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Decades ago, Rene Dumont's False Start in Africa (1988) lamented post-colonial Africa's failure to yield development. Today, a similar judgement might be passed on the first post-independence wave of democratization's failure to produce substantive and sustainable democratic institutions.

If we use electoral contest as a measure, the 1990s, despite signs of authoritarian recidivism, have been a period of democratic renewal (Bratton and van de Walle, 1997). But it has become trite to point to the "fallacy of electoralism" (Schmitter and Karl, 1991)--the assumption that elections are a sufficient measure of democracy. If we see democracy as a system that institutionalizes universal adult participation in public decision-making, civil liberties, and the resolution of conflicts within a common political space by peaceful political contest and accommodation, Africa's formal democratization has, as Richard Joseph (1998) has argued, in most cases proved illusory: popular participation in decision-making and control over elected officials is very weak, while in many cases, rulers present a facade of democracy while denying their opponents and dissenting citizens civil liberties. Autocrats old and new have proved adept at using electoral contest to legitimize undemocratic regimes. Nor has conflict resolution made significant progress, as another round of debilitating confrontation in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Lesotho, and Angola attest. Some of these conflicts, while generated by internal inabilities to resolve differences, show a tendency to spill across borders, and to attract the engagement of other countries, promoting dire predictions of a trans-continental war.

This critique is not a utopian lament debates that rage in parts of the North on the degree to which liberal democratic form has yielded the required substance have far less resonance in Africa, where the demands of the time are more fundamental. Given the centrality of conflict and state collapse in the production of misery, democratic states capable of resolving conflicts between contending elites and of providing citizens with basic rights to hold office-holders to account and to make claims against the state would in themselves be a major advance. The charge against the current wave of democratization is not that it has failed to achieve idyllic political communities, but that, in more than a few cases, it has not performed its most basic function of protecting the ruled from the predations--and the conflicts--of rulers.

The casualties are not only fragile African polities: current trends also indict the frailties of northern countries' Africa policies-including, or some might say, especially, that of the United States.

The role of external powers in the current wave of surface democratization is open to debate. While Michael Bratton and Nicolas van de Walle (1997) have marshalled an array of data to demonstrate that formal democracy is largely a response to domestic protest mobilization, Joseph avoids the crude view that reforms were purely implemented on donor instructions, but stresses the external dimension, arguing that African oligarchs rely on the international system to secure the resources needed to retain power and that they have largely succeeded in manipulating their relations with it to ensure a continued flow by assuming a "presentable" appearance that belies the substance of their regimes.

Whatever weight we assign to American and European influence, it is clear that official conceptions in these countries of African democracy and the strategies required to induce or sustain it rarely move beyond an attempt to ensure that African countries adopt a plausible surface imitation of the political and economic institutions of the West--and a vain search for Northern-style liberal democrats who will perform the required transformation. A State Department desk officer probably came closer to the truth than many U.S. policy-makers care to admit when, in a recent discussion, she described U.S. policy as a matter of identifying and supporting the "good guys" in their struggle against the "bad" ones. At worst, this resurrects a new version of the Cold War paradigm. At best, it reduces Africa to an analogy of the Eastern European morality play in which good democrats do constant battle against bad authoritarians.

Imposed or induced democratization might, as in post-World War Two Germany and Japan, yield results--but only with a Marshall-sized aid package to buttress it and domestic traditions and institutions on which to build. Imposing on African countries the expectation of formal democratization without either the domestic resources or the political traditions with which to sustain it was an inevitable recipe for illusion.

Yet, while it is easy to caricature the "ugly American" blundering over a continent he or she dimly understands in search of unlikely redeemers, the often false dawn of the 1990s poses challenges too to those who recognize the complexity of a continent in which "good guys" with the capacity to act on their virtue to lay lasting foundations of democracy and prosperity in much of sub-Saharan Africa are in short supply.

For millions of television viewers in the North (or the white suburbs of South Africa), the reason for formal democratization's failure is as simple as it is unpalatable: it lies in the inability of Africans to govern themselves in a democratic manner. This assumption is, in some cases, dignified or implicitly reinforced by scholars who adduce pseudo-anthropological notions such as the "politics of the belly" (Bayart, 1989) to--wittingly or unwittingly-confirm the notion of Africa as a place marching to a more primitive, indeed primordial, rhythm.

For those who reject the notion of African atavism, much work remains to offer an alternative--to superficiality as well as racial or geographic determinism. If one flaw of the morality play theory is that the "good guys" often behave much like the bad ones the moment they achieve electoral victory, we need to move beyond explanations that stress only the venality of post-colonial elites. And if the chief flaw of "Afro-pessimism" is that it fails to understand the degree to which failure is reversible, we need to do more to investigate the preconditions of reversal. The acknowledgement that the form of liberal democracy is not enough demands a renewed attempt, in the light of the experiences of the past few years as well as those that preceded them, to identify the elements of genuine renewal.

This article will not attempt definitive answers to these questions: it will, rather, seek to identify some of the broad directions which such a search may need to engage, both intellectually and in political practice. And it will seek to do so partly by examining perhaps the most interesting contemporary African case study, South Africa--an exception in the view of its own elites, anything but that in the view of many members of the African intelligentsia (see for example Mamdani, 1995). The example is apposite, for both South Africa's similarities with and differences from the rest of sub-Saharan Africa may enable a diagnosis of pathologies--and illuminate some potential remedies.

African Specificity: Pitfalls and Possibilities

Perhaps the first task is to sharpen debate on what democracy in Africa may or may not be.

More is at stake than a scholastic search for definition. An oft-heard critique of Western analysis and action is that its brand of democratization seeks to impose on Africa something alien (Ake, 1993). The complaint is not new: the context in which it is now voiced is novel. Traditionally, the appeal to cultural specificity has been a weapon in the hands of self-justifying elites: African despots long anticipated Lee Kwan Yew or the current Chinese elites by insisting that democracy is a stalking horse for a new colonialism. Today, the complaint is usually voiced by a new breed of African democrats (whose preference for democracy as a key element of state- and nation-building is itself an important phenomenon) rather than despots, and for the reasons implied above. The rulers are now often preoccupied with simulating democracy in the hope of attracting aid and trade, not with rationalizing its absence. The critics insist that Western approbation for many of the quasi-democrats lies not only in an inability or unwillingness to see beyond liberal democratic form to the substance beneath, but also in the form itself. Understandably unwilling to conclude that Africa is not good enough for liberal democracy, they assert rather that liberal democracy is not good enough for Africa.

Is this appeal to specificity any more plausible than when it was used as a rationale for avoiding democracy? No and yes. No, in the sense that there are features of democracy that are not culturally specific and whose abrogation inevitably produces tyranny: accountable government, the right to decide, speak and organize is essential to free political expression, whether the site is Oregon or Ougadougou. Where African tradition is invoked to dilute or deny pluralism, the outcome is tyranny, however ornate its indigenous cultural form. Yes, because we know that liberal democratic parliamentary forms are capable of capture by oligarchs--and that, by contrast, in Botswana, a "pre-democratic" institution such as the chieftaincy can coexist with democracy and, some analyses would suggest, strengthen it. Or that, in Mauritius, a complex electoral system that allocates parliamentary seats partly on ethnic criteria has sustained a functioning democracy for decades.

The Botswana and Mauritius cases highlight, perhaps, a key flaw in Northern recipes--and the degree to which they reinforce the pretensions of African political elites. In both cases, identities-which in Africa often assume an ethnic or quasi-ethnic form--or traditional authority are recognized as potential democratic elements rather than as pre-modern obstacles. For many Northern recipes seemingly oblivious to the persistence, at least for now, of a venerable European democracy in which a house of traditional leaders persists alongside democratic institutions--the United Kingdom--both identities and tradition are vestigial symptoms of pre-democratic polities. African elites share the prejudice and much of the venality of post-independence leadership has, therefore, been clothed in the language of modernization and integrative nation-building. In most cases, the result has been to commit one of democratic theory's cardinal sins--to suppress difference.

It has become almost trite to point out that most African states are entities cobbled together by colonial powers to serve administrative demands and that one consequence is that very different identities are invariably housed in a single state. There is also some evidence that the traditional unit of African politics is the local. And that, whether as cause or consequence of the failure of the post-colonial state, traditional authority has in some cases proved more pervasive than indigenous modernizing elites had expected. The common theme is difference: African states inherited a political space inhabited by people harboring differing identities, loyalties and concepts of the appropriate source of authority. And almost invariably, the response of the post-independence polity was to respond by portraying difference as divisive or "tribalistic." In a few cases--Botswana, Zambia under Kaunda--the attempt to build that common sense of nationhood which is, in the view of Dankwart Rustow (1970), essential to democracy succeeded (albeit, in the latter case, not under democratic conditions). In most cases, the attempt proved, over time, a recipe for a level of conflict far more ghastly than anything that the nation-building attempt had sought to prevent.

The assumption that democratic modernity requires the obliteration of traditional identities and authority is not restricted to predatory politicians--it is a pervasive tenet of much of an African intelligentsia firmly committed to democracy. Indeed, in the view of one of the continent's foremost scholars, it is the failure to break the power of rural elites--whose claims to authority are said to stem more from the preferences of those that colonize than in authentic tradition--that lies at the heart of democratic failure (Mamdani, 1995). There is more than a touch of Barrington Moore lurking beneath the surface of the argument: in essence, the complaint indicts a failure to achieve modernity. On one level, the charge is clearly accurate--if modernity is understood here as the capacity to generate the preconditions for active and independent citizens' participation in public decision-making. On another, it may ignore the potential for incorporating differences, in which elements of tradition must be included, in democratic institutions. While there clearly are important elements of tradition that are incompatible with full democratic citizenship--patriarchy, for one--it could be argued that a formal democracy that is incapable of accommodating those elements of tradition and the identities that it generates which are compatible with notions of full and equal citizenship is inadequate. Indeed, the ability to ensure that traditional authority and loyalty to it are expressed within democratic norms could be a key source of the system's strength in Africa.

But, while the question of tradition is perhaps the identity issue most uncomfortable to intellectuals, it is, as implied above, only part of a larger story. If the suppression of difference was a key feature of African authoritarianism, the same desire perhaps surfaces again in the current context.

On the one hand, some governing elites use the polarizing potential of identities as rationales to abridge democratic form. One ill-fated attempt was the Nigerian junta's creation of two parties--one nominally right, the other putatively left, of centre--in an apparent attempt to prevent parties becoming ethnic vehicles. Another is Ugandan president Yoweri Musevenini's "no party" democracy,(1) portrayed as a viable experiment in non-western democratic form, but, for at least one analysis, a potentially unstable one party state with a human face. (Landsberg, Kabemba, and Cornwell, 1997:14) There is scant evidence in either case that suppressing the organizational form of difference wishes it away--the effect is simply to narrow democratic space.

The liberal democratic form of post-authoritarian African polities by definition acknowledge difference by sanctioning pluralism. But the difference that is conceded arguably assumes a sameness--the assumption that a national legislature elected in regular electoral contest can, on its own, produce democratic outcomes may assume a society in which, a la Rustow, the essential identity differences have been dissolved in a common notion of the political community. But if, as well may be the case, the result is simply to establish which identity--and thus which notion of the community--is dominant and to ratify its hegemony over the others, then the source of decades of conflict is merely reconstituted.

The test for new African democracies--and the prognosis for democracy's survival and sustenance--rests therefore on the degree to which the new democratic systems can recognize, perhaps even celebrate, difference in institutional forms that respect democratic essentials: both Botswana and Mauritius may well show that these forms would deviate from the Northern ideal types in important ways. The key to African democracy may be not only the recognition of the right to difference but institutions that reward co-operation between political leaderships which articulate it (see, for example, Cruise O'Brien, 1999).

Similarly, because difference often manifests itself at the local level, political elites have tended--and often still do tend--to rely on centralization to obliterate it. The result has often been to heighten, not to diminish, conflict--and to suppress the most accessible forms of democratic government for the poorly resourced. If one of democracy's properties is its ability to accommodate difference, then the African reality would seem to argue for vigorous decentralization so that multiple identities and loyalties can find expression in democratic representation. While decentralization would hardly be a novel or Africa-specific form of representation, it might, if allowed to take root, take on distinctively African shapes.

None of this is intended to argue that democracy's limited success in Africa--and its prospects--can be reduced to institutional design faults. While a mindset among both Northern policy-makers and African elites that judges African democracy by its ability to suppress difference in service of a Platonic European or Northern American ideal not always realized in its countries of origin contributes to some contemporary cul de sacs, democracy's dismal African past can also be traced back to--and its uncertain future might prove to depend on--deeply-rooted structural features in African polities that produce uncomfortable realities and dilemmas.

The Gordian Knot:

Civil Society, the Market and Economic Development

The global resurgence of civil society as a proposed guarantor of democracy has not left diagnoses of the African democratic malaise untouched: appropriately so, if the preceding analysis is accurate, for the democratic expression of difference is civil society's prime raison d'etre.

Scholars of widely differing persuasions seem agreed on the weakness of African civil society, even if some disagree with the current conventional wisdom among donor country strategists, Northern intellectuals--and many African activists--that civil society is a prerequisite of democracy. Debate on and investigation of the degree to which classic notions of civil society are appropriate, and currently possible, in Africa are a necessary ingredient of a plausible democratic prognosis for the continent.

But none of the differing strains would surely disagree with the claim that oligarchy has managed to survive the current democratization wave because the forces arrayed against it in most African societies are unable to constrain or depose it. Opposition parties and forces are often led by figures who once played a role in authoritarian elites but fell out of favor (Bratton and van de Walle, 1997: 8), suggesting that they may be vehicles for one section of the elite to claw back positions and power it lost to another; they are also on occasions vulnerable to purchase and co-option by governments, implying that the thirst for personal advantage is sometimes as strong among the seeming opponents of authoritarianism as among those they seek to replace. All these realities testify that most African societies are unable to generate a new and different leadership willing and able to abolish oligarchy-rather than to merely replace the oligarchs with similar substitutes.

The African new wave may thus have produced "virtual democracies" (Joseph, 1998) because its polities have virtual oppositions and civil societies. Recourse to classical texts suggests that the reason is as economic as it is political--that it lies in the weakness of African market economies. Independently acquired resources provide the means to resist--or to organize voluntary associations-the demands of the market produce the motive. As long as the majority in Africa remains beyond the reach of formal economic institutions, so too may the capacity to generate sufficient domestic pressure to achieve and sustain democracy remain limited and narrow.

At first glance, this proposition is at odds with an important strain of Northern theorizing that posits civil society as a normative antidote to the pervasiveness of the market (Barber, 1998, Etzioni, 1998). But there is no necessary contradiction between arguing that the existence of institutions that allow the accumulation of private resources is a necessary condition of civil society's emergence and the proposition that, in some or all Northern societies, voluntary associations can provide citizens with centers of solidarity, reciprocity and collective action which limit the market's reach. The notion--implicit to the Northern theories discussed here--that the market needs to be civilized assumes that there is a market in the first place. This is not always the case in Africa whose task is, perhaps, to develop the institutions that need to be curbed so that the vehicle that is indispensable to the curbing can begin to emerge.

But how is civil society--or an opposition with the means and motive to achieve democracy--to emerge? For those enthused with the spirit of Northern missionary zeal, it must be created: donor strategies are often devoted to this end. But, if the hypothesis presented here is accepted, this is a task beyond the capacity of even the most well-resourced donor program. Progress requires precisely that economic development that authoritarianism and its bedfellows, personalism and patronage, constrain in Africa. If donor nations really seek a thorough African democratization, the spirit of George Marshall may be a more appropriate guide than the theories of Robert Putnam.

The Primacy of State and Stability

Yet, to identify economic development as a key is to beg yet another set of questions--its preconditions.

Even before troubles in world financial markets became a catalyst for a return to forgotten truisms, the 1997 World Bank World Development Report forced the reality that state capacity has underpinned every economic advance in twentieth century societies again into the mainstream.

Nowhere is this more necessary than in Africa, and this for two reasons. First, the dominant state form on the continent has been inimical to all sustainable accumulation except that which takes place outside the rules and institutions that underpin the market: most of Africa's economic success stories occur outside the reach of the state (Simone, 1994; McGaffey, 1997; Tripp, 1997). In consequence, their effect on general living standards is negligible. And they remain remarkable because they are such exceptions: in most cases, the patronage state acts as a break on independent economic activity. To posit economic development as a key to political progress is to confront the reality that it is constrained by one of political weaknesses' most conspicuous effects: the incapacity of most African states.

As important as "objectively" weak capacity is its consequence, expressed in the response of many Africans to state failure--withdrawal or, in some contexts, antipathy. Wealth accumulation outside the state is not the only or, indeed, the most pervasive symptom. Forced to cope with states that fail to offer the possibility of democratic citizenship and which, from the oil shock of the 1970s, have proved increasingly unable to distribute material resources, citizens have often adopted the most rational route: withdrawal. Rather than seeking to challenge or change the state, they have fallen back on their own resources and defense mechanisms: in these cases, forms of social life that are not only outside the state but designed to insulate society from it become the norm (Simone, 1995). The trend should not be overstated: as Bratton and van de Walle show, citizens do at times choose to engage with the state by mobilizing protest. But, if recent events in the Democratic Republic of the Congo are a guide, the engagement is often guided by a deep hostility not only to incumbent politicians, but to the institutions of the state that are seen as almost inherently predatory. This finds its corollary in a pervasive cynicism toward newly democratized regimes among many intellectuals. These forms of social life and attitudes are, of course, the product of lived experiences; but they illustrate the depth of the crisis of the African state.

Further, economic failure is not the proximate cause of Africa's malaise. Not only are the consequences, measured in quality of life, of a failure to produce economic "take off" dwarfed by Africa's prime bane, inter- and intra-state conflict (Landsberg, Kabemba and Cornwell, 1998: 12-16). Only a cessation of violence would free Africans to pursue the possibility of economic advance and create the conditions in which this may be possible. The conventional wisdom that African poverty is a consequence of "inappropriate" economic policies ignores the extent to which political conflict has been responsible for far more impoverishment in Africa than any number of tariff barriers or state-run industries--and the degree to which the accumulation of capital requires a stable political foundation that conflict destroys: the link between the ability to resolve conflict through political accommodation and adequate economic performance finds empirical support in recent research, which includes much data from African polities and economies (Rodrik, 1999).

It is far easier to express the need for effective and stable states than to spell out their preconditions. What must be asserted is the primacy of political stability to any attempt to ensure livable African societies, let alone functioning democracies. The preconditions for state formation effective enough to resolve conflict remain elusive--searching for them an urgent intellectual task.

In some respects, the "good guy-bad guy" approach derided at the outset is entitled to some rehabilitation here: effective leadership can reduce conflict potential--witness Seretse Khama's role in Botswana or Nelson Mandela's in South Africa. But in both cases, leadership proved decisive at the birth of a democratic state: whether it can play as formative a role in states that have suffered deep-rooted decay over decades is open to question for, while individual capacities may suffice to maintain a state amidst change, they may prove inadequate to the task of reconstituting states.

We may encounter a paradox here. Effective conflict resolution requires states strong enough to achieve it, but decades of conflict--and more generalized state decline--have ensured that few are in evidence. But any investigation of the necessary elements of African democratization will need to understand the preconditions for reconstituting effective states capable at the very least of protecting the persons of their citizens.

The (un)Democratic Paradox

In principle, a state does not need to be democratic to resolve conflict and provide the framework for growth. It requires, rather, some features which, while they are usually associated with democracies, are in principle and in some cases practice (vide Singapore or Taiwan) not restricted to them. Some key elements of a state capable of providing the conditions for economic accumulation are: the ability to maintain stability; the capacity and will to limit corruption; maintenance of a legal framework conducive to implementing the law of contract; and significant ability to extract citizens' compliance with public obligations (Bernstein, Berger, and Godsell, 1996: 16).

Given this, the quasi-democratic route would seem at first glance most appropriate since it purports to prioritize the elements of state-building. It is in this context that enthusiasm for the "new Africans"--Museveni, Rwanda's Kagame, Eritrea's Aferworki, Ethiopia's Zenawi--must be understood. (Ottaway, 1999) All are said to be serious about effective and honest governance as well as market-led growth, although clearly not about liberal democracy, and some seemingly impressive growth figures would seem to confirm the hypothesis.

But how new are the "new Africans?" The question is not only apposite because the Ethiopian-Eritrean war, Rwanda's aggressive militarism and Uganda's taste for foreign adventures suggest that enthusiasm for the prescriptions of international financial institutions is not necessarily matched by equal eagerness to resolve transnational differences peacefully. In what ways do their new states differ from the old ones? If a recent impressionistic analysis of Uganda is a guide, (Landsberg, Kabemba, and Cornwell, 1998:14) they may be more fragile and prone to the old ills--such as recourse to patronage and weak links to society--than their admirers acknowledge. And it is the few African democracies who have proved far greater guarantors of stability than their authoritarian alternatives.

This is not accidental. Given the context sketched earlier, any progress towards state-building will require more than administrative technique: democracy, whatever its institutional form, seems an essential precondition not only for liberty, but for state-building and thus for stability and economic development too. If it is agreed that respect for difference, and the inclusion of varying identities and loyalties, is a prerequisite of African state-building, then it is difficult to see how this might be institutionalized in any non-democratic form. Wise leaders with secure social bases might, in theory, prove far-sighted and magnanimous enough to preside over polities that incorporate diverse traditions and identities on terms that reduce or eliminate alienation. Whether these leaders can be expected in a context in which the putative bond between citizen and state posited by social contract theory has been ruptured by fundamental breaches of trust is another matter. It seems more plausible to presume that the task of enticing citizens back into the state will need to be central to African state-building and that, while the ability to maintain macro-economic balance as well as to provide social services or even basic infrastructure may be part of that attempt, the promise of real representation will need to become as--or more--important.

This raises in principle the uncomfortable possibility that a further paradox confronts African state building: effective governance is a more urgent requirement than democracy, but is impossible without it. The question is raised not to counsel a lapse into despair, but to propose a more fundamental line of enquiry than the search for democratic preconditions: a re-examination of the fundamental requirements of viable African states. If the problem is indeed one of weak states and strong societies, (Migdal, 1988) then a fairly venerable school of Africanist scholarship requires revisiting in an attempt to determine, in the light of contemporary developments, the requirements of African state-building.

South Africa: Exception or Rule?

The preceding argument, in its search for generalization, may have created the impression that this analysis, like many others, ignores the specificity of particular African societies. It ought, therefore, to be stressed that differences between states are a key African reality that must be recognized in any analysis of patterns and prospects.(2) This seems an appropriate reason for introducing the South African case that is instructive not only because its transition from racial oligarchy has attracted far more international interest than the attempted democratization of other African states but because its surface uniqueness in the sub-Saharan African context provides an illuminating test of some of the ideas proposed here.

Whether South Africa is substantially different is, as noted at the outset, a matter of some debate. The country's new elite--intellectual as well as political--tends to assume a qualitative difference from the rest of the sub-Saharan continent. African intellectuals tend often to assume a sameness, an assumption that finds scholarly form in the writing of Mahmood Mamdani. They are, ironically, supported by many white South Africans who share, for perhaps obvious reasons, the view that the country will prove unable to escape the malaise that has afflicted most states to the North. Despite a vast gulf in perspective, the argument ends in much the same place: assumptions that South Africa's ruling elite is different to its counterparts elsewhere are misguided.(3)

The debate is of some importance to our argument. South Africa does appear to possess, albeit in limited form, some of the key elements posited here as preconditions for progress: a robust civil society, or at least organized groups with sufficient independence to constrain state power, a "usable" state(4) and a functioning market economy, prompting Mamdani to acknowledge it as "an African country with specific differences" (Mamdani, 1995: 27). In contrast to many other African polities, the nature of its transition from apartheid has bequeathed democratic government an important resource: a high degree of goodwill toward the state and democratic institutions among most citizens. If these elements cannot produce a viable democracy, Afro-pessimism's assumptions appear to have been vindicated and this makes the stakes in South Africa unusually high.

An examination of South Africa's dynamic reveals that democratic prospects are indeed uncertain. But, if the South African experiment does seem less secure than its admirers believe, the reason may lie not in the inapplicability of some of the preconditions posited here, but of their relative absence in the polity and society. South Africa's vulnerabilities are, therefore, more similar to those elsewhere on the continent than a surface examination might suggest. Both its strengths and weaknesses are explicable by the analyses proposed here: this makes it an important laboratory for the future of African democracy.

Preconditions for Compromise

The most obvious difference between South Africa and much of the rest of the continent is its negotiated transition to democracy that remains a perhaps unique African example of conflict-resolving compromise. The history of the transition is well-known (Friedman, 1993; Friedman and Atkinson, 1995) and will not be repeated here. Rather, some elements relevant to the issues raised in this article will be discussed.

In some respects, there were features of the compromise which could obtain in any African country: prime among these is foreign intervention, which played a more significant role in shaping the outcome than is often acknowledged (Landsberg, 1995: 276-300). But intervention did not create the settlement: it built on South African processes and sought to influence and shape them. South Africa thus provides at least one key pointer to the preconditions for fruitful international support. It has become conventional wisdom to note that both main protagonists, the African National Congress and the (then ruling) National Party concluded, accurately, that the costs of continued conflict outweighed those of the compromises entailed by settlement (Sisk, 1995). Thus, however sophisticated the techniques employed, external attempts are likely to be of little effect unless the antagonists perceive the need to compromise. William Zartman's term "mutually hurting stalemate" (1989) has become something of a cliche among students and practitioners of conflict resolution but it remains a useful means of understanding the preconditions of negotiated settlements to protracted conflicts.

There are current cases in which these preconditions are absent in African conflicts: Angola is a clear example, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, despite the apparent imminence of a settlement, may be another. In these countries, conflict resolution seems destined for failure until a mutual perception between antagonists of the need for compromise emerges. Former Tanzanian president Julius Nyerere's attempt to mediate a solution to the Burundi conflict may tell us whether these conditions now pertain in that country. But some key features of the South African process may identify some prerequisites for antagonists to conclude that compromise is a necessary option.

While both sides did conduct cost-benefit calculations that impelled them to settlement, this reality begs a more fundamental question: why? Antagonists in Ireland, Bosnia, Angola or Rwanda have also been immersed in conflicts in which the prospect of final victory by either side was not feasible: yet they avoided compromise until all other avenues were exhausted--or continue to avoid it. In South Africa, the answer lies in a political culture too complex and contradictory to allow for detailed analysis here (Friedman, 1995). But one of its consequences was that both sides were sufficiently loyal to the notion of a common state to believe that its survival merited significant compromise.

Part of the answer lies in a feature difficult to replicate in other societies: a peculiar sense of common national identity even amid deep-rooted divisions--in contrast to many Southern African countries, the liberation movement leadership never seriously contemplated changing the name of the country. This is not to say that South Africa is an exception to the point made earlier--that differing identities are extremely important in African societies. But, in South Africa, for complex historical reasons, the notion of a common political space has far greater resonance than elsewhere on the continent. The concrete effect is both a party politics in which identities are central, and unusual popular enthusiasm for democracy (which may also, of course, be heightened by the fact that black South Africans were denied the franchise in a polity in which whites did vote; this may prompt many to value it more than citizens of countries in which the vote was not available to a racial minority).

While at variance with some of the continental trends described earlier, this confirms the degree to which intangibles--such as identities and loyalties--matter in determining the fate of new African democracies. Instrumental theories of democracy--the notion, assiduously promoted by rational choice theory (see for example Downs, 1957), that citizens vote or participate in democratic activity purely to maximize their material interests, is unlikely to provide a basis for democratization in Africa (or, it might be argued, anywhere else).

The point is perhaps best illustrated in the negative, by a brief examination of mainstream understandings of the 1999 South African election. Post-election media analysis of the second universal franchise poll was informed in the main by assumptions that are at once bizarre and ideological, since they insist on treating the electorate as if it were an ideal type of rationality maximizing citizens of Peoria, Illinois. Phenomena such as traditional authority, or the liberation ethos that had spurred majority politics for at least eight decades, were simply ignored as explanations of voting behavior in favor of accounts that stressed the effectiveness of campaigns or the ability of the winners to highlight "issues" such as crime and job creation.

A brief look at the context illustrates the absurdity of this paradigm. In one of the planet's most crime-ridden societies, which, despite government promises of ever-expanding employment, has shed tens of thousands of jobs over the past two years, the victimized and the unemployed flocked to the polls to give the governing party a larger majority than it enjoyed in 1994 just on two-thirds of the vote. Suburban mythology would have it that they did this because they were driven by an atavistic "call to the blood," that most black African voters have not yet reached the exalted stage at which they vote their interests rather than their identities. In reality, the outcome was as rational as it was explicable: voters trusted the majority party not for its management skill but because it reflected their identity.

This is not to say that issues such as personal safety or employment are irrelevant to black voters: if surveys are to be believed, however, they have greater confidence in the governing ANC's ability to address these issues than in that of the opposition. And they believe that because the ANC is seen to speak for them--to express who they are.

Lest this appear as a eulogy to the party in power, a similar dynamic was evident in the Kwa Zulu-Natal province, where, contrary to most poll predictions, voters turned out in great numbers to opt for the Inkatha Freedom Party, which is closely associated with traditional authorities in its home region. While some may have done this as an act of self-preservation, given the considerable power of traditional authority in the province's rural areas, many chose the IFP because it best expressed their identity, not because they saw it as a superior vehicle of "good governance." Nor are black rural traditionalists the only South African voters for whom identities are more important than public management--in differing and complex ways, just about all South African party politics, whether practiced by white professionals in the suburbs or by black shack-dwellers, is about identities.

That neither most of the pollsters nor the pundits saw this was not so much a consequence of ignorance as of a myopia born of a deep ideological need to see South African voters as rationality maximizing instrumental voters because political understanding among much of the country's elite is governed by an assumption that voters who choose on instrumental criteria are in some way superior to those who give greater priority to identities. Given the country's history, in which identities were manipulated for five decades in order to subjugate four-fifths of the populace, and the persistence of racial assumptions that assume the average black voter to be a naive and primitive soul, this is understandable. Since the ideal type of the "Western" rational voter is a paradigm of the fully evolved democratic citizen, racism's opponents are reluctant to concede any ground to those who would argue that most South Africans have greater priorities than instrumental rationality. And yet the error lies with the ideal type: the "normal" democracy in which voters are motivated purely by technical rationality, is in reality abnormal since it describes, at best, a handful of democracies and certainly excludes several Northern states in which identity politics lurks just beneath the surface of what appears as pure "interest" politics: Italy, where voter allegiances were virtually cast in stone for five decades after World War Two, or Holland where religious identity has largely shaped political loyalties, are but two examples. For all its high-mindedness, it spawns assumptions that can only lead away from a viable theory and practice of African democratization.

But, while political culture remains an important variable, it seems likely that the compromise settlement was achieved at least partly because both the country's state and its economy seemed strong enough for both sides, despite the depredations of apartheid, to believe them worth preserving. Government's ability to meet material needs do not determine elites' and citizens' party loyalties, but they clearly play a significant role in influencing political calculations--and in discouraging potentially debilitating conflict.

A further feature of the transition was that organized political parties (primarily, but not exclusively the ANC and NP) with clear support bases faced each other across the table. Subsequent developments may show that the parties were not as organizationally strong as they then seemed--but this is relative. In much of the rest of Africa, parties--with the exception of some former liberation movements who have ruled for decades such as Tanzania's CCM and Kenya's KANU--are largely elite creations with little popular resonance. The effect in the South African case was to ensure that compromises reached by political leaders had a reasonable prospect of securing popular legitimacy, because party leaders had negotiated them. Interestingly, for those who yearn for Western-style interest parties in Africa, those in South Africa command significant voter identification precisely because they appeal to identities rather than interests.

Despite the important role played by parties and political leaders, another key feature of the South African negotiations was that they were not restricted to, nor did they entirely depend on, political elites. They were accompanied and probably underpinned by a parallel set of negotiations between interest groups: their expression was about a dozen national and hundreds of regional and local negotiating forums (Shubane and Shaw, 1993). The national forums all addressed socio-economic issues and their participants were, therefore, interest groups as well as parties. While they rarely achieved their stated purpose--to agree on post-apartheid socio-economic policy--they did assist in ensuring that both the culture and the practice of negotiated compromise was not restricted to political leaders. This obviously reminds us of the importance of civil society, however conceived, in democratic state formation and maintenance.

These structural factors notwithstanding, leadership played a key role in the settlement. Nelson Mandela and FW de Klerk may have simply been reading the writing on the wall, but there was no inevitability about the latter's ability to read it far earlier than he needed to: his counterpart across the Limpopo, former Rhodesian prime minister Ian Smith, never came close to this level of literacy. Nor was there any iron law of history that forced Mandela to recognize the need for a settlement in the mid-1980s--or to devote much of his presidency to seeking a common sense of nationhood across the racial divides.

But the South African case is poor vindication for an attempt to scour the continent seeking similar visionaries. Important as their role was, neither Mandela nor de Klerk created a settlement in vacuo. Both chose to respond to propensities to compromise within their constituency--and both had at their disposal parties and constituencies that they could steer toward it. Where African leaders lack the necessary political and institutional infrastructure, leadership is likely to be of little practical effect, however visionary it may be.

Some of these elements may explain the other unusual feature of the South African transition--that, five years on and two elections later, there has been no significant attempt by the new elite to curtail civil liberties. Nor, in contrast to some of Africa's new wave democracies, was there doubt that a competitive second election--whose result enjoyed legitimacy among all parties--would be held in 1999. Political culture, institutional continuity, civil society and leadership play crucial roles here.

Perils and Portents

There are, however, warning signs that suggest that outcomes similar to those elsewhere on the continent are possibilities. The compromise achieved in 1993 is under some stress: racial division is more in evidence now than it was in the post-1994 period while the conflict surrounding the report of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, convened to investigate human rights abuses both by the apartheid order and its opponents, has reminded us of the degree to which different understandings of the past remain. A key element in the ANC's response, therefore, was an angry rejection by its current leadership of the proposition that it could have been responsible for human rights abuses: those who fought against race domination, it insisted, could not be equated with those who sought to preserve it--even if the abuses of which they are accused were visited on apartheid's victims, not its perpetrators. So, far from reconciling, the commission exercise largely confirmed the persistence of competing notions of justice whose present form is expressed in conflicts over distributional questions such as affirmative action in employment and admission to universities. Questioning the basis of the compromise became a preoccupation of president Thabo Mbeki who has repeatedly urged a new "national consensus" which, compared to that achieved in 1993, should be more explicitly shaped by the ANC's program; the ANC has begun implementing a legislative and policy agenda that stresses majority interests in antagonism to those of the minority more clearly than at any time since 1994 (Friedman, 1998).

There are also signs of a desire by the ANC leadership to impose its stamp more firmly on both the movement--whose internal diversity is often the most palpable sign of civil society's influence--and the society. A close reading of the call for a "new consensus" suggests that it as much a reaction to criticism as to the concern to ensure that majority concerns are pursued more forcefully. The response to the Truth Commission report--in which Mandela advocated endorsement of its finding that the ANC committed human rights abuses during the "liberation" struggle, while much of the rest of its leadership sought to delay the report's publication--raises the possibility that the progress of the past five years was as much a consequence of Mandela's leadership as of the structural factors noted here.

It is worth stressing here that, for obvious reasons, difference is a more difficult problem in South Africa then in other sub-Saharan states: elsewhere, it was not used to buttress a system of minority power and privilege. Because it was used for precisely that purpose under apartheid, government attempts to eliminate those differences that perpetuate inequity are both inevitable and necessary. Nor is sensitivity to criticism necessarily a sign of intolerance among the elite: it stems often from the already-mentioned perception that many whites believe firmly that blacks are genetically unable to govern. This establishes a cycle in which white prejudice and black defensiveness feed off each other, making it difficult to clear sufficient space for a democratic pluralism. But it is easy in both theory and practice for justifiable irritation at bigotry to translate into discouragement of loyal dissent: understanding, even sympathy, for the roots of the problem do not minimize its potentially debilitating effects.

The state, while strong by continental standards, is weak by any others: witness the prevalence of crime or the failure of elected authorities to secure payment for public services--or, in many cases, taxes. Surveys suggest that public trust in government is generally low, with confidence concentrated disproportionately in the office and person of the former state president. (Idasa, 1997) Pre-democratic authority structures (Chipkin and Thulare, 1997) and patterns of political behavior (Gotz, 1997) remain influential--in some cases, as elsewhere on the continent, important areas of political and social life remain beyond the reach of the state.(5) Evidence of a democratic culture is ambiguous--almost half the respondents to a recent survey indicated that they would support a "strong," non-democratic, leader if democracy appeared not to be working (IDASA, 1996). While the finding that around half the citizenry would remain loyal to democracy even in that eventuality might be remarkable in any new democracy, there is enough support for an alternative to give would-be demagoges much with which to work. Nor is there any shortage of social issues which might fuel demagogery, of which the low labor absorption capacity of the formal economy noted earlier is but one example.

These threats to democracy and state-building are enhanced by the reality that the ANC, like all other successful African liberation movements, has remained intact--inhibiting the formation of parties expressing the differing values and interests within the liberation tradition (Shubane, 1997) and faces no credible challengers. Given the society's racial divisions and the congruence between identities and party support, only a split in the governing party is likely to produce a challenger. But, while a break is regularly predicted as the ANC's two allies, the Congress of Trade SA Trade Unions and the SA Communist Party, contest its partial embrace of market-friendly economics, there is a strong likelihood that the purportedly fragile "broad church" will cohere for decades. Assured electoral victory vastly reduces the incentives for office holders to remain accountable to voters--and the prospect of a growing divide between state and society is enhanced by the reality that, ironically given its dominance, the ANC is weak organizationally, having lost up to two-thirds of its dues-paying membership since 1994. Since its dominance ensures that politics within the movement are at least as important an indicator of democratic prospects than relations between it and the opposition, recent evidence of centralizing tendencies inside the ANC are significant (Rapoo, 1998).

Centralization is not simply a matter of concentrating more power in the upper echelons of the ANC. A stress on "delivery"--the dispensing of social goods and services to the citizenry--has served as rationale for the centralization of government administrative decision-making and a consequent diminution of enthusiasm for the powers of sub-national government. This reflects on two of our themes. First, centralization is seen as a formula for resolving technical difficulties that are held to be more pressing concerns than the maintenance of principles such as diversity of political representation through three levels of elected government. Citizens, we are told, have suffered material discrimination under apartheid and their chief concern now is to be delivered to rather than to enjoy the luxury of diverse representation. And yet what evidence we have, through a variety of public opinion surveys, suggest that "lack of delivery" is a far lesser concern to voters than a lack of trust in levels of government that are seen as remote and unaccountable. Again, citizens appear to value the intangibles far more than the elites prefer to believe. Second, while centralization is justified on technocratic criteria, there are echoes of the integrative nation-building that has failed elsewhere on the continent, a particularly strong temptation in a society in which difference was exalted as an ideological rationale for minority hegemony.

Similarity Beneath the Surface

All these portents suggest that a South African reversion to the weak and authoritarian state to which the present wave of democratization is an intended antidote is not impossible. But South Africa faces these threats not despite its differences with the rest of the continent, but because in some respects it is not different enough. Some of the reasons have already been suggested or implied: limited state capacity and the fact that the market economy remains beyond the reach of significant sectors of society. And civil society, while again far more significant than in any other African state, remains relatively shallow encompassing--with the partial exception of the trade union movement--only a relative elite.(6)

Mamdani's analysis helps illuminate some of the dynamics. In his view, South Africa's new democracy suffers from the same flaw as that of its counterparts elsewhere on the continent: it has dismantled one aspect of apartheid (or colonial government)--the racial national state--but not the other, "customary power" that was used as an instrument of indirect rule by colonial administrations. The result is an urban democracy--and civil society--constrained by the persistence of rural authoritarianism (Mamdani, 1995: 29).

The diagnosis is flawed, for reasons mentioned earlier: it also overestimates the salience of the rural in South African politics and society and, therefore, the influence of power structures in the countryside. But, as a reminder of how much democratization has left untouched, it is an important warning. Despite its achievements, the new South African polity is weakened by: the persistence, in some rural areas, the migrant hostels of the cities and peri-urban shack settlements, of non-democratic authority structures and patterns of behavior beyond the reach of the democratic state (Chipkin and Thulare, 1997; Gotz, 1997); civil society's shallowness combined with an enthusiasm to incorporate parts of it into public decision-making despite its limited representativeness;(7) and the frequent absence of the implied "social contract" between state and society.

The reasons are "subjective" and "objective." On the first score, they are a consequence of a marked gap between the policy agenda of the new elite and that of its constituents confirmed in several empirical works by the Centre for Policy Studies (Charney, 1995; Tomlinson, 1997). One symptom is a propensity for many citizens to be excluded from political participation by a stress--rhetoric to the contrary notwithstanding--on English as the language of public life, despite the fact that it is the first language of only a small fraction of the citizenry. To return to our first-mentioned theme, one cause is the elite's desire to model itself in the image of European or American "best practice" rather than in domestic reality. As in much of the rest of the continent, an elite tendency to measure success by the perceived standards of Washington and Paris tends to obstruct democratic and social progress. On the second, to the extent that severe income inequalities and low labor absorption mean that many South Africans remain beyond the reach of the market economy, they continue to lack both the means and incentives to political participation.

Balancing Tendencies

While the dangers are real, they--and the diagnosis from which they stemware in all probability overstated. While the post-Mandela ANC leadership may prefer a more restricted democracy--perhaps one similar to that in Malaysia, where the form of multi-party democracy coexists with a centralized and often intolerant state, the market economy with a lengthy experiment in racial redistribution--there are significant countervailing factors.

The political culture noted above may ensure no overt challenge to democracy. The balance of forces between majority and minority, which ensures that the current demand for a new consensus is not an attempt to abrogate the 1993 compromise but to re-negotiate its terms,(8) the diversity in the ANC alliance and the increasing absorption of the black majority--albeit at a slow pace--into the market economy as owners and managers may ensure that the costs of authoritarian ventures outweigh their benefits. While democratic participation remains available in substance only to part of society, and the withdrawal of large sections of the majority and minority from politics remains a real danger, it is a large enough part to create severe barriers to anti-democratic recidivism.

Whatever the outcome, the indicators of success or failure are likely to be the success of the post-1994 state-building endeavor and the fate of the market economy that has done much to underpin the transition. South Africa's experience confirms the centrality of conflict resolution, state building and the development and broad extension of markets as the key requirements of African democratization. Its uncertain future poses a challenge both to those who seek to promote democracy and to those who wish to understand the continent's prospects of achieving it: to embark on a new attempt to identify its African preconditions.

Conclusion: The Abyss and Beyond

Africa's search for democracy, it should be apparent by now, occurs in a context in which the stakes are significantly higher--and the issues to a degree different--than in most other parts of the globe.

At issue is not whether citizens will enjoy sufficient expression to ensure them a degree of autonomy from state and market (Barber, 1998)--important as this question is in the North, it loses much of its relevance where neither state nor market are given, where, indeed, they often remain aspirations. Similarly, democracy's prospects in Africa will determine not whether citizens are to enjoy full expression in established states and--relatively--secure societies, but whether the continent's inhabitants will enjoy respite from decades of violence and its crushing effects on social and economic life.

As noted above, this ensures that the issues are far more basic and immediate than they are in the North: what is taken for granted in the latter, such as the preconditions for freedom from state initiated violence and the institutions necessary to pursue basic social and economic goals within a common community, are still to be won in much of Africa.

But, while issues such as the preconditions for ending armed conflicts, ensuring the basics of a functional state and generating market economies remain salient in Africa, these are not the only issues that will determine whether democracy does take root on the continent: normative questions such as the nature of democracy, the importance of difference and the value of self-expression remain essential to any intellectual activity or political practice capable of establishing and sustaining African democracy. A politics that reduces citizens to economic actors or to beings concerned only with the satisfaction of basic needs is as inappropriate to a continent whose predicament is as stark as Africa's as it is elsewhere on the globe.

In his inaugural address, new South African president Thabo Mbeki, reflecting on centuries of colonial subjugation, followed by more than three decades of predation at the hand of new elites, described Africans as "the children of the abyss" and committed his government to working for a route away from this legacy. While democracy remains, in the view of this analysis, an essential element in any sustainable strategy to end these horrors, the past lies heavily upon the continent and many of the degradations of the abyss make a way out of it perilous and uncertain. The emergence of a new intelligentsia that sees democracy as an essential ingredient of, rather than an alternative to, nation-building and reconstruction suggests that an African renewal, in which democracy will be a necessary ingredient, is inevitable. The constraints described here suggest that it may be longer in the making than those who aspire to a new Africa might wish. While many of the obstacles are structural, not all are. The debate on the good society in Africa must proceed in tandem with that on its structural preconditions.

Notes

(1) In principle, free electoral competition is permitted, but party formation proscribed. Museveni's National Resistance Movement is, in theory, not a party but a movement expressing national aspirations.

(2) The data assembled in Bratton and van de Walle, op. cit., indicate substantial differences between democratization paths--see, for example, Table 4, p. 120.

(3) Opposition politicians and commentators have, for example, repeatedly expressed fears of a "typical African one-party state."

(4) The term is used by Linz and Stepan (1996: 11) to denote the capacity to "command, regulate and extract."

(5) For an account of alternative, non-state, social and political organization in Abidjan see Simone, 1992 and 1995.

(6) For a critique of the claims to representativeness of civil society organizations see Friedman, 1992. For the limited reach of associational life see White, Dlodlo and Segooa, 1995.

(7) Much of this is justified by the rhetoric of "participatory democracy." But, as Mamdani observes (1995: 299), many shack settlements "began with an emphasis on participation and ended up with a shack-lord."

(8) To name but one example, only hours after the ANC leadership had, at the movement's conference in Mafikeng, North West Province, in December 1997, attacked white lack of commitment to the new order, deputy president Mbeki announced an intention to tour white farming areas to persuade the farmers to endorse the new society.

References

Ake, Claude, "The Unique Case of African Democracy," International Affairs 69 (1993).

Barber, Benjamin, A Place For Us: How to Make Society Civil and Democracy Strong (New York: Hill and Wang, 1998).

Bayart, Jean-Francois, L 'etat en Afrique: la politique du ventre (Paris: Fayard, 1989).

Bernstein, Ann, Berger, Peter, and Godsell, Bobby, "Business and Democracy: Cohabitation or Contradiction," in Development and Democracy (Johannesburg: Centre for Development and Enterprise, No. 10, May 1996).

Bratton, Michael and van de Walle, Nicolas, Democratic Experiments in Africa: Regime Transitions in Comparative Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997).

Charney, Craig, Voices of a New Democracy: African Expectations in the New South Africa (Johannesburg: Centre for Policy Studies, 1995).

Chipkin, Ivor and Thulare, Paul, The Limits of Governance: Prospects for Local Government after the Katorus War (Johannesburg: Centre for Policy Studies, 1997).

Cruise O'Brien, Donal, "Does Democracy Require an Opposition Party?" in The Awkward Embrace: One-Party Domination and Democracy, Giliomee, Hermann and Simkins, Charles, eds. (Amsterdam: Harwood, 1999).

Downs, Anthony, An Economic Theory of Democracy (New York: Harper and Row, 1957).

Dumont, Rene, False Start in Africa (London: Earthscan, 1988).

Etzioni, Amitai, The New Golden Rule: Community and Morality in a Democratic Society (New York: Basic Books, 1998).

Friedman, Steven, "Bonaparte at the Barricades: The Colonization of Civil Society," Theoria Special Edition, University of Natal, Durban, 1992.

Friedman, Steven, "South Africa: Divided in a Special Way," in Politics in Developing Countries, Diamond, Larry, Martin Lipset, Seymour, and Linz, Juan, eds. (Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1995).

Friedman, Steven, South Africa Airier 1999: Trends and Prospects (Johannesburg: Centre for Policy Studies, unpublished paper prepared for Swedish International Development Agency, January 1998).

Friedman, Steve, ed., The Long Journey: South Africa's Quest for a Negotiated Settlement (Johannesburg: Ravan, 1993).

Friedman, Steven and Atkinson, Doreen, eds., The Small Miracle: South Africa's Negotiated Settlement (Johannesburg: Ravan, 1995).

Friedman, Steven and Stack, Louise, "The Magic Moment: The 1994 Election," in Friedman and Atkinson.

Gotz, Graeme, The Limits of Community: the Dynamics of Rural Water Provision (Johannesburg: unpublished report for Rand Water, Centre for Policy Studies, 1997).

Institute for Democracy in South Africa (IDASA) Public Opinion Service, Building a Democratic Culture in KwaZulu Natal: The Present Terrain (Cape Town: Idasa, POS Reports No. 9, June 1996).

Institute for Democracy in South Africa (IDASA), A Submission to The White Paper Secretariat by the Idasa Public Opinion Service, December, 1997.

Joseph, Richard, "Africa, 1990-1997: From Abertura to Closure," Journal of Democracy 9 (1998).

Landsberg, Chris, "Directing from the Stalls? The International Community and the South African Negotiating Forum" in Friedman and Atkinson, 1995.

Landsberg, Chris and Kabemba, Claude, and Cornwell, Richard, Partnership Real Africa: Swedish Donor Assistance, Democratization and Economic Growth in Africa (Johannesburg: Centre for Policy Studies, 1997).

Linz, Juan J. and Stepan, Alfred, Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation: Southern Europe, South America and Post-Communist Europe (Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins, 1996).

Mamdani, Mahmood, Citizen and Subject: contemporary Africa and the politics of late colonialism (Kampala, Uganda: Fountain, 1995).

McGaffey, Janet, "Domination and Resistance in Zaire: Resisting the Shadow State Through the International Trade of the Second Economy," paper delivered at African Renewal Conference, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, March 1997.

Migdal, Joel S., Strong Societies and Weak States: State-Society Relations and State Capabilities in the Third World (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1988).

Ottaway, Marina, Africa's New Leaders: Democracy or State Reconstruction ? (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1999).

Rapoo, Thabo, A Twist in the Tail? The African National Congress and Provincial Premiers (Johannesburg: CPS Policy Brief, Centre for Policy Studies, 1998).

Rodrik, Dani, The New Global Economy and Developing Countries (Washington, D.C.: Overseas Development Council, 1999).

Rustow, Dankwart A., "Transitions to Democracy: Toward a Dynamic Model," Comparative Politics 2 (1970): 337-63.

Schmitter, Philippe and Karl, Terry, "What Democracy Is ... And Is Not," Journal of Democracy 2 (1991).

Shubane Khehla, Yesterday's Remedies: Political Parties, Liberation Politics and South African Democracy (Johannesburg: Centre for Policy Studies, 1997).

Shubane, Khehla, and Shaw, Mark, Tomorrow's Foundations? Forums as a Second Level of a Negotiated Transition in South Africa (Johannesburg: Centre for Policy Studies, 1993).

Simone, Abdou Maliq, "Between the lines: African civil societies and the Remaking of Urban Communities," Africa Insight 22 (1992).

Simone, Abdou Maliq, "Urban Societies in Africa," in Civil Society After Apartheid, Humphries, Richard, and Reitzes, Maxine, eds. (Johannesburg: Centre for Policy Studies/Friedrich Ebert Foundation, 1995).

Simone, T. and Maliqalim, Abdou, In Whose Image? Political Islam and Urban Practices in Sudan (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994).

Sisk, Timothy D., Democratization in South Africa: The Elusive Social Contract (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995).

Tomlinson, Mary, From Rejection to Resignation: Beneficiaries' Views of the Government's Housing Subsidy Scheme (Johannesburg: Centre for Policy Studies, 1997).

Tripp, Aili Mari, Changing the Rules: the Politics of Liberalization and the Informal Economy in Tanzania (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997).

White, Caroline, Dlodlo, Nkosana, and Segooa, Walter, Democratic Societies? Voluntary Association and Democratic Culture in a South African Township (Johannesburg: Centre for Policy Studies, 1995).

Zartman, William, "Prenegotiation: Phases and Functions," in Getting to the Table: The Process of International Prenegotiation, Gross Stein, Janice, ed. (Baltimore:Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989).

Steven Friedman is Director of the Centre for Policy Studies in Johannesburg, South Africa. He is the author of The Long Journey: South Africa's Quest for a Negotiated Settlement (1993).

COPYRIGHT 1999 New School for Social Research
COPYRIGHT 2000 Gale Group

