Certainly, colonial and po&trgal states have attempted to
remove or exert control over these polities, andetioee Murdock’s measure and Grey's
revision are not reliable as contemporary measurdsegtital hierarchy of an
ethnolinguistic group. In fact, the date from which thdiegs were made (publication

date of the ethnographic work used to obtain the measave)dn average date of 1919



and a standard deviation of 20 years. Therefore, | uttigenumerous ethnographic and
anthropological literatures to re-measure this variabtdose to the present (2004) as is
possible for all ethnic groups that are at least 10 perééné dotal population in a given
state. The sources used for measurement are listed endppOne.

We can now modify our first hypothesis:

H1 (modified):  State weakness increases as the numhérafchically
organized ethnolinguistic groups within a state increases.

From section | above, | argued that a measure of im®ktguistic group is an adequate
proxy for geographic and ideological preferences over publidgpmvision. Yet if the
median preference of the ethnolinguistic group divergesfgignily from the state
median, individuals may choose not to comply with thditional institution if it
operates on an insufficient scale. The costs of supptiimgublic good would be too
great, especially with respect to regional and nationaligpgoods. Figure Three
graphically presents this argument. On average, asaledctthe traditional institution
increases, compliance with it should increase as well.

Finally, | develop a fourth hypothesis:

H4: Urban Africans are less likely to solicit tradita institutions than rural
Africans for public goods.

The logic of this hypothesis rests on the differende/®en urban and rural preferences
over the scale of the public goods provided. Urban Africansare likely to be
involved in commercialized activity, which often utilizegreater scale of public goods

provision.
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[ll.  Dual Agency and the Ability to Act Autonomously

This final section addresses attempts made by the colomdgbost-colonial state to
control traditional institutions. First | review theeliiture on delegation, especially that
literature pertaining to multiple principals and a singlenagehen | utilize a dual-
principal, single-agent model of delegation to examinedlaionship between
traditional institutions and the state. This model recogrtizat traditional leaders are
subject to two principals, the state and the local comyptimey have jurisdiction over. |
argue that though the state is often hegemonic, dual-priskipayenerates incentives for
traditional leaders to act contrary to the state’s peefees. Thus, states cannot fully
control traditional leaders. | illustrate this claintinmthe least-likely case of Eyadéma’s
single-party regime in Togo. Finally, | develop aHfiftypothesis concerning democracy
and state weakness. Paradoxically, the hypothesis prdthttstate weakness should
increase as democracy is initially adopted in Sub-Sahisirasa.

The pre-colonial polities mentioned above in Sectiomdte incorporated into the
colonial state to minimize governance costs. In othedsydhe colonial powers choose
to nest traditional institutions into the colonial stat#her than replace them. Nesting
most certainly meant modification of the institutidhemselves, perhaps most especially
with respect to acephalous societies, where the colomeers attempted to create chiefs

where they did not exist Yet because they were explicitly nested into tierdal state,

* This is another reason why the historical measujeristictional hierarchy beyond the local community,
in both Murdock (1967) and Grey (1991) is inadequate. Againlizeithe numerous ethnographic and
anthropological literature to re-measure this varialslelose to the present (2004) as is possible for all
ethnic groups that are at least 10 percent of the total gimpuia a given state. The sources used for
measurement are listed in Appendix One.



traditional institutions survived through the colonial period emmost cases into the
present (see Appendix One).

From the state’s perspective, the presence of thestutions is advantageous,
provided they are controllable. The central governmennuaimize governance costs —
most especially the fixed costs of building lower-lexéministrative units and
institutions — by delegating authority to traditional instd@os. | therefore utilize
principal-agent theory to construct a model of stataditional institutions relations.

There exists a large and diverse literature concerningipal-agent theory and its
application to economics and political science (speaally Fama 1980, Moe 1984,
Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991, Miller 1992, Firmin-Sellers 1996, Laoid McCubbins
1998, and Strem 2000). Moreover, principal-agent theory islglosated to the theory
of collective action (see especially Olson 1965 and H&k8i84) and theories of firm
organization and hierarchy (see especially Williamson 198%rM992, and Putterman
and Kroszner 1996). The core conceptual framework of prikageency involves the
delegation of authority from a principal to an agent who then acts on thagalisc
behalf Delegation is a near-universal phenomenon. Almostyerdividual engages in
some form of labor division. Principal-agent theorgasicerned with examining the
consequences of that division.

With the delegation of authority comes the possibitiigttan agent may not act on
behalf of the principal’s interests. The agent and alare assumed to be rational
individuals, seeking to maximize their preferences. Inrcipal-agent relationship,
therefore, “the agent seeks to maximize his or her rastinject to the constraints and

incentives offered by the principal. The principal, conygrseeks to structure the



relationship with the agent so that the outcomes prodincedgh the agent’s efforts are
the best the principal can achieve, given the choidelegate in the first place. There is,
then, a natural conflict of interest between the t{ewiet and McCubbins 1991, p.
24). Examination of a principal-agent relationship is thusemed with the incentives
and constraints principals employ to induce agents torattteir behalf. Conversely,
delegation relationships examine the ability of agentski® aations that deviate from the
principal’s interests, otherwise knownaggency loss

Both principal and agent possess resources that thegpmgalpy to further their
interests. The agent is advantaged \wittden informatiorandhidden action Because
the agent is performing the task(s) delegated by the prin¢g)aé acquires specialized
information that the principal may find too costly toaht Moreover, the agent
possesses information about himself/herself which tmeipal may again find too
costly, if not impossible, to acquire. This presentsitacipal with the problem of
adverse selectigror the choice of an agent whose interests are adt@tbose of the
principal (laziness, incompetence, etc.) Finally, tipen&is in an advantaged position
with respect to action. (S)he is performing certagks$ehat the principal may find too
costly, if not impossible, to uncover. A particular tygféhidden action the principal must
contend with ignoral hazard where due to the inefficient nature of contracts, an
individual has incentives to undertake riskier action. Mdbile insurance is a good
example of moral hazard: one whose automobile is indwasdncentives to drive more

recklessly.



Often, an agent will be subject to more than one gaftiThe literature
distinguishes betweencallective principal where multiple principals design a single
delegation contract over the agent, amdtiple principals where no single contract is
collectively negotiated (Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991, p. 26-3/ngl.Nielson and
Tierney ??7?). The two produce differences with respdagpts of agency loss that may
occur. For example, when a collective principal can agvee the agent’s actions,
agency loss is minimized through collective enforcengallective principals, however,
often have conflicting interests and agency loss cae &om within the bargaining
institution. Bargaining failures can lead to incompleteti@mts, social choice instability,
and collective enforcement failures which allow the agemact autonomously.

If bargaining completely fails and no negotiated contrawrges, or if bargaining is
absent in the first place, then the agent is subjeauttple principals, each seeking to
exercise control over the agent. Compared to a siogigact generated by a collective
principal, the potential for agency loss with respecittieast one principal is greater
because collective enforcement is lacking.

Lyne, Nielson and Tierney (???) provide an excellenud&on and illustration of
this which | slightly modify for brevity. Assume an ajés subject to three principals
and is deciding to take an action with a range of one¢o If principal X prefers the
agent take action 1, principal Y action 1, and principattiba 3, then the principals
have conflicting interests. A bargaining institution lthea majority rule will generate a
collective contraétin which X, Y and Z enforce the agent taking action thimabsence

of a bargaining institution, however, principals X and ¥ eompete with principal Z

> A principal also may delegate to multiple agents.
® Assuming no strategic manipulation by principal Z



over the agent’s action. From the agent’s perspectvs, action he or she might take to
benefit one principal injures another” (Kiewiet and@lbbins 1991, p. 27). Taking
action 1, for example, injures principal Z; taking actgoimjures principals X and Y; and
taking action 2 injures all three principals.

In such a situation, it is not entirely clear whaiactthe agent will implement. The
analysis of multiple principals by Bernheim and Winstb®36a and 1986b) and Dixit,
Grossman and Helpman (1997) posit multiple equilibriamexeder the conditions of
perfect information, and their analysis thus focusesets of conditions yielding Pareto-
optimal equilibria. The theoretical method by which élgent chooses which action to
undertake was initially formulated by Bernheim and Whinston (198@agloped further
by Dixit, Grossman and Helpman (1994 and 1997), and applied bgGaosand
Helpman (1994), and Lyne, Nielson and Tierney (???). Thee gansists of two stages.
In the first stage, principals participate in a “menu ian¢t where “bidders name a
‘menu’ of offers for the various possible actions avaddao the auctioneer” (Bernheim
and Whinston 1986a, p. 2). Bids are simultaneously and nopecatively offered.

In the second stage, the agent (the auctioneer) masimigg@ayoff by weighing the
compensation offered by each principal. This is a vectorfeguit: the principals who
offer greater compensation have more influence overgéeta action. If principal Z,
for example, offers more compensation than princigadsid Y, then the agent will take
action closer to 3 than 1 in order to maximize his playofshort, “principals with more
power and resources have a greater impact on agent béljayme, Nielson and

Tierney ??7?, p. ???).



This method of determining an agent’s action is adopteslaih modification. |
agree that the more powerful the principal, the greagemfluence over the agent’s
actions, yet we should define and model principal power inr@ muanced way when
analyzing the political phenomena studied here. Compensaffiered to traditional
leaders by states and individuals under their jurisdicrenoften non-monetary in
nature, involving coercion, social sanctions and usenship relations to influence agent
behavior. | therefore take the approach of examining paacipal’'s power through its
ability to structure the delegation relationship. This msenalyzing the institutional
structure generated by competing principles in order taadheir agent. That structure
with its associated rules largely defines the authofityne principal over another, as
well as the ability of the agent to act autonomously.

Principals maintain the ability to structure the delegeteationship. It is the
principal whoselectsan agent andefinesthe action an agent is to perform. Kiewiet and
McCubbins (1991) identify four measures that principals mayrtaddeto prevent
agency loss:

1. Contract DesignThe principal defines an incentive scheme for the agdmith

at a minimum must cover the opportunity costs ofadpent.

2. Screening and Selection Mechanisifise principal incurs costs to screen and

select the best agent suited for a delegation relatjpnshi

3. Monitoring and Reporting Requiremen@nce engaged in a delegation

relationship, the principal may incur the costs of momigpthe agent, or subject
the agent to reporting requirements that identify if agéo®y is occurring.
Moreover, the principal may specify reporting requirera¢hat allow third
parties to convey information about the agent to thecipah (McCubbins and
Schwartz, 1984)

4. Institutional ChecksFollowing the logic of Madison iRederalist 51 a principal

may utilize multiple agents to counteract ambition vaithbition. By defining the

actions of these agents, the principal can empoweagaeat with the ability to
check unwanted actions by another agent.



The power of a given principal over an agent, therefer@hserved by the degree of
control it has over the selection of the agent disfenition of its actions and the
monitoring of its activity. | am thus assuming ttte institutional structure of the
delegation relationship reflects the relative power and resources bfgawipal’

A powerful principal will be able to select and unilatiréife an agent, fully define its
actions, and regularly monitor its activities. Likewisempetition between principals is
manifested as competition over the selection, defmiiod monitoring of the agent.

We can now apply this approach to the relationship letwee state and
traditional institutions in Sub-Saharan Africa. | moth& relationship of the state to
traditional institutions as a dual-principal, single-agentgiglen relationship. The basic
framework of such a model is not novel as the liteeatur traditional leaders recognizes
their position as an intermediary between the stadetlze local community (Crowder
and Iking 1970, van Rouverory van Nieuwaal 2000, Keuldar 1998). Howkegond
Firmin-Seller's (1996) single principal- single agent moda&alonialism in the Gold
Coast, no one to my knowledge has developed such a detegetael to examine state-
traditional leader interactions.

Both the state and the local community exercise therfeeasures identified by
Kiewiet and McCubbins (1991) in an attempt to control trad#l leaders. | will examine
some general aspects of the institutional structurkeoflelegation relationship across
Sub-Saharan Africa, accounting for general colonial anttqudsnial developments.

Though there is tremendous variation of this delegatmmetsire across and within

" Such an assumption is similar to the analysis of KnightZ)18¢ho explains institutional arrangements as
the outcome of a bargaining situation involving strategitlict between players.



state§, | argue that two common features of the delegatiaioeiship exist. First, even
though the local community is a weak principal vis-a-vesstate, it can nevertheless
generate powerful incentives inducing the agent to act ecgntrahe state’s preferences.
Second, the greater the hierarchy of the local commuhigygreater the control over the
agent.

The state is hegemonic, with the ability to levy tagdetoercion against non-
complying agents. However, the use of coercion is Gaastig thus the use of it is often a
last resort, when other incentives are inadequate. ktggisme that violence is not
control, and that its use may even serve as a marlstatefweakness (Forrest 2003,
Herbst 2000, Schatzberg 1988).

Moreover, a state’s ability to exercise coercioreuced if noncompliance is
endemic across all local traditional leaders. Africalitaries are too small to
consistently levy coercion across the entire geograpbi of the state. Table 2 presents
some statistics on the military capability of Africstiates. Comparing the average of
Sub-Saharan Africa over the period 1985 to 1997 with world avefeg® 1997, we see
that African militaries are significantly understaifel he average number of personnel is
27,690, versus a world average of 172,908 and an upper middle inctomeingome
average of 184,886. As a percentage of the labor forceaffmilitaries are again
significantly understaffed, with an average of 0.79 peraanhpared to the world
average of 1.69 percent, and a upper-middle-income to low sneesrage of 1.65
percent. Using all upper middle, lower middle and low inea@ountries in 1997, |

regressed the area of the country{kan the total number of military personnel. The

8 My case studies will examine specific aspects of thitiriional structure of delegation pertinent to each
country.



resulting equation is: 56195 + .1043682*Area = Total Military PersbiNote in Table
2 that only four Sub-Saharan countries — Angola, Ethidyigeria and South Africa —
have a total military personnel that exceeds the canst&i6,195. In other words, the
regression equation predicts that a country with zem\ailehave a military personnel
of 56,195, and all but four African countries have militaisenaller than this prediction.

In short, African states cannot simply coerce agentpliance.



Table 2: Military Capability of African States, 1985 — 1997

Country Military Expenditure Military Personnel Military

(% of Central (% of Total Labor Personnel

Government Force) (Total)

Expenditure)
Angola 35.97 231 104,231
Benin 10.28 0.29 6,462
Botswana 10.90 1.01 5,923
Burkina Faso 15.31 0.19 9,000
Burundi 14.35 0.50 15,385
Cameroon 10.71 0.36 16,923
Cape Verde 1.83 1.79 2,154
Central African Republic 12.52 NA 4,538
Chad 13.39 1.21 35,154
Céte D'lvoire 4.09 0.27 13,091
Democratic Republic of Congo 20.72 0.32 50,000
Djibouti 16.88 NA 5,846
Equitorial Guinea 6.17 0.87 1,308
Eritrea 16.40 2.86 51,000
Ethiopia 22.59 0.83 183,846
Gabon 10.02 1.73 8,154
Ghana 4.31 0.14 9,769
Guinea 6.97 0.59 16,462
Guinea-Bissau 8.08 2.07 9,769
Kenya 8.12 0.18 21,538
Lesotho 8.88 0.28 2,000
Liberia 11.10 0.61 5,875
Malawi 4.42 0.19 8,077
Mali 8.15 0.24 10,308
Mauritania 12.84 1.54 14,462
Mozambique 24.06 0.58 44,077
Namibia 5.84 1.29 8,000
Niger 7.06 0.12 4,769
Nigeria 11.41 0.25 98,462
Republic of Congo 10.18 1.24 11,538
Rwanda 19.59 0.58 21,308
Senegal 8.67 0.49 16,231
Sierra Leone 17.15 0.33 5,000
Somalia 30.00 1.52 47,333
South Africa 10.68 0.62 84,769
Sudan 54.89 0.80 74,769
Swaziland 6.05 1.12 3,077
Tanzania 10.68 0.32 43,077
The Gambia 14.62 0.26 1,231
Togo 11.41 0.53 8,154
Uganda 25.78 0.53 46,231
Zambia 7.87 0.51 16,692
Zimbabwe 12.78 0.99 44,692
Average 13.57 0.79 27,690
World Average, 1997, Minus Sub-Saharan Africa 10.99 1.69 172,908
Average of Upper Middle, Lower Middle, and

Low Income Countries, Minus Sub-Saharan
Africa, 1997 11.36 1.65 184,886

Note: Values for African Countries are Averages ofRPeeod 1985 to 1997

Source: World Bank\orld Development Indicatgr2000



Even if it could coerce agent compliance, Africatesavould still face the high
costs of monitoring agent actions. During the coloniaibgkeeffective monitoring
was quite difficult. Table 3 presents the ratios of mdstrative, military and judicial
personnel for a set of British colonies. The Civilge compensated for such low
ratios by decentralizing its administration: roughly nineticpet of all civil service
positions were “in the bush,” at the District Offidevel or the Assistant District
Officer level (York 2000, data from Kirk-Greene 1980). HoweWastrict Officers
were almost entirely dependent on chiefs for localrmétion. While the Colonial
state conducted anthropological studies by commissionlmgass such as R.S.
Rattray, M.J. Field and Margery Perham, these weeeliafited number and hence
were inadequate in supplying the colonial state with infoionatoncerning the
diverse and heterogeneous character of indigenous Asimaiety. Colonial officers
therefore relied upon traditional rulers to define whas wastomary about
indigenous society. Salamone’s analysis¥thari Day Booka diary which logs the
day-to-day interaction between t8arkin Yaurj Emir of the Yauri Emirate in
Northern Nigeria, and the British District Officerpm 1928 to 1931, emphasizes the
Emir’'s manipulation of the District Officer becauderdormation asymmetries
(1987). Chiefs, therefore, were privileged information praddtehus able to
strategically manipulate colonial authority (Firmin-8edl, 1996, p. 22). John Smith,
a former British Political Officer, nicely sums up thieuation:

Indirect Rule was a matter of practical decentrabsatiNot
even the most rigid of bureaucracies could have applied
rules of conduct in this kind of situation — and the Bhitis

officer in the bush was seldom by nature a bureaucrat. Hi
colleague in the Secretariat — the Freddy Beggs of the



twenties and thirties, however, was divorced from day t
day contact with any human beings let alone chiefthdn
Welwyn Garden Cities of Ikoyi and Kaduna he saw certain
patterns emerging from policies which were forced from
below far more often than imposed from above. (1970, p.
20)

Table 3: Ratios of Administrative, Military and Judicial Personnel by Size and
Population, Circa 1939

Administration Administration  Police and Police and Population to

to Territorial to Population Military to Military to Judiciary Ratio

Size Ratio (sg.  Ratio Territorial Size Population Ratio

miles) Ratio
Nigeria 1:966 1:53,049 1:1,984 1:108,920 1:553,432
Gold Coast 1:1,010 1:40,703 1:920 1:37,040 1:161,044
Sierra Leone 1:700 1:48,000 1:824 1:56,471 1:320,000
The Gambia 1:364 1:18,182 1:400 1:20,000 1:66,667
Kenya 1:1,372 1:20,329 1:1,372 1:20,329 1:144,957
Tanganyika 1:1,962 1:28,011 1:3,025 1:43,183 1:215,917
Uganda 1:1,133 1:447,114 1:1,306 1:51,542 1:195,316
Zanzibar 1:50 1:11,800 1:125 1:29,500 1:29,500
Somaliland 1:4,250 1:21,688 1:3,238 1:16,524 1:347,000
N. Rhodesia 1:2,661 1:12,642 1:3,187 1:15,143 1:81,059
Nyasaland 1:941 1:32,137 1:1,297 1:44,297 1:273,167
Basutoland 1:375 1:17,563 1:750 1:35,125 1:187,333
Bechuanaland 1 :13,750 1:13,300 1:5,392 1:5,216 1:33,250
Swaziland 1:467 1:10,533 1:269 1:6,077 No judicial

personnel

Source: A. H. M. Kirk-Greene. 1980. “The Thin White Liffd&ne Size of the British Colonial Service
in Africa.” African Affairs vol. 79, pp. 25-44.

Such information disparities have been greatly reducedd®pendent states.
Indigenous civil servants have a supple knowledge of sodetvertheless, obtaining
information can be quite costly. Due to poor roads (He&2080) and poor
communications, travel to rural areas is intermitegriiest. Thus even if the state
pursues a strategy of indirect (fire alarms) rather thi@ct monitoring (police
patrols), acquiring information about agent behaviorbeadifficult for the state
(McCubbins and Schwartz 1984). Especially since a fire alathis context can be

the outbreak of rebellion. Moreover, traditional leadaten use the difficulty of



communication to their advantage with respect to tbal loommunity. Van
Rouverouy van Nieuwaal illustrates this with the casgawhbia:

The chiefs do their best to conceal the meager politidal

of the House of Chiefs. When returning to their homeasre

they blow up its role and tell their people — and | quote her

literally from an interview with Van Binsbergen [member

of the staff of the Africa Studies Centre, Leiden, who

conducted research in Zambia] on the theme — that ‘they

have just been to Lusaka, the capital of Zambia, t@igov

the country, and that it is now going a deal bettemagai

(Van Rouveroy van Nieuwaal 1987, p. 22)
In extreme cases, the civil service is incapable of pioigiinformation about local
conditions. Schatzberg, for example, graphically amalyhe inability of Zaire’s civil
service to regularly report to the capital (1988, chaptee}hteformation on local
activities was thus obtained from the Centre NatioieaDocumentation (CND),
Mobutu’s secret police force. Though it “[stood] out dseacon of efficiency in a sea of
disorganization and mismanagement,” Schatzberg emphéasizektive efficiency
(1998, p. 49). Callaghy observed unreliable reports by the @Nier supporting this
claim (1984, p. 266).

Faced with high costs of monitoring and coercing, Afristates’ best strategy is

to carefully select an agent, and use its superior weathffer positive incentives for
compliance. During the colonial period, both the Fremahtae British quickly moved to

exercise control over the selection of chiefthe French Marines (Troupes de Marine)

who largely conquered and “pacified” French speaking Afnweere anti-clerical and

® Here | only address British and French administratjgéesns. These two systems cover the bulk of Sub-
Saharan Africa, and as | explain below, the greatsation in selection mechanisms is not by colonial
power, but by ethnolinguistic hierarchy. Variation in cofd administrative systems is thus accounted for
in Appendix One, where | measure the contemporary leleyaf the ethnolinguistic group. Compared to
the colonial hierarchy, we can look for colonial a8l &e post colonial, patterns with respect to appointing
chiefs.



generally Republican, meaning that they were anti-rayadlegalitarian in the sense of
preferring uniformity. They sought to impose an admintsteastructure that reflected

the pyramidal hierarchy of the military, to an extergregreater than Napoleon in France
(Alexandre 1970a and 1970b). The Navy had concluded individuaktedth

traditional leaders, setting up “internal protectoratdgt at least in theory would be
administered indirectly. Yet as the authority of ttexhal leaders was increasingly
impinged upon, resistance forced France to uniformly imgoeet administration, in
which traditional leaders were to be selected by Fradahinistrators and were to serve
as administrative functionaries. Vollenhoven’s ciacof 1917° wrote that ‘the
indigenous chief is only an instrument, an auxiliary” (Alek@n1970a, p. 4).

Three levels of indigenous authority were envisiommbefs supérieugParamount
chiefs) at the level of therovince chefs de cantoat the level of theantonor
groupementandchefs de villagat the level of the village draction. These indigenous
positions were conceived of as corporalsefs de villagg sergeantschefs de cantgn
and adjutantschefs supériegrin the military hierarchy, attached sabdivisionor
district companies, ancegion or cerclebattalions (Alexandre 1970b). Instructions from
thecommandant de cercigere to be directly obeyed. The Marines’ preference of
egalitarian uniformity meant “rapid normalization cargflardization” of the institutional
diversity across ethnolinguistic groups “by the very sempkthod of retaining only the
characteristics which were common to all of theneskj as far as traditional
government was concerned, were the administrative aspéduth were in most cases,

relatively or absolutely foreign to the spirit obtimstitution” (1970b p. 38). Anti-royalist

10 Circular of 15 August 1917, no. 2508, reproduced in Notes et Douation: le probléme des chefferies
en Afriqgue d’Expression Francaise, 1959.



inclinations, for example, meant that the adminigiraignored traditional leader’s
religious functions.

Selection of chiefs ignored customary institutions, swchadble or notable
councils, royal clans, etc. “This was the period whestieed sergeant of thErailleurs
[Africans serving in the French army] could easily benimated chief of a canton in a
strange or even hostile tribe” (Alexandre 1970a, p. 4)h Wit customary selection
mechanisms, and an agent with little interests rootéakeitocal community, local
control over agents was weak.

In the years following conquest, however, direct adrrai®n increasingly
became indirect, partly due to bargains struck with ticagit leaders and local
communities (Robinson 2000), and partly due to a shift in Frealty. The era of
“ethnologist administrators,” is marked, according to Aledre (1970a) by three famous
circulars. The first, issued by Vollenhoven in 1917, ackadged that even though
France conceived of a chief as an administrative ingntinis authority is recognized
even if formal delegation and investiture have not oeclirAs resistance to colonialism
heightened in the 1930s, French policy shifted to accommaadection of traditional
leaders in accordance with local customs and constisitBrévié in 1932 concluded that
the chief “will no longer be only an instrument but alse accredited representative of
the indigenous collectivity” (cited in Alexandre 1970a, p.Hjally, Eboué remarked in
1941 that “there is but one chief, consecrated by cust@hihg is to recognize them”
(cited in Alexandre 1970a, p. 4). Thus, local communitiesiesdjgreater influence over
the selection of traditional authorities. The setetimechanisms were often distorted

from what existed pre-conquest, the most common being phasis on patriarchical



selection, and selection based on primogeniture. Yetilot@ence over agent selection
continued, even into the present, as we shall shoely se
The British also retained customary selection mechania modified form. The

policy of indirect rule, developed initially by Lord Lugaraehdafirst implemented in the
Emirates of Northern Nigeria, sought to retain locat@ons and constitutions, provided
they did not offend British morality, or threatenti&th hegemony and economic
interests. By the 1930’s, indirect rule was the domipattern of British administration,
emphasizing “the use of an indigenous political agenciofal government” (Crowder,
1968, p. 211). The British therefore tried to choose chiéfslegitimate indigenous
authority:

The archives... are full of “Assessment Reports,” r@soif

oral tradition, special enquiries into dynastic historying

to establish the rules of succession to chieftancies... in

most chieftancies several candidates presented themselve

to the kingmakers, on whom the Resident or District

Officer could put pressure in favour of the candidate in

whom he most felt confidence as a potential executive

agent of the government in local administration. (@ter

and Ikinmg,1970, p. xii)
However, the British, like other colonial powers, aglil a single model of customary
authority to construct the colonial apparatus. “That ma@e monarchical, patriarchical,
and authoritarian. It presumed a king at the center of/@adity, a chief on every piece
of administrative ground, and a patriarch in every hoeaesor kraal” (Mamdani 1996,
p. 39). The consequences of this singular model applidetmstitutional heterogeneity

of Africa again meant distortion of traditional selentmechanisms. Matriarchal power

and the diversity of traditional leaders were neglethiealigh the emphasis on a single,



male leader, selected through primogeniture. Yet agaip¢chécommunity retained
some form of control over the selection of tradiibleaders.

Communities most disadvantaged by these colonial pshegre acephalous
societies, or societies with a low jural hierarchydoeythe local community (ICJH).
Their institutions did not readily fit the colonial moa¢la single, male leader who holds
office through descent. Consequently, the colonial powreated offices, known as the
Warrant Chiefs in British colonies, to link the locahmounity with the administration.
Such offices neglected traditional selection mechanianmdisadvantaged the local
community with respect to the traditional leader, whosstion and authority was solely
dependant upon the colonial administration.

The Maka, for example, is an ethnic group in southeaste@zon that was
institutionally organized as “autonomous family villages urilerauthority of family
elders” (Geschiere 1993, p. 153). Conquered by the Germans arabiaiiaistrated by
the French, the colonial administration was facedh wie task of building a hierarchy of
chiefs on a regional scale. Colonial policy thus fdrsmall groups to live in villages
along the roads, headed bygleef de villageGroups of villages were then administered
by achef superieurThis artificial hierarchy violated the institutional ealof Maka
society. Younger appointees were preferred over eldais-ience preferred to select
French speaking, non-indigenatleefswho were considered slaves by the Maka.
Without any form of institutional recourse, and becauselikefswere often of a
different ethnic group, execution of French policy amdmgNlaka was particularly
brutal. Thechefsutilized their position as an agent of France to natgenhance

themselves, especially by appropriating wives without payiitieWwealth. Geschiere



notes how under the polygamous system of the Maka, ipicess family heads... had,
in rare cases, up to ten wiveschefs superieurgrere reputed to have had more than a
hundred wives” (1993, p. 155).

Firmin-Sellers’ (1996) study, and Kwame Ninsin’s critique (1998)he Ga and
Akyem Abuakwa ethnic groups under British rule in the Goldst,oagain illustrates the
advantages citizens of hierarchically organized ethnolingusbups had with respect to
exerting control over traditional leaders. WhereasAtkgem Abuakwa had organized
themselves into a hierarchically organized chiefdom in pfendal times, the Ga had not
(Ninsin 1998). Consequently, the British retained muchettaditional institutions in
Akyem Abuakwa while imposing an administrative hierarchyhenGa. Leaders from
both ethnic groups sought to advantage themselves by vestipgriy rights over land in
their hands. Citizens of Akyem Abwakwa resorted mitfstitution ofasafq which
mobilized all non-royal commoners into different compeanto destool chiefs who were
selling land and pocketing the revenues. The imposed Gadftigran the other hand,
did not have amsafomechanism, thus disadvantaging Ga citizens with respé¢ioeir
leaders. Moreover, elite and commoner Ga alike sougdppoopriate Akan (Akyem
Abuakwa is part of the Akan ethnolinguistic group; the £@ot) institutions to their
advantage. The elite families sought to implement th@&utien of dsase which
mandated that only paternal descendants of royal stoo¢fi@osild initiate destoolment
proceedings, while traders, market women and fishermgghsoo implement the
institution ofasafa Adoption of non-customary institutions, however svirrconclusive,
resulting in continuous struggles amongst Ga factionsifi6ellers’ (1996) study, and

Kwame Ninsin’s critique (1998), illustrate two important tscef traditional leaders.



First, traditional leaders are quite capable of asggthieir own interests, even when
constrained by multiple principles. Second, non-hieragdlyi organized ethnolinguistic
groups are disadvantaged with respect to controlling traditieaders because the
structure of delegation created by colonial administratiorsiot vest them with adequate
selection mechanisms.

Even acephalous communities, however, are able to ge=sure on traditional
leaders through non-formal means. Geschire mentionsnmuws instances in which the
local community effectively reduced the authority ofuapopular chief, or a chief's
unpopular command (1982). Since the chief resides at theldoed social pressure is
often an effective instrument of control. Southwold&® with respect to the Buganda:

A really unpopular chief may be effectively prevented from

visiting his neighbors. As he walks along the road doors are

closed; when he sets off for a beer party, he nrad/that it

has quietly been removed to another house; when he goes

to a wedding feast or a funeral ceremony, he may find that

no one talks to him and that the beer never seems to

circulate in his direction.” (1964, p. 237)
In extreme cases, the Buganda will burn down the houae ohpopular
chief (Southwold 1964). Such weapons of the weak (Scott 1985) ofte
convince chiefs to at least partially “go native” (nedd)cithus
representing the community’s interests.

In the years preceding and following independence, colomigRé&ican

governments sought to control traditional leaders througitiooe legislation and
administrative replacement. The 1953 debates in the frresgembly affirmed that

chiefs were only administrators, subject to the centeuth the civil service (van

Rouveroy van Nieuwaal 1987). However, their functionsiooet to extend into the



administration of justice, local-level policing, lodalel executive leadership and
distribution of property rights over land. The indepen@ecunstitutions, however, made
no mention of the position of the chief in the Frananghstates (van Rouveroy van
Nieuwaal 1987). Central legislation and formal non-recagmithough, often does not
reflect the realities at the local level. Both Angtone and Francophone African states
rarely implement and enforce their laws, and to thisadggneral disjuncture exists
between the authority of traditional leaders and théecsmpaper claims over them.
British constitutions tended to “make respectful mentibthe institution of
‘chieftaincy.™ (van Rouveroy van Nieuwaal 1987, p. 14). Yseaes of reforms were
initiated to replace the Native Authority System witital Government. Chiefs were, at
least on paper, now members of local and district ctaunéet again, they retained
authority over customary law, local-level policing, Ibevel executive leadership and
distribution of property rights over land. Even todayall-level development initiatives
by councils can be ground to a halt if the chief choosesorcomply (need cites).
During the post-colonial period, traditional leaders werepassive to this
process of change. Many fought back against the statetas to reduce their
authority. Agitation for federalism is common, andsamost acute during the decade
before and after independence. In extreme cases, stioh M®gho Naba (king of the
Mossi) in Burkina Faso, coups were plotted to oust poliobpglonents (Van Rouveroy
van Nieuwaal 1987). Politicians suspicious of chiefs ofmpromised with traditional
leaders by granting them some form of regional autonamy then sought to reduce
their authority through coercion, as in the casesg#rida and Ghana. Another common

form of resistance was collusion. Traditional leadegmanized themselves into unions



and national organizations to collectively pursue their@sts. Such collusion, as Lyne,
Nielson and Tierney explain, enhances the positioneakwprincipals (??7?).

Ultimately, therefore, the independent states of SutaBa Africa realized that
traditional leaders could not be fully controlled througlrc@amn, circumvention or even
selection. Van Rouveroy van Nieuwaal’s review of chiefty in Africa provides
numerous examples (Chad, Céte d’'lvoire, Mauritania, Nig&eria, Senegal, and
Tanzania) where the state has not been able to elimtiagigonal leaders as agents of
administration (1987). Moreover, local communities aurgito exert control over
traditional leaders through selection mechanisms and swesgure. Furthermore,
collusion by traditional leaders has enhanced theiriposiis-a-vis the state.

While the structure of the delegation relationship is byneans uniform across —
and within — states, | argue that two features generally &psub-Saharan Africa. First,
states cannot fully control traditional leaders. Duth&residual control by local
communities, incentives are generated that can indadiional leaders to act contrary
to the state’s preferences. In short, a necessarytimmfbr rival governance generally
applies throughout Sub-Saharan Africa. Even weak priesj@specially when they
collude, can influence agent behavior (Lyne, Nielson aath&y ??7?).

Second, hierarchically organized ethnolinguistic groups gxedter control over
their traditional leaders than non-hierarchically orgad ethnolinguistic groups.
Because institutional mechanisms of selection weegned in modified form by the
colonial and post-colonial administrations, local comines are advantaged by the
delegation relationship. Moreover, as explained in se&jdrierarchically organized

ethnolinguistic groups exercise jurisdiction over a greaege of territory and



population. They therefore possess more power vis-a@istéte. In essence, this
reinforces my modified first hypothesis:

H1 (modified):  State weakness increases as the numhérafchically
organized ethnolinguistic groups within a state increases.

As the level of hierarchy increases, traditional lead&ce greater incentives, due to the
structure of the delegation relationship, to act conti@tie states preferences.
Moreover, the state is comparatively disadvantageacasasing hierarchy translates into
greater power on behalf of traditional leaders and dmencunity they exercise
jurisdiction over. A state facing a set of powerful agewho have incentives to act on
behalf of their community’s interests, is most likedybe weak, especially when those
agents collude.

Finally, we can add a fifth hypothesis:

H5: Solicitation of traditional institutions increasesthe level of democracy
increases.

The logic of this hypothesis rests on the fact thatadeaties are less coercive than non-
democracies. As the level of coercion exercised bgtite decreases, local communities
are advantaged with respect to the structure of the delagatationship. In short,
traditional leaders are less subject to control by e stnd more responsive to the

preferences of the local community.



