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Weak States and Political Violence in sub-Saharanffica

Abstract

Political violence has emerged as one of Africadsinpressing security issues and recent eventgtirydS
Cote d'lvoire and Nigeria point to the salienceéhaf phenomenon. Existing studies argue that thé& aed
incapacitated nature of African states is a sigaift factor contributing to high levels of politicéolence.
Yet this insight does not help us to understandhvhaspect of a weak state affects political vioderdsing
Afrobarometer survey data, this study identified ameasures citizens’ perceptions of the dimensibstate
weakness and explores how these popular attitidgseperceptions of the use violence for political
purposes. In order to test the robustness of adirfgs we use participation in demonstrations antepts
as a second dependent variable. We find that widaedcrime and insecurity, lack of state legitimacy
inadequate protection of private property and grgiigvances are strongly associated with both @opul
acceptability of political violence and higher l&ssef participation in demonstrations. However, dgenot
find any significant effect of weak presence of stete and poor provision of public goods on an
individual’s proclivity to engage in political viehce.



Introduction

Political violence in Africa has received much atien in academic as well as media circles. [Ralit
violence jeopardizes political stability, demoatatform, the prospects of economic developmermt, an
creates human suffering and in some cases may elegernto civil war. In recent years langeross
national studies have examined the onset of ciail ffearon and Laitin 2003, Collier and HoeffleD2p
These studies find that poverty and primary resodapendence increase the likelihood of civil wat a
discount the role that ethnic diversity and grodp\@nce have on the onset of conflict. Howeverttlghly
aggregated measures used in these studies ddlgatfreal the mechanisms that link sources to autes.

More recently a body of literature has emerged|tt@its beyond the macro level and endeavors touanco
the processes which foster violent conflict (Kaly2903, Weinstein 2007). These cases focus dnaavi
which is a much less frequent event than instaatpslitical violence. Political violence is typibathe
penultimate event that precedes full-scale civit.wawe look at a case such as Cote d'lvoire, rete@med
rebellions took over large areas of the countrgretwere instances of political violence that ocadibefore
armed insurgencies broke out. In other words @igits do not happen spontaneously and instances of
political violence typically precede it. Therefatés worthwhile to take one step back in ordebédter
understand the processes that precipitate larde cod conflict. Moreover by identifying factoithat
predict political violence perhaps governments @maors can take steps to prevent conflicts from
degenerating into civil war.

Rather than examine intense civil wars in Africg seek to understand individuals' views towardkewice
as a political option. There have been few stutiasexamine the relationship between the natutkeof
state and propensities for violent conflict. Oreeption is work by Cedarman and Girardin (2003} th
finds that the state plays a major role in ethnionatist conflict when an ethnic minority is in pemand an
ethnic majority is out of power. One drawback teitistudy is that they did not include sub-Sahdahita
because it was too difficult to code cases in gdggon. Moreover, Cederman and Girardin's investiga
focuses on the ethnicization of political positi@ml does not consider violence that may be instibay
features of the state that may not be relatedhimi@tdentities. These limitations point to thepiontance of
more extensive research on the topic.

Other studies consider how attributes of the stateh as level of democratization and economiaigtie
affect levels of violence. Gross Domestic Prod@®P), as reported by the World Bank, and democracy
scores, such as those compiled by the Polity Rrojdéreedom House, are the main proxies used &suone
how characteristics of the state affect levelsiofence. Previous research shows that democrhaies
lower levels of political violence and are les®likto experience a civil war (Hegre et al 2005kelwise,
low levels of GDP are associated with violent cizhflCollier and Hoeffler 2004, Fearon and Laitid03,
Sambanis 2004). Although GDP is not necessashate attribute it does allow inferences about @l a
state is managing the national economy. Thus lita&een attributes of the state and levels ofipalit
violence have been clearly proposed. Missing froevipus analyses, however, is a deeper consideratio
the specific characteristics of the state and tbtindtive roles each may play in affecting levelpolitical
violence. Previous studies have not adequatelgifigbthe aspects of the state that give risddghdr levels
of violence. We therefore propose to disaggretisalisparate components of the state that maydmave
effect on violence. The identification of aspeasftstate incapacity that increase individual prattifor
political violence could provide important lessdospolicy planning tailored to prevent violence.

In addition, individual level data provide a unideas through which to examine violent conflictAfrica.
As such, we know very little about how ordinary pleoview political violence, especially their actaggility
of the action. Bhavnani and Backer (2007) have dahiat higher levels of social capital, namely civi
activism, reduce a person's approval of polititgalence. Humphreys and Weinstein (2004) have fabat
ex-rebels in Sierra Leone had little attachmemtdiitical parties prior to their engagement in eiu
conflict. They argue that political apathy anddiinterest in civic life predisposed rebels tolent action.



Using individual level survey data from Afrobaromet this study seeks to specify which specific aspett
weak states have a significant effect on increaisidiyiduals’ support for the use of political viwice.

It is important to note that political violence miag manifest in a number of different ways. Civilr,
armed rebellion, violent political rallies, coengiof voters, and post-election demonstrations ackatowns
are all potential manifestations of political viote. For the purposes of this study we regardigalli
violence to be the use of force to achieve a palitbutcome. As such this study examines whether
individuals consider political violence a viabledgastifiable option in contemporary politics. $hs
opposed to examining actual personal participatiacts of political violence. It is very likelhat
respondents would under-report their involvemerndlitical violence and we argue that support, or
rejection, of political violence is a better indica Despite the confidentiality offered by mostweys,
including the Afrobarometer, in many instances itmprobable that respondents would freely distiusis
participation in political violence. Without theger of incriminating themselves respondents ane rat
liberty to say whether or not they find politicablence a justifiable act.

In this study, we find that widespread crime argkaurity, lack of state legitimacy, inadequate getion of
private property and group grievances are stroagbpciated with both popular acceptability of it
violence and higher levels of participation in derstoations. However, we do not find any significafiect
of weak presence of the state on both an individyabclivity to engage in political violence and
participation in demonstrations and protests. Vge &und that poor provision of public goods doetl@ad
people to be more accepting of political violentwever people who are dissatisfied with the dquali
public service from the government are more likeljhave engaged in demonstrations.

The State

The weak nature of many African states has beehdeelmented and the literature on the subject is
expansive. State incapacity has been cited asfahe obstacles to economic and political develepim
Observers of African politics attach descriptivenikers to highlight the ways in which African staido not
adequately fulfill their duties as states; juridistates, shadow states, suspended states, collsjates,
predatory states, bed-ridden states and vampiessiee just a few of the typological categoried th
Africanist political scientists have used to deserninderperforming African statesTo use these adjectives
to generalize the incapacity of all African statesild be shortsighted but it does neverthelesst poin
prevalent institutional deficiencies.

Weak states are unable to adequately project pdwenrding to Weber, an effective state is an
organization which claims a monopoly of violencé¢hivi its borders in order to maintain order. Webesits
that a state must make sure to “successfully ctaemamonopoly of the legitimate use of physical éovdthin
a given territory” (Weber 1921, p. 1). Herbst (@p@rgues that the inability of African states tojpct
power through a strong presence contributes to teakness. Many African states are weak in the
Weberian sense and as result they are, in soms, ecasable to prevent violent conflict (Desjarlaisla

! The Afrobarometer is a collaborative effort ofeasch partners in various African countries, nurimget2 in Round
1, 16 in Round 2, and 18 in Round 3. The sampkeisi each country is from 1200 to 2400 with reslsns selected
randomly to represent the country’s adult popufatidll interviews were conducted by trained fielwhkers in face-to-
face settings in the language of the respondehtiie. For access to data and information on saigpdiee
www.afrobarometer.org

?In order of citation, Jackson, Robert and Carl Rogb“Why Africa’s Weak States Persistorld Politics1982, 35,
1-24; Reno, WilliamCorruption and State Politics in Sierra Leo(95) Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Hyden, GoranNo Shortcuts to Progress: African Development Mamagnt in Comparative PerspectiBerkely and
Los Angeles: University of California Press (1988rtmann, WilliamCollapsed States: The Disintegration and
Restoration of Legitimate AuthoriBoulder: Lynne Reinner Publishers (1995), Johnas@States Without Citizens:
An Emerging African Phenomenan The Precarious Balance: State and Society in Afibonald Rothchild and
Naomi Chazan, Boulder: Westview PreRsbert Fatton JrRredatory Rule: State and Civil Society in Afri@oulder,
CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers (1992), J.H. FrimpAmgah,The Vampire State in Africa: The Political Econoofy
Decline in GhanaTrenton, NJ: Africa World Press.




Kleinman 1994, Brubaker and Laitin 1998). Violefimeomes an option in stateless societies (Bate#, G
and Singh 2002).

For some observers, it is state weakness thatlloaged violent conflict to emerge in the way thathias in
Africa. In theory, “the existence of a governmeam adjudicate disputes and assure security faitaéns
(Saideman 1998).” Clapham (1996) argues thatatheré of African states to effectively navigate th
passage from “quasi-statehood” to “empirical statefi has resulted in economic stagnation, an expans
of refugee populations, and most notably in terfrsuo research question, a rise in armed insurgsnci
Zartman (1997) argues that governance is, in antdelf, conflict management. If we consider thetesto
be the set of institutions through which citizerggoverned then we must examine the state inrineta
when governance fails, conflict prevention is migaged and political violence emerges. Characiesisf
the state may be the prism through which we vietvaralyze why some people may be pre-disposed to
participate in political violence.

Data and Dependent Variables

In order to understand the relationship betweemrakvstate and political violence, this study uses t
different dependent variables: one is based onlpopttitudes about political violence and the ottegers
to participation in a demonstration or a protestanaWe use survey data from Round 3 of the
Afrobarometer, conducted in 17 countries betweernch&005 and February 208@he 17 countries
included in this study have undergone some dedrpelitical liberalization and experienced at leasew
multiparty elections.

The object of explanation is an individuals’ preitlf to engage in political violence. It is drawmoiin a
question that asked respondents whether they leefiat political violence is acceptable under derta
circumstances. It is measured on a five-point seadhored at the bottom by the opinion that opirniai
violence is never justified. We posit that this sfin gives us good insight into support for poéti
violence. In most consolidated democracies, irctvipeople abide by the formal institutional ruléshe
game, violence has been discounted as a politptadro Yet in some countries, even those that have
experienced political liberalization such as Keaya Nigeria, citizens still consider political \éoice as an
option. We make the assumption that people whw yiolitical violence to be justifiable and sometsn
necessary are more likely to take part in politigalence.

A test of association allows us to query if thera istrong correlation between people who viewtipali
violence to be justifiable and people who were nlibedy to take part in demonstrations. We findtttre
relationship is statistically significant and pagit* While we cannot be certain about the causal dinectf
this relationship, we suspect that acceptance lidfqad violence is a precursor for participation i
demonstrations; in order to engage in violencerouast regard it as an acceptable act.

In addition, this study uses another measure tahegobustness of our findings pertaining to wkebr not
an individual approves of political violence. Th&dbarometer question asked a respondent whetlisnde
had personally attended a demonstration or a gnot@ch during the previous year. Figure 1 shows th
distribution of percentages of respondents agrethiaigviolence is sometimes necessary in suppatjos$t
cause and people saying that they engaged in ardsration or protest march. On the average, 1%péiaf
respondents expressed positive attitudes aboatciteptability of political violence. Specificallthe
percentages of the acceptability of political vimle range from 9 percent in Benin to 37 in Namibiar.
personal engagement in demonstrations, on the ge/etd percent of respondents said that they paltgon
participated in a demonstration or protest marainduthe previous year. The percentages also riinge7
percent in Mali to 31 percent in Mozambique.

3zimbabwe is excluded since key variables for thislg are not available.
*Pearson correlation coefficient = 0.028 g 0.0001.



A cursory examination of the data allows us to dsawe conclusions on how Africans view political
violence. According to Figure 1, we see that in Naan37% of those interviewed either agree or gtyn
agree that political violence is sometimes necgssiilis somewhat surprising to see Namibia athtbad of
the field in light of the fact that the country hast endured high levels of civil conflict. On tbther hand
one could also argue that people who have expeaieviolence are less likely to want to use it. &lor
understandable are the somewhat elevated numbergasountries that have experienced political viote
or other forms of conflict such as Nigeria, Ugandanya, and Madagascar. Mozambique, the country to
have most recently experienced a civil war, is tieamiddle of the pack which somewhat refutes the
previously mentioned expectation. In the lower laa#f countries such as Benin, Senegal, Ghana,H&sot
Botswana, Cape Verde, Malawi and Mali. It is alswtv noting that these countries have had relative
success with their experiments with democracy; mottbly Benin, Senegal, Ghana and Botswana.

Although the information that the graph in Figureffers is at the country level, it nevertheleseslallow
us to view the data and conclude on a superfieiallwhether or not the results are at least inglit
logical. Based on this examination we can concthdéthe data appear to conform to conventionatlog
that states that have recently endured politiczlbvice have higher percentages of individuals vegand
political violence as acceptable (with the exceptib Namibia). We must also make sure to poinf out
however, that most of the countries in the Afrolaeter are countries that have liberalized theiitipal
systems. This, in turn, prevents us from makingegalizations for Africa as a whole, since autdcrat
governments are excluded from our study.

Figure 1. Percentage of Popular Acceptability of Rizal Violence and Engagement in Demonstrations
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Images of violent conflict in Africa are sometinteg only images of Africa that people in the Westw
However, the data offered in the graph in Figuodférs an alternative image, moreover one thaaget on
the opinions of Africans themselves.

Dimensions of State Weakness and Relevant Hypothase

Some of the characteristics of weak states aredhakcommand over sufficient resources, dependency
external funds, no concrete plan of developmenk & territorial control and lack of support amdjitimacy
with the population and the international communittyis difficult to disentangle the inherently alenature
of African states from the outbreak of violent dantf In fact it can be argued that the attributéa weak
state not only fail to prevent violent conflict ibiat they also contribute to outbreaks of violence

The paper seeks to explain what factors influersmple’s attitudes towards political violence. Intively
we can trace the relationship between a weak atatdevels of violence. The puzzle however is dyiag



which particular aspects of a weak state have fagtefAs such the paper puts forwards six hypotheEee
following section presents attributes of weak stditat may contribute to violence. In order to tdie
argument an additional step each characteristiclades with a relevant hypothesis that will beadswith
Afrobarometer data. The following presentatioragpects of weak states is in order of importan¢erins
of how we judge its effect on state strength.

Popular Perceptions of State Weakness

Order: Presence of the state

Herbst (2000) argues that incomplete control owerttinterlands of African states is responsible for
incidents of violence: the primary problem in terafigolitical violence is that African leaders aneable to
govern and provide order throughout their entirgttey. The inability of African countries to extd their
writ of authority is responsible for the emergenteebel movements and other forms of politicalenze.
As an example, the Democratic Republic of Congartyehas been plagued by violent conflict due $o it
government's inability to project power. In coiggrsuch as Sierra Leone and Liberia the statadtitiave
a strong enough presence to enable it to discouneajgpowers that were eventually manifested ivete
movements. In other words there are areas in @irgtates where the states have very little preséhalen
(2006) echoes the view of Herbst and sees thettbfeanflict to be highest in instances of state
disintegration whereby the nationalist movementdwiapsed altogether or states are unable togroje
power so as to control all territory. Moreover, Yals supports both scholars and argues that “pmor n
modernized states have failed to penetrate theiphmry effectively which could reduce the salienééocal
cleavages (2003: 481).”

Given the importance of broadcasting state powés,study seeks to test Herbst's argument in tefrtie
effect that limited power projection, or lack osignificant presence, affects an individual's praty} to
engage in acts of violence. We theorize that grqabjection of state power will, on average, loae
individual's willingness to participate in politicdolence. In order to test this theory we constra measure
of state projection of power, which is based ongtesence of infrastructure (electricity, piped evatystem,
and sewage system) in the respondent’s area.

H1: The more significant presence of the statenirindividual’s life, the less likely the individua to
engage in violent acts.

Indicator: The presence of infrastructure (eledtsicpiped water system, and sewage system) in the
respondent’s area.

Insecurity: Victim of crime

One of the responsibilities of the state is to mesecurity for its citizens. Through police, drefjuently

by military forces, African states offer securityditizens. The security that a state provides khioa
predictable which differentiates it from roving Wwads who are frequently unpredictable (Olson 1993)
Moreover, Olson (567) convincingly argues that fahi& violence cannot be rational for a society'iath
implies that a state must have a monopoly on vade®ther observers have pointed to the beliefttieat
state must have a monopoly on the use of forceeafaice laws for the mitigation of conflict (Stedma
1996; Walter 1997; Hartzell 1999). However in A&imuch has also been made of the predatory state. A
argued by Chabal and Daloz (1999):

“Since in most countries the ‘state’ not only fdidsprotect the population from crime but is itsel§ponsible
for a high level of violence, both through the dirabuse of power and because of its predatoryeatus
not surprising that ordinary men and women willkseedevise alternate strategies for coping wititeary
force (p 77).”



The state monopoly over power may be challengagweral ways. First, coercive agents of the steatg
be viewed as highly inefficacious or even untrusttwp Secondly, the state authorities may be chgtd
by local militias or vigilante groups. One exampfehis is the Bakassi Boys who patrol their |ecil
southeastern Nigeria and have to some extent gmethe coercive authority of the state (Smith 200%
another example, traditional hunters in Cote dioknown as thdozg emerged as a security apparatus for
northern Ivoirens who felt threatened by the Gbaglgime (Bassett 2003). Finally there are someitss
where some groups view coercive agents of the atailestruments of discrimination and the situation
deteriorates into a security dilemma. As notedeaatthe case of Cote d’lvoire could be used asxamele
for this case. Leading up to the civil conflict@wote d’lvoire, Northerners, typically of SenefauMalinke
extraction viewed the state security apparatussasichinatory. In fact, at one point the natio@@ndarmes
School was purposely stocked with members of theesethnic group as President Laurent Gbabgo
(Akindes 2004). In instances where state monopaedy the use of force breaks down or is brougtat int
guestion citizens may be more inclined to resoxiatence.

H2: Individuals who feel a general lack of secuatg more likely to participate in violence.
Indicator: Reportedly being a victim of a crimetie past year.

State Legitimacy

States lacking legitimacy have difficulty colleditexes and convincing citizens to play by the falrm
institutional rules of the game (Levi 1988). A lamkstate legitimacy diminishes a country’s potahfibr
economic growth because it distorts its governnsertibice of policies and harms the quality of its
governance (Englebert 2000). If the quality of goemce is damaged it may have an adverse effatteon
behavior of its citizens. Without positive perceps about state legitimacy, people do not belibaethey
ought to follow rules or commands issued by thigites As legitimacy of the government decreases
individuals become increasingly less likely to éoll the rule of law which could lead to higher lessef
violence.

H3: Individuals who feel an unwillingness to reciagnstate legitimacy are more likely to participate
violence.

Indicator: Individuals’ opinions of whether or ntftey must respect court decisions, pay taxes aay thie
law. These three questions are scaled into a siimglex.

Public Service Quality

In Africa, the provision of basic services suctedacation and health care is typically one of tlostm
important responsibilities of the state. Azam (208fues that states that do not ensure an ecgiiaiol
competent distribution of public goods may be nmearsceptible to political violence. He found thabl
expenditure in health, as a percentage of GDPalsigmificant negative impact on the occurrencei@ént
political events, and so too does the enrolimeit ia primary education. The logic is that if imdiuals do
not feel that the state is sufficiently supplyingopc goods or services they will be more inclinedesort to
violent means.

H4: Individuals who believe that the state is Sfaiitorily providing public services with state oesces are
less likely to participate in political violence.

Indicator: Index of citizens’ perception about hawll or badly their government handles creatinggob
improving basic health services, and addressingational needs.

Lack of Protection of Private Property

According to Goldsmith (2000) states should prodadmund set of rules for private economic activity
Protection of private property was one of the rsifes for the emergence of state systems in Eyfdpeth
1990). One of the central tenets of private ecan@ttivity is the right to and protection of prtea



property. If the government cannot guaranteerigig then citizens may be more inclined to uséevioe.
Most recently Boone (2007) has written about hoapprty rights in Africa are complex and frequently
contested by citizens. She finds that propertytsiglisputes coupled with intense demographic and
environmental stress could lead to conflict. Bo(2@07) also argues that issues related to propgtits
are central to discussions about reform and renmtgin of the African state, which points to the
responsibility that the state should have in mamagrivate property disputes. Bates (2007) posasone
of the symptomatic patterns of the state failumdsgme is the stage when private property becomes
insecure.

We operationalize this variable by looking at tiptians a state provides to its citizens to recqveperty
when it is illegally expropriated. Strong statestill in citizens a greater confidence that subfems will
be resolved or at the very least provide apprapghtinnels by which they may contest illegal seizur

In weak states formal means to recover propertyeseevident and individuals are more inclinedetyg on
informal methods. Informal prescriptions inclutie tse of connections with influential people, érih or
public protest. In some cases citizens do not essort to informal means but rather become resigméioe
fact that there is nothing that can be done. Tdliamce on informal rather than formal means pdinis
state that offers little in guaranteeing that #estall protect a citizen's private property. Amividual who
believes that the state cannot credibly protecphiste property may be more likely to participate
violence.

H5: Individuals who doubt the ability of the stédeprotect their private property are more likety t
participate in violence.

Indicator: The options that a state gives a citizeého had his or her own land wrongly seized byesm.

Group Grievance

Although the relationship between grievance andlteuf violent conflict has been dismissed by @olénd
Hoeffler (2004), it is nevertheless worthwhile exaimg the relationship between the two variables.
Moreover, an armed insurgency typically justifissdause with grievance issues, such as political
marginalization or prejudicial treatment. The Farbouvelles in Cote d’lvoire and Tuaregs in Maldan
Niger couched their justifications for rebellionlamnguage that called for better treatment fromntdtonal
government. Other cases of political violence rddtegrievance need not be manifested in largeescal
rebellion. Localized political conflict can alse kelated to perceived political marginalizatiamstances of
communal conflict between Christians and MuslimBligeria under the Obasanjo regime can be viewed
through the lens of national politics.

H6: Individuals who are members of an ethnic grthgt they (respondents) perceive to be treateditypfa
by the government are more likely to participateimlence.

Indicator: How often a respondent’s ethnic grougéen to be treated unfairly by the government.

Control Variables

A number of control variables are also used inshisly. The model controls for current economic
conditions (as perceived by respondents both aidhisehold and national levels), popular suppart fo
democracy, residential location (urban/rural), gantevel of education and age. All of these aaintr
variables, especially age, level of education agrtlgr should be good predictors of attitudes tosvard
participation in violence. Exact question wordimglaesponse categories for all items are givengpehdix
A. Appendix B gives descriptive statistics for @flthese variables.



Results

In order to test the influence of people’s peraamiof various dimensions of a weak state on anighhl's
proclivity to engage in political violence, we estite a multivariate logit model with country fixetfects.
Table 1 reports the results of estimations.

Table 1. Acceptability of Political Violence

Independent Variables Coef. Std. Etr. P-value
Order (presence of the state) 0.035 0.024 0.147
Insecurity (victim of crime) 0.099 0.032 0.002
State legitimacy -0.142 0.023 0.000
Public service quality -0.059 0.034 0.084
Lack of protection of private property 0.413 0.050 0.000
Group grievance 0.129 0.022 0.000
Personal economic condition -0.002 0.020 0.906
National economic condition 0.016 0.017 0.372
Support for democracy -0.253 0.043 0.000
Urban (= 1) -0.046 0.055 0.405
Gender (female = 1) -0.104 0.041 0.012
Age -0.008 0.002 0.000
Education 0.010 0.013 0.437
Botswana 0.527 0.161 0.001
Cape Verde 0.222 0.300 0.459
Ghana 0.390 0.163 0.017
Kenya 0.990 0.148 0.000
Lesotho 0.349 0.170 0.040
Madagascar 1.196 0.149 0.000
Malawi 0.469 0.156 0.003
Mali 0.768 0.150 0.000
Mozambique 1.009 0.158 0.000
Namibia 1.645 0.149 0.000
Nigeria 1.042 0.136 0.000
Senegal 0.212 0.170 0.211
South Africa 0.743 0.144 0.000
Tanzania 1.441 0.149 0.000
Uganda 1.024 0.136 0.000
Zambia 1.197 0.147 0.000
Constant -1.882 0.192 0.000
Log likelihood -7822.468

Pseudo R2 0.0505

N 16731

Note Table entries are logit coefficients with courfired effects.



Four of the six dimensions of a weak state haveifgignt effects on popular attitudes about the
acceptability of violence. First, with respect tegence of the state, we find that it is not stipagsociated
with the acceptability of political violence. Thissult is in contrast to our expectation from Histéad, state
infrastructure can mitigate or incite violence ampdamdividuals. For example in some cases the poeseh
the state and broadcast of its power could engegréater peaceful compliance among citizens. @n th
other hand it could also be looked upon as an iteithand perhaps menacing presence. If the lattae
case then individuals could be more likely to suppmlence. Finally, perhaps the effect is endumes

with the presence of the state being due to theofdtigher levels of political violence in the pas

Second, the lack of security has a significantjtpesimpact on the acceptability of political vasice. Those
who have been a victim of a crime are more likelfinid violence justifiable. This demonstrates eiotis
circle of insecurity; as an individual's environrhbecomes less secure he/she, on average, belates
violence is acceptable. If the state is no londpe &0 protect its citizens from violent crime ivigiuals are
more likely to find political violence justifiable.

Third, in terms of state legitimacy, as people find state to be increasingly legitimate they bexteas
likely to view political violence as acceptableatgtlegitimacy can force citizens to recognizerthei
government policies as appropriate even thoughdisagree with those outputs of decision makingrev
more strongly, citizens who perceive their statkegdimate may express their willingness to defstade
institutions. This result bears some resemblan¢&drk's (2007) finding that African states theg eiewed
as legitimate are less susceptible to militaryrireations, rebellions or violent manifestations.

Fourth, we find that the variable of public servipeality has no significant impact on popular at¢abitity
of violence. People who believe that their governiie providing good public services are not léssly to
accept violence as a justified method to expresis ititerests. This null finding fails to confirmdd

This result suggests that individuals no longemtaun the state to effectively provide public goaedst had
done in the past. Although the era of structudfistment has most likely lowered expectationgims of
the role that the state will play in the provis@ipublic goods to such a degree that it doesaiserthe
likelihood that an individual approves of politicablence. This suggests that individuals havedasd
expectations and the saliency of the issue is ngdopresent.

Fifth, we find that lack of protection of privategperty had a significant and positive effect ooegtability
of political violence. This can be interpretedhie light of the fact that, in Africa, people amery closely
tied to land in both economic and spiritual terriiwrough agricultural and pastoral use, land is Hie
primary means by which many Africans earn an incomat the very least, live a life of subsistence.
Moreover land use issues, manifested in prograrts as land tenure reform or illegal seizure, can be
incendiary.

With the case of Cote d’lvoire this pattern is ajgp& In the post Houphet Boigny era the Ivoriaaremy
tumbled and arable land became more scarce. |e sases “immigrants,” atrangerestypically of
Malian or Burkinabe extraction, were forcefully coed to turn over land that they legally owned had
worked on for generations to segments of the pdpulavho identified themselves as autochthones. In
some cases state security forces were complieit least very indifferent to the illegal seizurésstances
such as these were some of the key motivationtdraased to justify the rebellion launched by goin
the north of Cote d'lvoire.

Finally, we find that group grievance is strongbgaciated with the acceptability of political viote. The
more that an individual believes that his/her aetlgtbup has been discriminated against by the govent
the more likely he/she is to find political violenjustifiable. This is an interesting finding igHt of the
recent greed versus grievance literature that disesigrievance as a cause of civil war. Or, perhaps
grievance may be an impetus for political violengst, it is not motivation enough to spur acts tiestlt in
or sustain civil war.
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The results also show that neither personal néometeconomic condition has any significant effext
popular attitudes about the acceptability of pcditiviolence. Those who claim support for democraey
less likely to believe that political violence isceptable under certain circumstances. Women sodess
likely than men to express positive attitudes albloatacceptability of political violence. Age isgagively
associated with levels of approval of political leiace.

Table 2. Marginal Change in Variables of Interest

Acceptability of Political

Violence
Order (presence of the state) 0.003
Insecurity (victim of crime) 0.005
State legitimacy -0.010
Public service quality -0.003
Lack of Protection of Private Property 0.012
Group Grievance 0.010

Note: Change in predicted probability as an indegemt variable changes from Y2 standard deviatiomWwebase to ¥2
standard deviation above, holding all other varieblconstant.

For substantive interpretation, we estimate thegmat effects listed in Table 2 (Long 1997). Wedfian
interesting result. Popular perceptions aboutdbk bf protection of private property have the rsgyest
impact on popular acceptability about politicalleiace. State legitimacy and group grievance ars¢lkend
and third strongest influences respectively. A &dgard deviation increase in the level of individizubt
about the ability of the state to protect the pevaterests of citizens leads to an approximate29o
increase in popular acceptability of political winte as a justified tool to express their interdsts
standard deviation increase in popular attitudesitd state legitimacy corresponds with a 1% deeréas
the acceptability of political violence. In additid/2 standard deviation increase in the levelopljar
perceptions of group grievance is associated wittoancrease in the acceptability of political @ote.
Other dimensions of weak states have relativelygimat effects on popular view about political viote:
0.3 or 0.5% changes in support of political viokenc

In order to test the robustness of our findinggest the effects of the various dimensions of teakistate
on people’'s engagement in events that are frequh@lpenultimate acts preceding political violenas,
participating in a demonstration or a protest mardMhile the previous dependent variable is alpoiular
attitudes about the acceptability of political @ote, the dependent variable of participation atgsts is
behavioral. As evidenced in Table 3 all of the ahlés have the same effect on protest participatsaey
do on the acceptability of political violence. Téwy exception is the valence of the effect of pubkrvice
quality. With respect to insecurity, lack of praiea of private property, and group grievance, all
coefficients are significant and as expected, aasmtwith a greater likelihood of engaging in psis.
People who believe that the state is legitimatdes® likely to have engaged in demonstrations sGtent
with the model of popular attitudes about the atatgfity of political violence, the presence of thtate has
no significant effect on people’s engagement iritjpal violence.
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Table 3. Engaged in a Demonstration

Independent Variables

Order (presence of the state)
Insecurity (victim of crime)

State legitimacy

Public service quality

Lack of protection of private property
Group grievance

Personal economic condition
National economic condition
Support for democracy

Urban (= 1)

Gender (female = 1)

Age
Education
Botswana
Cape Verde
Ghana
Kenya
Lesotho
Madagascar
Malawi

Mali
Mozambique
Namibia
Nigeria
Senegal
South Africa
Tanzania
Uganda
Zambia

Constant

Log likelihood

Pseudo R2
N

Coef.

0.003
0.222
-0.096
-0.113
0.160
0.094

-0.019
0.266
-0.005
-0.145
-0.369
-0.001
0.093

0.402
-0.633
-0.277
-0.158
-0.755
0.255
-0.644
-0.721
0.978
0.314
0.114
0.298
0.522
0.243
-0.298
-0.449

-2.114

-7501.595
0.0514

17365

Std. Err.

0.024
0.031
0.025
0.036
0.053
0.023

0.021
0.018
0.046
0.055
0.043
0.002
0.013

0.134
0.300
0.146
0.139
0.172
0.137
0.159
0.160
0.134
0.138
0.121
0.137
0.124
0.140
0.125
0.148

0.187

P-value

0.896
0.000
0.000
0.002
0.003
0.000

0.361
0.135
0.911
0.008
0.000
0.673
0.000

0.003
0.035
0.057
0.253
0.000
0.062
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.023
0.348
0.030
0.000
0.082
0.017
0.002

0.000

Note: Table entries are logit coefficients with ntry fixed effects.
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Conclusion

This paper has attempted to identify the charasttesi of weak states that contribute to violence.filvd
that four of the six dimensions of weak states Waforwarded have a significant impact on the
acceptability of political violence. Among themeind, popular doubt about the ability of theatstto
protect private property rights has the strongffeteon citizens’ view about political violencehi® study
can provide some lessons for observers of Afriadiigs as well as policy makers. The estimatién o
marginal effects allows us to assemble a rank ordexf the effects. From a policy perspective it
distinguishes which aspects of weak states are likekt to result in higher levels of violence. Aach it
may help policy makers identify which policy refasrare most crucial for the avoidance of violentflicin
Perhaps the best approach would be to tackle diesistics of weak states that are associated viggien
levels of violence first in order to at least e$itbstability in a newly democratizing state. lesample, it
would make sense to focus on issues such as ppvaperty protection, de-escalation of group gneees
and reinforcement of state legitimacy. By the sémhken, many of these problems have already been
identified. Nevertheless, in the era of donor faigt may be better to focus on one or two problant
those that are associated with lower levels ofeviok may be a good starting point. This is imporfiar
African states for it is difficult to pursue dematization and economic development in the midstaditical
violence, let alone deal with the human sufferimat it ostensibly engenders.

In terms of future research there are several lrfi@squiry that this paper leaves unresolved yrhdnd
further examination. Intuitively, the presencedhd state variable would be expected to have ativega
effect on attitudes towards political violence. Yiet found that it has no statistically significampact on
the acceptability of political violence. It woulb& worthwhile examining this question in greatemille
which could be achieved by more in depth interview®pposed to survey interviews. Another imparta
issue is to test for other aspects of weak sthtgspredict individual views towards political \éice.

It would also be useful to examine the role th&rimal institutions play in instances where thepstiiute
for state institutions that are weak or non-existd?revious research has demonstrated that informa
institutions have the potential to fill this voidé€Imke and Levitsky 2006; Bratton 2007). In sitoas
where formal institutions remain weak, personalnamtions (ties of personal loyalty to an incumbent
president, for example) can help to secure legitirar a fragile democratic regime (Helmke and tsky
2006). Moreover Helmke and Levitsky find that samaglitional (informal) institutions can actuallg b
complementary to formal institutions and thus suppolitical stability. Due to data limitations weere
unable to test for the effects of other aspectsaak states such as the degree to which it istelistic in
nature. Finally another limitation is that we hdweked primarily at states that have liberaliziegitt form of
governance, yet it would be worthwhile to look t@tss that remain more authoritarian. This would be
particularly interesting given the argument thahatitarian governments may be more effective in
controlling communal or political violence througdpression of dissenting voices.

Another important outcome is the parallel that bardrawn between democratic consolidation and the
dismissal by citizens of political violence as ditpzal strategy. Linz and Stepan’s (1996) clagidinition
refers to the moment when citizens and politic&biscagree that democracy is “the only game in towis
long as political violence is still viewed as pdiehoption democracy will not be considered thaljogame
in town” and consolidation will be hampered. Wio#tizens begin to regard political violence agssl
viable option, they will demonstrate a greater aehee to democratic norms which should bode well fo
demaocratization on the continent. As long as tleetgp of political violence is present, democrdiain
Africa will always lag and expression through denatic practices will not be considered the only nteaf
voicing one's opinion.
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Appendix A.

Acceptability of political violence:

Which of the following statements is closest toryeiew? Choose Statement A or Statement B.
A: The use of violence is never justified in [yauountry] politics today.

B: In this country, it is sometimes necessary ®\islence in support of a just cause.

0 = Agree with A; 1 = Agree with B

Participation in demonstrations:

Please tell me whether you, personally, have dagefthese things during the past year.
Attended a demonstration or protest march.

0=No; 1=Yes

H1. Presence of the state:

Were the following services present in the primgagnpling unit/enumerate area (electricity, pipetewa
system, and sewage system)?

1=Yes; 0= No.

H2. Victim of crime:

Over the past year, how often (if ever) have yoargrone in your family (Had something stolen frooury
house and Been physically attacked)?

0=Never; 1=Just once or twice; 2=Several times; 8mtimes; 4=Always.

H3. State legitimacy:

For each of the following statements, please teliwhether you disagree or agree:

A. The courts have the right to make decisions pleaple always have to abide by.

B. The police always have the right to make peopley the law.

C. The tax department always has the right to npalople pay taxes.

1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree Disagree, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree

H4. Public service quality:

How well or badly would you say the current goveeminis handling the following matters (creatinggpb
improving basic health services, and addressingagtunal needs)?

1 = Very badly; 2 = Fairly badly; 3 = Fairly wel;= Very well.

H5. Protection of private property:

What, if anything, would you do to try and resobaech of the following situations: someone wronglized
your family’s land?

1= Don’t worry, things will be resolved given entuigme, Lodge complaint through proper channels or
procedures;

2= Use connections with influential people, Offerdr bribe, Join in Public Protest, Other, andag,
because nothing can be done.

H6. Group grievance:
How often are s [respondent’s identibyig] treated unfairly by the government?
0=Never, 1=Sometimes, 2=0ften, 3=Always.

Economic conditions:

In general, how would you describe:

The present economic condition of this country?

Your own present living condition?

1 = Very bad; 2 = Fairly bad; 3 = Neither good bad; 4 = Fairly good; 5 = Very good.

Support for democracy:
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Which of these three statements is closest to gaur opinion?

1 = A. Democracy is preferable to any other kingj@fernment.

0 = B. In some circumstances, a non-democraticrgovent can be preferable.
0 = C. For someone like me, it doesn't matter vidirad of government we have.

Education: “What is the highest level of education you hawmpleted?’ (0= “no formal schooling”; 1 =
“informal schooling only”; 2 = “some primary schomdmpleted”; 3 = “primary school completed”; 4 =
“some secondary school/high school”; 5 = “secondahpool/high school completed”; 6 = “post-secondary
gualifications, other than university”; 7 = “someiversity”; 8 = “university completed”; 9 = “post-
graduate.”)

Age: “How old were you at your last birthday?” (rangerh 18 to 130 years old)

Gender: (0 = male; 1 = female)

Urban: (0 = rural; 1 = urban)

Appendix B Descriptive Statistics

Std.
Variable Obs Mean  Deuv. Min Max
Acceptability of Political violence 22965 0.19 039 O 1
Participation in demonstrations 24349 0.17 0.37 0 1
Presence of the state 24349 1.28 1.17 0
Victim of crime 24291 0.33 0.60 0 4
State legitimacy 21528 3.77 0.86 1 5
Public service quality 22392 2.45 0.67 1 4
Lack of Protection of private property 23547 1.18 .39 1 2
Group grievance 21136 0.81 0.98 0 3
Personal economic conditions 24260 2.65 1.18 1 5
National economic conditions 24333 2.77 1.55 1 9
Support for democracy 24349 0.62 0.48 0 1
Urban 24349 0.38 0.49 0 1
Gender 24349 0.50 0.50 0 1
Age 24064  36.59 14.83 18 130
Education 24257 3.09 2.00 0 9
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