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Abstract

Africa is a continent of considerable cultural diversity. This diversity does
not necessarily run in parallel to the national boundaries that were created
in Africa in the colonial period. However, decades of nation building in
Africa must have made their mark. Is it possible nowadays to distinguish
national cultures in Africa, or are the traditional ethnolinguistic distinctions
more important! This article uses an approach developed in cross-cultural
psychology to examine these questions. In 2012, Minkov and Hofstede
published an article in this journal analyzing World Values Survey data from
seven countries in Sub-Saharan Africa at the level of subnational administrative
regions. They argued that national culture is also a meaningful concept in this
region. This study reexamines the matter. It uses an innovative approach,
looking at ethnolinguistic groups instead of at administrative regions and
using the much more extensive Afrobarometer survey data set. It finds that
although the Minkov/Hofstede study still has merit, the picture is more
nuanced in several important ways. There is not one pattern that adequately
describes the situation in the whole of Africa.'
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Introduction

Knowledge about cultures and cultural differences is relevant from various
points of view. The intercultural management literature shows the merit of
preparing and training people for management roles in transnational corpo-
rations and other transnational settings (Samovar, Porter, & McDaniel,
2012). In international business, the literature on cultural distance (as
reviewed, for example, in Drogendijk and Slangen 2006) uses information
on cultural differences for explaining how multinational companies reach
investment decisions. The literature on ethnic fragmentation (Michalopoulos
& Papaioannou, 2016) uses data on ethnic differences to demonstrate a rela-
tionship between ethnic fragmentation and economic development as well
as investment decisions. For Africa, however, there is a scarcity of data to
work on. Generalizations are rife, and much of the knowledge dates back to
unreliable and outdated sources from the colonial period. This study seeks to
partially fill that gap.

It is common knowledge that the current nation states in Africa were
formed by the colonial powers with little regard for the linguistic or cultural
characteristics of Africans. This led to the splitting up of previously inte-
grated economic, linguistic, and/or cultural units (Adebajo, 2010; Asiwaju,
1985) and to the loss of cultural autonomy (Vansina, 1990). It is clear that the
massive change and upheaval in Africa in the colonial and postcolonial peri-
ods must have had its influence on African cultures. But how to describe and
assess these effects? Have national cultures formed, based on the currently
existing nation states, splitting up previous ethnolinguistic communities and
instead creating new, “detribalized” cultural units centered on the nation
state? If so, is this a uniform trend across Africa, or is the situation different
for different countries and ethnolinguistic groups?

In 2012, Michael Minkov and Geert Hofstede published an article in this
journal in which they argued that national culture is a meaningful concept,
also in Africa. They developed their argument by using World Values Survey
data from 299 in-country regions from 28 countries in East and Southeast
Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America, and the Anglo world.

Their hypothesis was that if national culture were important, then a cluster
analysis by in-country region would lead to regions clustering together on a
national basis; if, on the contrary, national culture were not important, then
regions would not cluster together to form meaningful national clusters.

For Sub-Saharan Africa, Minkov and Hofstede examined seven countries,
together representing 64 administrative regions. They found that 58 of the 64
African regions, or more than 90%, clustered together with the other regions
of their nation, forming homogeneous national clusters.
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This article starts by discussing the approach chosen by Minkov and
Hofstede and its limitations and difficulties. It continues by suggesting an
extended and complementary approach, based on ethnolinguistic groups
(instead of administrative regions) and on a different, much more compre-
hensive data set (the Afrobarometer survey). The “Method” section presents
how this is done. The study presents the results of a cluster analysis that is
based on this alternative approach and contrasts the results with those
obtained by Minkov and Hofstede. The article ends with a discussion and
some recommendations for further research.

The Minkov/Hofstede Approach, Its Limitations
and Difficulties

The basic reasoning used by Minkov and Hofstede is sound: If disaggregated
data on subnational units coalesce at the national level, then clearly this
national level must have some meaning. However, if disaggregated data does
not show coherence at the national level, then the concept of national culture
may be an artificial one. Hofstede, Garibaldi de Hilal, Malvezzi, Tanure, and
Vinken (2010) have taken a similar approach by looking at the level of indi-
vidual states in Brazil. There, they find that subnational differences in Brazil
aggregate into five regional cultural clusters within Brazil.

However, from the methodological point of view, the approach Minkov
and Hofstede have taken is not entirely convincing. My main doubt is about
the wvalidity of taking in-country regions as the basic unit of study.
Administrative regions have been designated in historical and political pro-
cesses in ways that are very different from country to country. Administrative
regions may or may not conform to cultural or ethnolinguistic areas as they
existed in precolonial times. Thus, Minkov and Hofstede use 12 regions for a
small and homogeneous country like Rwanda, but five regions for a large and
diverse country like Ethiopia. In some countries, regions may be formed in
such a way as to split up, rather than unite ethnic groups. In those cases, it
should come as no surprise that the regional averages are not very different
from the national averages. If Country A has two ethnic groups that are spread
equally over two administrative regions, then the score for each region will
be the same as the national score, no matter how different the two ethnic
groups may be in reality. In some countries, this way of forming regions may
have been employed, in others not. This obviously has the potential of hiding
real within-country cultural differences from sight.

Minkov and Hofstede find that three out of the 13 regions from Burkina
Faso and three out of the nine regions from Zambia do not cluster neatly with
the other regions from those countries. This therefore begs the following
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question: What picture would emerge if more countries were included and if
one were to look at the ethnolinguistic level? This is what has been done in
this study.

Method

A much larger data set is available on Africa in the Afrobarometer survey.?
This is a representative survey that has been carried out at regular intervals
since 1999. The research in this study is based on Round 6 of the survey,
which was implemented in 2014 and 2015. It included 35 African countries,
of which 30 are Sub-Saharan.

Using this data set obviously has the advantage of providing a much larger
coverage than the seven African countries included in the World Values Survey.
The disadvantage is that the Afrobarometer’s primary focus is on attitudes
toward democracy and governance, not directly on the values that determine
national culture. However, cultural differences “shine through” in just about any
batch of questions asked in different countries. Furthermore, as demonstrated by
Inglehart and Welzel (2005), political attitudes are related to culture. Therefore,
between- and within-country differences in response to Afrobarometer ques-
tions also provide insights into cultural differences and similarities.

Using ethnolinguistic group data from the Afrobarometer survey is not
entirely straightforward. This is because representativity cannot be assumed
at the ethnolinguistic group level. The survey sampling protocol provides for
national representativity in terms of gender and age, but not for ethnolinguis-
tic representativity. In practice, in most cases, this problem will not make
much difference: either because the answers to the questions are not signifi-
cantly different for different gender or age groups or, when they are, because
corrections in one or the other direction even out. However, cases are think-
able when this operation does make a difference. Hofstede (2001) has dem-
onstrated the importance of matching samples by gender and age. To minimize
this problem and to ensure that differences at the ethnolinguistic group level
are not artifacts of sampling differences, I have split all ethnolinguistic group
samples into four subgroups: men below 30 years, men 30 years and above,
women below 30 years, and women 30 years and above. I have weighed the
data from each subgroup in such a way that the averages correspond to the
national average in the sample. This is illustrated in Appendix Table A1 for
the Ga ethnolinguistic group of Ghana. Because of demographic differences
within South Africa, weights were determined not based on the national sam-
ple but on the South African legacy categories of “Blacks,” “Whites,” and
“Coloreds.” This leads to weighted average scores per question for all coun-
tries and ethnolinguistic groups.
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Hofstede (2001) recommends a sample size of at least 20 and preferably
50 per group. I have taken a minimum sample size of 50 as the cut-off point
for including ethnolinguistic groups in the analysis.

The question that was used to determine the ethnolinguistic group was in
most cases Q87: “What is your ethnic community, cultural group or tribe?”
However, in some cases, Q2 was (also) used: “Which language is your home
language?” For Algeria and Morocco, most respondents say they feel a
national identity only. The only separate group that was analyzed in those
countries were the Berber speakers (based on Q2). For Burundi, Cape Verde,
Egypt, Eswatini, Sao Tom¢ and Principé, Sudan, and Tunisia, it was not pos-
sible to make any ethnolinguistic split. For South Africa, Q102 (“racial” cat-
egories) was also taken into account. For the “Coloreds” and the “Whites”
Q102 was combined with Q2, giving separate data for Afrikaans- and
English-speaking “Whites” and “Coloreds.” For the Indians, Q87 was used.
For the whole of Africa, this yielded 198 ethnolinguistic groups.

Minkov and Hofstede did not use all World Values Survey questions. Using
a trial and error approach, they arrived at a set of 26 value-based questions. They
contain a number of questions on what parents think children should be taught,
questions derived from the theory of cultural dimensions as developed by
Schwartz (2012) and six personal values. These questions are not asked or not
asked in the same way in the Afrobarometer survey. However, in spite of the
differences in survey questions, some questions do address underlying value
orientations in different ways. To determine which questions would be the most
relevant for my research, I made use of the recent cultural dimension scores that
were published by Beugelsdijk and Welzel (2018). Beugelsdijk and Welzel have
attempted to synthesize the Hofstede/Minkov dimensions and those of Inglehart
and Welzel into a three-dimensional model. In their work, they publish scores on
13 African countries that have also been included in the Afrobarometer survey.
Therefore, there are 13 common cases: Algeria, Burkina Faso, Egypt, Ghana,
Mali, Morocco, Nigeria, South Africa, Tanzania, Tunisia, Uganda, Zambia, and
Zimbabwe. In total, they have published scores for 16 African countries. Like
Hofstede and Minkov, Beugelsdijk and Welzel work with a scale that runs from
0 to 100. They show greatest cultural similarity among the countries from Sub-
Saharan Africa on their “collectivism-individualism” dimension: The range is
18 points. The range is considerably greater on their “duty-joy” dimension: 50
points. On their third dimension, “distrust-trust,” the range is 30 points. From
their work, then, it seems that there is considerable cultural diversity within Sub-
Saharan Africa, although the pattern is not the same for every dimension.

To arrive at a cluster analysis based on the Afrobarometer survey, the first
step was to select a longlist of 43 questions that at face value seem they might
be related to one of these three dimensions. Comparison of the scores led to
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a shorter list of 32 questions that show at least a weak correlation (Pearson r
> |0.3]) with one or several of the Beugelsdijk/Welzel dimensions. These,
then, are questions that have some relation to cultural differences. The list of
questions is given in Table A2.

For a cluster analysis, all variables need to have a value. Missing values
were estimated by taking values from countries assumed to be comparable
(details are given in Table A3 of the appendix). A hierarchical clustering anal-
ysis was performed using the same method as that used by Minkov and
Hofstede: the average linkage (between-groups) method using the Pearson
correlation distance measure with z score standardization by variable.

Results

Minkov and Hofstede initially requested a number of solutions equal to their
number of countries (seven). I did the same, requesting 35 clusters. In cases
where regions of more than one nation appeared in one and the same cluster,
Hofstede and Minkov relied on the dendrograms supplied by the cluster tool to
identify subclusters that correspond to nations. I have followed the same strategy.
(Because of its size, the full dendrogram has been included in the appendix.)

Some African countries are known to be almost or entirely monolingual,
in spite of the ethnic differentiations that the Afrobarometer survey uses for
these countries. One would expect that groups from these countries cluster
together. They do:

e Botswana has nine ethnolinguistic groups; together, they form one
cluster, with no other members.

e Lesotho has seven ethnolinguistic groups that together form one
subcluster.

e Madagascar has six ethnolinguistic groups that together form one
subcluster.

e Mauritius has four ethnolinguistic groups that together form one clus-
ter, with no other members.

One would also expect to see some similarity among the Arab countries.
Indeed, the analysis puts Algeria, Egypt, and Morocco in the same cluster.
However, Tunisia and Sudan are in different clusters.

The situation for all 35 countries is summarized in Table 1.

By cluster, the situation is as in Table 2. The first two letters are the country
code; they are followed by the designation of the ethnolinguistic group as given
by the Afrobarometer. Note that the Afrobarometer group designations do not
imply any judgment by the author on their appropriateness or otherwise.
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Table I. Countries, Number of Ethnolinguistic Groups, and Cluster Membership.

Largest number

Country Number of Cluster of groups in

Country code groups number(s) one cluster:
Algeria DZ 2 3b 2
Bénin BJ 7 8c, 24a, 32 4
Botswana BW 9 13 9
Burkina Faso BF 3 172 3
Burundi BI | la I
Cameroon CM 4 2c 4
Cape Verde (&% | 2a I
Cote d’lvoire Cl 5 8b, 24b 4
Egypt EG | 3b I
Eswatini SZ | 6a I
Ghana GH 5 25b, 30a 4
Guinea GN 5 I 1a, 20b, 20d 2
Kenya KE I l6a, 26, 28, 31 5
Lesotho LS 7 I6b 7
Liberia LR 12 9 12
Madagascar MG 6 [4a 6
Malawi MW 7 |5a, 20a 5
Mali ML 7 17b, 25a, 27 4
Mauritius MU 4 22 4
Morocco MA 2 3b 2
Mozambique MZ 10 3a, 5b, 18a, 35 4
Namibia NA 5 18c 5
Niger NE 4 2la 4
Nigeria NG 6 6b, | 1b, 33b 4
Sdo Tomé and Principé ST | 5¢ |
Senegal SN 3 20c 3
Sierra Leone SL 6 15¢, 20c 5
South Africa ZA 13 7a, 12b, I12d 8
Sudan SD | 4 |
Tanzania TZ 14 Ib, 10a, I5b, 6

19b, 30b
Togo TG 8 83, 8¢, 24a 4
Tunisia TN | 7b |
Uganda uG 14 la, Ic, 5a, 10b, 3

18b, 19a, 21b,

23,2%
Zambia M 4 2b, 12a, 12¢, 33a |
Zimbabwe W 8 14b, 16c, 29a 6
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Table 2. Ethnolinguistic Group Clusters.

Cluster Subcluster

Groups

la
Ib
lc
2a
2b
2c
3a
3b

5a
5b
5¢
6a
6b
7a
7b
8a
8b
8c

10a
10b
Ila
I1b
12a
12b

12¢

12d

14a

14b

15a

15b
15¢

Burundi; Kenya, Kalenjin; Uganda: Acholi, Ateso

Tanzania: Fipa, Makonde, Ngoni, Nyakyusa, Nyamwezi

Uganda: Ganda

Cape Verde

Zambia: Tsonga

Cameroon: Bamiléké, Beti, Mafa, Peule

Mozambique: Lomue, Ndau, Makonde, Nyanya

Algeria, Algeria-Berber; Egypt; Morocco, Morocco-Berber

Sudan

Uganda: Khonjo, Tooro

Mozambique: Ajaua, Chuabo, Chope, Changana

Sao Tomé/Principé

Eswatini

Nigeria: Ibibio

South Africa: “Colored” Afrikaans, “Colored” English, Indian, Pedi

Tunisia

Togo: Ben (Mola), Kabye, Nawdem (Losso), Tem (Kotokoli)

Céte d’lvoire: Akan, Gur, Mandé-Sud, Mandé-Nord

Benin: Beriba, Ditanari, Peulh, Yao; Togo: Lama (Lamba)

Liberia: Bassa, Gio, Gola, Grebo, Krahn, Kissi, Kpelle, Kru,
Lorma, Mandingo, Mano, Vai

Tanzania: Gogo, Ha, Haya, Iraqw, Sambaa, Sukuma

Uganda: Alur

Guinea: Malinké, Peulh

Nigeria: Edo, Hausa, Idoma, Yoruba

Zambia: Lozi

South Africa: Shangaan, Sotho, Swazi, Tswana, Venda,
“White” Afrikaans, “White” English, Xhosa

Zambia: Nyanja

South Africa: Zulu

Botswana: Karanga, Kgalagadi, Kgatla, Kwena, Mmirwa,
Ngwaketse, Ngwato, Tswana, Tswapong

Madagascar: Antandroy, Antesaka, Betsileo, Betsimaraka,
Merina, Tsimihety

Zimbabwe: Karanga, Korekore, Manyika, Ndau, Shona,
Zezuru

Malawi: Chewa, Lomwe, Mangan’ja, Ngoni, Sena

Tanzania: Hehe

Sierra Leone: Fulla, Limba, Kono, Mende, Susu

(continued)
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Table 2. (continued)

Cluster Subcluster Groups
16 |6a Kenya: Maasai/Samburu, Somali
16b Lesotho: Letebele, Mofokeng, Mohlakoana, Mokoena,
Mosiea, Motaung, Motloung
l6c Zimbabwe: Tonga
17 17a Burkina Faso: Bissa, Gourmatche, More
17b Mali: Sonrhai
18 18a Mozambique: Sena
18b Uganda: Soga
18c Namibia: Damara, Herero, Kavango, Nama, Wambo
19 19a Uganda: Kiga, Nyankole
19b Tanzania: Luguru
20 20a Malawi: Tumbuka, Yao
20b Guinea: Guerzé, Kissien
20c Senegal: Mandinka/Bambara, Pulaar/Toucouleur, Wolof;
Sierra Leone: Temne
20d Guinea: Soussou
21 2]a Niger: Fulfulde, Haussa, Songai/Zarma, Tamasheq
21b Uganda: Gishu
22 Mauritius: Creole, Hindu, Muslim(Creole), Tamil
23 Uganda: Karamajong, Langi, Lugbara
24 24a Benin: Adja, Fon; Togo: Ewe, Mina, Ouatchi
24b Céte d’lvoire: Krou
25 25a Mali: Peul, Soninke
25b Ghana: Dagaba
26 Kenya: Turkana
27 Mali: Bambara, Dogon, Malinke, Mianka
28 Kenya: Kamba, Kisii, Luo, Luhya, Mijikenda
29 29a Zimbabwe: Ndebele
2% Uganda: Nyoro
30 30a Ghana: Akan, Dagomba, Ewe, Ga
30b Tanzania: Chaga
31 Kenya: Meru/Embu
32 Benin: Yoruba
33 33a Zambia: Bemba
33b Nigeria: Igbo
34 Kenya: Kikuyu
35 Mozambique: Makua

Note. (Sub)clusters that group an entire country have been marked in bold; countries that
entirely fall into one (sub)cluster are in bold as well.
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Table 3. Comparing Administrative Region-Based Clusters With Ethnolinguistic
Group-Based Clusters.

Administrative Number in Ethnolinguistic Number in
Country regions same cluster groups same cluster
Burkina Faso 13 10 3 3
Ghana 10 10 5 4
Mali 6 6 7 4
South Africa 9 9 13 8
Zambia 9 6 4 |
Total 47 41 (87%) 32 20 (63%)

For a direct comparison of these results with those obtained by Minkov
and Hofstede, I will concentrate on all countries in Sub-Saharan Africa for
which I have data on more than one ethnolinguistic group. Minkov and
Hofstede used seven countries, of which five are also in the Afrobarometer
data set: Burkina Faso, Ghana, Mali, South Africa, and Zambia.

For Burkina Faso, they had 13 regions, of which 10 fell into one cluster. In
my analysis, there are three ethnolinguistic groups, falling into one cluster.
For Ghana, they had ten regions, all falling into one cluster. I have five eth-
nolinguistic groups; four of them fall into the same cluster. For Mali, they had
six regions, all falling into one cluster. I have seven ethnolinguistic groups, of
which four fall into one cluster. For Zambia, they had nine regions, of which
six fell into one cluster. I have four groups, all in different clusters. For South
Africa, they had nine regions, all falling into the same cluster. In my analysis,
there are 13 ethnolinguistic groups, divided into three clusters. Of these, eight
fall into one cluster and four into another.

The comparison is summarized in Table 3 below.

Looking only at these five countries, my results, using a different data set
and a different unit of analysis, are roughly similar to those of Minkov and
Hofstede, although they show a greater differentiation. This difference
becomes more pronounced if we examine the extended set of countries that is
in the Afrobarometer data set.

There are 26 countries in the Afrobarometer data set that are in Sub-
Saharan Africa and for which data from different ethnolinguistic groups are
available. There is data on 187 ethnolinguistic groups from these countries.
Out of these, 126 or 67.4% cluster together with other ethnolinguistic groups
of their country, forming homogeneous national clusters, as compared with a
figure of 90.6% found by Minkov and Hofstede. Besides those countries that
are dominated by one ethnolinguistic group (Botswana, Lesotho, Madagascar),
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there are seven other countries of which all ethnolinguistic groups fall into
the same (sub)cluster: Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Liberia, Mauritius, Namibia
Niger, and Senegal. Note that this might not be the whole story: In all of those
countries, there could be smaller ethnolinguistic communities that show a
different cultural profile but who have not been sufficiently sampled in the
Afrobarometer survey.

This means that there are 16 countries from which not all ethnolinguistic
groups cluster together at the national level. In five, the majority fall into one
(sub)cluster, with only one or two ethnolinguistic groups that seem to be an
exception: This concerns Cote d’Ivoire, Ghana, Malawi, Sierra Leone, and
Zimbabwe.

This leaves eleven countries with considerable in-country cultural diver-
sity. They merit a separate discussion.

Guinea’s five ethnolinguistic groups fall into three clusters. Mali’s seven
groups fall into three clusters, but four fall into the same cluster. Bénin and Togo
are two small countries of considerable diversity, each with ethnolinguistic
groups falling into three different clusters. However, two of these clusters over-
lap. Nigeria’s six groups fall into three clusters, of which four are in the same
cluster. Mozambique’s 10 ethnolinguistic groups fall into four clusters. However,
four are in one cluster, four more in another one. South Africa’s 13 groups fall
into three clusters, but eight are in one cluster and four more in another one.
Tanzania’s 14 groups fall into five clusters. However, one cluster contains six,
another contains five groups. Zambia’s four groups are each in a separate clus-
ter. Then there is Kenya and Uganda. Kenya’s 11 groups are spread out over four
clusters, although five are in one cluster. Uganda’s 14 groups are spread out over
nine clusters, with no more than three falling into the same cluster.

What this means is that there is not one common pattern that applies across
Africa. There are not even regional patterns. For many countries, there is sup-
port in this study for the conclusion by Minkov and Hofstede that national
culture is a relevant concept and worth studying, even in ethnolinguistically
diverse countries such as those found in Africa. However, the present study
also shows that there are a significant number of countries in which ethnolin-
guistic groups do not cluster at the national level. Examining these countries
individually again shows different patterns for different countries: In some
countries, ethnolinguistic groups fall into a limited number of clusters; in a
minority of countries, there is no clearly distinguishable pattern at all.

This also means that statements about Africa in general are meaningless
here. The subset of countries chosen for the Minkov/Hofstede study is not
representative of Africa as a whole nor can this be assumed for the much
larger Afrobarometer subset.
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Our study has shown that for some countries in Africa, it is now possible
to use data on national culture. In others, it is not. Every country and ethno-
linguistic group will have to be examined on its own merits. However, the
survey approach that is common in cross-cultural psychology does help to
produce meaningful data on ethnolinguistic groups in Africa, just as it does in
other parts of the world.

Discussion and Recommendations

Cluster analysis is a data reduction technique. It is a good tool for preparing
broad estimates, but not for detailed analysis at the level of individual groups.
It does not lead to full descriptions of cultures; those have to be obtained
through other methods. But this approach can help to make sense of the cul-
tural landscape of a larger area. In that sense, as pointed out by Minkov
(2013), it can be a cognitive tool that helps to understand the complex world
around us. That being said, it is important to realize that hierarchical cluster-
ing has its limitations and therefore does not represent the true diversity in
ethnolinguistic groups that exists on the ground. Cross-cultural psychology
offers a more precise approach through its various and well-known cultural
dimension approaches (Minkov, 2013). There are a number of further steps
that could be taken to lead to a more precise image.

One step that would make sense would be to include a survey instrument
that is more specifically designed to measure cultural differences and simi-
larities in the Afrobarometer survey. One such instrument is the Values
Survey Module? as described by Hofstede and Minkov.

Another step would be to reexamine the ethnolinguistic categories used in
the Afrobarometer survey. For some countries, such as Lesotho, one wonders
what the value is of keeping in these questions. For others, it might be pos-
sible to reduce the number of ethnolinguistic groups. In all cases, it would be
useful to take steps to ensure a better level of representativity at the ethnolin-
guistic group level.

A last step, easier said than done, would of course be to extend the cover-
age of the Afrobarometer survey to the maximum number of countries.

Prah (2008) has pointed to the two common tropes that exist about Africa:
the one that claims that Africans have much in common and that there is
really one common African culture, the other one that Africa is a continent of
infinite cultural diversity. The first trope denies the real cultural differences
that exist on the ground. The second one leads to the idea that because of its
fragmentation, patrimonialism and parochialism are Africa’s only future.

The idea that somehow, in Africa, “tribes” will disappear and coherent
“nations” will appear is partly based on how Europeans popularly perceive
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their own history: In pre-Christian times, in Europe there lived primitive,
heathen tribes—who then (fast forward) morphed into the civilized nations
we know today. The idea that somehow Africa is “behind” in this but that
eventually it will catch up is counterproductive. It could be that in some
countries, such developments do occur. But there is no way of generalizing.
The Afrobarometer survey is possible only in those countries in Africa that
have a minimum level of peace and security. What would the situation be like
in countries that are not included in these surveys? It could well be that some
of Africa’s “failed states” will never work within their present boundaries.
Thus, Adebajo (2010) has called for a “New Berlin Conference” to address
some of these problems.

In any case, important cultural differences in Africa remain and it is impor-
tant to create new knowledge on what these differences are and on where the
main distinctions lie. Without such knowledge, attempts to build stronger
pan-African collaborations or stronger grassroots-based democratic struc-
tures will remain founded on quicksand.

Appendix
Table Al. Ethnolinguistic Group Weights.
Ghana-national Ghana-Ga
n % n % Weight  Adjusted %

Men < 30 394 16.4 35 16.3 1.009 16.4
Men = 30 806 336 73 339 0.989 336
Women < 30 405 16.9 27 12.6 1.343 16.9
Women = 30 796 33.1 80 372 0.891 33.1
Total 2,401 100.0 215 100.0 100.0

Table A2. Afrobarometer Questions Retained for the Hierarchical Cluster
Analysis.

Number Question

Q3 Overall direction of the country

Q4a Country’s present economic condition

Ql0a How often felt unsafe walking in neighborhood
Ql8 Men only as leaders versus women leaders ok
Q20b Join others to raise an issue

Q26b Citizens avoid criticizing government

(continued)
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Table A2. (continued)

Number Question

Q26c Citizens complain for poor services

Q26d Citizens request personal assistance from elected leaders
Q27a Join others to request government action

Q34 President monitored by parliament versus free to act on own
Q36 Media checks government versus avoid negative reporting
Q37 Parliament makes laws versus president does

Q38 President free to act versus obey the laws and courts
Q42a Courts make binding decisions

Q42b People must obey the law

Q43 Obey government always versus only if vote for it

Q44 Citizens must pay taxes versus no need to tax the people
Q50 Leaders serve interests of people or their own

Qb52k Trust traditional leaders

Q52l Trust religious leaders

Q59a MPs listen

Q5% Local government councilors listen

Qé66j Handling ensuring enough to eat

Q68a Performance: President

Q69b Who responsible: local councilors do jobs

Q69c Who responsible: president does job

Q7la People can fight corruption

Q88b Ethnic or national identity

Q89%a Neighbors: people of different religion

Q89b Neighbors: people of different ethnicity

Q89%e Neighbors: immigrants and foreign workers

Q91b Own television

Note. These are the question labels as used in the Afrobarometer Round 6 Data Codebook.
The codebook also contains the full questions as asked.
Source. http://afrobarometer.org/surveys-and-methods/questionnaires.

Table A3. Missing Values.

Country Missing value Value inserted
Algeria Neighbors: people of different religion Morocco
Burundi Ethnic or national identity Morocco
Egypt Ethnic or national identity Sudan
Neighbors: people of different religion
MPs listen
Malawi Local government councilors listen Swaziland

Mozambique Local government councilors listen Swaziland
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The dendrogram is split into a top and a bottom part, to facilitate reproduc-
tion. SPSS computes all relative distances on a 25-point scale, as shown at the
top of the dendrogram.

Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups)
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2. See http://www.afrobarometer.org

3.  See http://geerthofstede.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/VSM-2013-English
-2013-08-25.pdf. Note that there have been several editions of the Values Survey
Module (VSM).
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