Chapter 3

A New Institutional Economics Analysis of Duvalierism

The first half of the 1950s was, relatively speaking, a golden age in modern Haitian history. Tourists flocked to what was still “The Pearl of the Antilles,” among them:  Truman Capote, André Breton, Katherine Dunham and a senator from Texas who would later became the 36th president of the United States (Lyndon Johnson). True, former army colonel-turned-president Paul Eugène Magloire had come to power by force and was a dictator, but this was nothing new in Haiti or the region. Right next to Haiti, in fact, the poster child of “Latin” dictators (Raphael Trujillo) reigned, and across the Wind Canal another stood tall, though he would soon fall: Fulgencio Batista y Zalvídar of Cuba. Like their counterparts elsewhere, Haitian leaders had always preferred the certainty of the bayonet over the uncertainty of the ballot box, even if down the road, they were shred to pieces, literally in one or two cases, by the former’s blade.


It is equally true that Magloire was corrupt, but this too was not out of the ordinary. The private use of public resources on a most discretionary basis is the hallmark of the patrimonial state, which Haiti’s, arguably, had always been. But prosperity tends to soften the rougher edges of corrupt rule, as it affords despots the luxury of feeding at the public trough and, at the same time, taking care of the people’s business. Graft aside, Magloire’s record bespeaks of a string of accomplishments that is quite unusual for a Haitian ruler: The Peligre Dam, the source of much of Haiti’s electricity, was begun under his watch (although the project was financed largely by foreign loans); boulevard Jean-Jacques Dessalines, Port-au-Prince’s main commercial artery, was given a much needed face-lift by Magloire; Sylvio Cator stadium, Haiti’s largest sports venue, was built under Magloire as well. In addition, there were Ciment D’Haiti and Minoterie –– in short, the state-owned, import-substituting firms that typified the industrialization strategy of Third World countries at the time.


Haiti’s relative good fortune was due to a number of factors. Thanks to the Korean War, primary commodity prices were up, and Haiti owed practically nothing to foreign creditors (the Americans had made sure of that during the occupation of 1915-1932). The Haitian currency, the gourde, was stable, because of a 1919 agreement with the U.S. that fixed its value at a ratio of 5 to 1 (5 gourdes for 1 USD). International demand for Haitian coffee in particular was high. In the U.S.  the post-World War II boom allowed employers to share productivity gains with workers in the form of higher wages. In turn, American workers bought cars, moved to the suburbs, and more importantly for this chapter, traveled abroad. 


The Caribbean became a place of destination for Americans, because it was physically close to home, easily reachable by air and sea, and fulfilled northern caricature of a tropical paradise. Travel aficionados favored Haiti, because of urban Haiti’s blend of African and French cultures and arts scene, especially so-called primitive arts, which American resident in Haiti DeWitt Peters had brought to North American attention through the works of such Haitian masters as Hector Hyppolite, Philomé Obin and André Pierre, although Peters did not “discover” Haitian art as has been widely alleged. Finally, Haiti had always been seen in North American eyes as “exotic,” and tourists are loathe to rid of their savings on the familiar.


Haiti’s flirtation with prosperity was rudely rebuffed by Mother Nature in 1954 when Hurricane Hazel devastated the Caribbean. Two years later, Maglorire, having served his constitutionally mandate term, attempted to prolong, by nooks and by crooks, as Haitian leaders are wont to do, his rule. A crippling general strike eventually forced him to resign and leave Haiti for good. After nearly a year of turmoil, during which Haiti had five governments, one serving for only 19 days, elections produced a successor to Magloire. He was François Duvalier, a mild-manered,  nasal-voiced medical doctor and amateur ethonologist, who had served as labor minister in the Dumarsais Estimé government 10 years earlier and spent much of the roaring years of the Magloire presidency in hiding. François Duvalier would rule Haiti for 14 years before passing the proverbial torch in 1971 to his then 19‑year‑old son Jean‑Claude. The younger Duvalier would go on to rule for another 15 years, thereby making the combined administrations of father and son the longest dictatorship, and the only de facto dynasty, in Haitian history.


Our concern in this chapter is with this period of Haitian history (roughly 1956-1986). The Duvalier era is significant for several reasons. First, that the Duvaliers ruled Haiti for so long is, in and of itself, a notable achievement, for the feature par excellence of Haitian politics for much of the last 200 years has been its instability, its chaos. Why were François (Papa Doc) Duvalier and Jean‑Claude Duvalier able to defy the pattern, or did they? In other words, what accounts for the longevity of Duvalierism?
  Why did Haiti “opt” for tyranny over anarchy under the Duvaliers, and what does the longevity of Duvalierism say about tyranny as a regime-type in general?  

Second,  the Duvalier era is significant because, by its longevity, ferocity, venality and corruption, the Duvalier dynasty plunged Haitian underdevelopment to such (low) depth that it simply cannot be ignored by a serious analyst. Indeed, the Duvaliers made it extremely difficult for subsequent regimes, authoritarian or "democratic," to extricate Haiti from the abyss. To introduce a term to which we shall return to discuss in great detail, Duvarielism consolidates as well as fosters “path dependence,” which makes it much more than an isolated event. Arguably then, there is no more important period in 20th-century Haiti than the Duvalier period, including the American occupation of 1915-1934, which, incidentally, paved the way for Duvalierism in more ways than the Americans would care to admit.  


Thirdly, it is under the Duvaliers that the link between the failed state and underdevelopment, and the combined influence of  internal and external factors on the failed state, can be most firmly established. These themes are of course at the heart of this book. Thus focusing on the Duvalier period is an effort at thesis substantiation.

This chapter does three things. Firstly, it explains the longevity of Duvalierism. In so doing, it challenges established notions about tyranny. Modern tyrannies are not always ephemeral; they can last for a long time. But longevity should not be confused with regime stability, order maintenance and economic performance. A regime that spans decades may or may not be stable, capable of maintaining order and able to nurture development. 

Indeed, Duvalierism presents the paradoxical spectacle of a regime that lasted nearly three decades but was highly unstable, did not have effective control of its territory and had a terrible record at economic management. There are only 8 to 9 years during which Duvalierist rule was not in serious jeopardy and economic results looked generally positive (1971-1979). Much of the reason for the longevity of Duvalierism was due to the Cold War. Thus external institutions, the chapter argues, played a major role in the Haitian failed state. In this regard, Haiti resembles many of the failed states (Somalia, Liberia, Sierra Leone, Congo, etc.) that would come litter the African landscape in the post-Cold War. 

 
Secondly, the chapter demonstrates that Duvalierism represented both continuity and discontinuity in Haitian politics: continuity in the sense that Duvalier père was not the first tyrant and populist ideologue in Haitian history; discontinuity in the sense that the violence of the regime, in terms of scale, intensity and duration, as well as its corruption, represented something “new” in Haiti, which, in turn, made future state failure more, rather than less, likely. Both of these features of Duvalierism, i.e., rupture embedded in a logic of habitude are informed, once again, by the concept of path dependence and, more generally, the New Institutional Economics. 


Thirdly, the chapter shows how the state underdeveloped Haiti under Duvalierism. In the process,  it demonstrates that there is nothing “modernizing” or revolutionary about Duvalierism at any point during its history. Attempts to separate Jean-Claude Duvalier from François Duvalier, and to turn the former into a modernizer, overlook one important fact: Duvalierism was a manifestation of state failure in Haiti, as well as its intensification. Inasmuch as the state remained unaltered under father and son, in terms of its orientation toward patrimonialism rather than legal-rationalism, and inasmuch as the lot of Haitians barely improved under either one, there are no substantive differences between the two. 


This explains the younger Duvalier’s obduracy in resisting calls for ending the life presidency, as though it were his birthright, when abolishing this anachronism might have gained him a few more years in power. It also explains why “modernization” under Jean-Claude was limited to the creation of a proto-industrial park in Port-au-Prince that provided some low-wage manufacturing jobs to desperately poor Haitians mainly in the garment industry –– in sum, literally a development de pacotille –– but not an independent judiciary, free labor unions, a less corrupt public administration and social services to the masses. The limits of Duvalierism were firmly established by its patrimonial (personal rule) nature; it could not go past these boundaries without imploding. 


For the edification of the reader, we must say a word or two about the analytical orientation of the chapter. Until now our discussion of the Haitian failed state has been largely informed by Weberian discourse on the state, which places the work firmly in the institutionalist tradition. In this chapter we add a new twist to the analysis of the Haitian failed state, without making a complete U-turn. In dissecting Duvalierism, the chapter, rather than using the tools of historical political sociology, à la Weber,  relies heavily on the New Institutional Economics, which has given social scientists, if not entirely new perspectives on social phenomena, at the very least, a different vocabulary. For in truth anthropologists, sociologists and political scientists, unlike neoclassical economists, have always recognized the importance of institutions, that is, the panoply of formal and informal rules (or constraints) in any society that are intended to make human relations more predictable, less erratic, and, in the specific realm of economic exchange, less prone to opportunism, or what Oliver Williamson calls self-interest-seeking-with-guile. 


By its recognition that institutions matter, the New Institutional Economics has reconciled the field of economics with the other social science disciplines. For neoclassical economic theory, with its emphasis on stable equilibrium, small and multiple sellers and buyers (in other words, competitive markets), identical commodities, zero transaction costs and rational utility-maximizing actors, limited the contribution that economics as a field could make to the “real world.” Markets, for example, may be the most efficient means of resource allocation, but they do not drop from the heavens. How well (or poorly) markets work depend on the larger social context, that is, the informal norms and the formal rules –– in sum, the institutional matrix –– that underpin economic transactions and other forms of human interaction. At the same time, we know far less about institutions than we think we know, especially how, say, local structures and norms combine with international forms of domination (imperialism) contribute to state failure in the Third World and underdevelopment. 


That the great divide in development studies continues to be between theories that stress the role of internal factors in the poverty of countries (e.g., the overbearing state of neo-liberals) versus those that emphasize the ostensible harm caused by the external environment underscores the work that remains to be done. The rigor of economics cannot but facilitate greater understanding of the very complex mechanisms and processes that underlay our social world. Again, the orientation toward the NIE is more of a twist than a turn away from earlier remarks. Weber, after all, was an institutional economist and economic historian, as well as of course a sociologist. As a young man, he wrote his dissertation on the economics of business during the medieval period (1889), and what else is The Protestant Ethics and the Spirit of Capitalism but an analysis of how institutions (in this case religious norms) shape the (capitalist)  political economy?
 


But we find that the Weberian approach to the state can be overly descriptive and insufficiently analytical. Furthermore, Weber’s notion of the routinization of charisma strongly suggests that he thought that the legal-rational state was the inevitable future of socio-political organization. While there is enough in Weber’s work to extrapolate the failed state, as we demonstrated in chapter 2, there is also strong evidence he believed that it would eventually give way to the legal-rationalism of bureaucracy. Obviously, we are not so sanguine, hence the decision to seek an analytical framework that explains both institutional change and failure. 


Lastly,  as historical political sociology, the Weberian model does not account for the behavior of individual actors. Its chief concern is about institutions, not those who create, manage and destroy them. For any theory of the state to be complete, some attention needs to be paid to the behavior of state makers, for a state is as good (or bad) as those who run it and live within its boundaries. Thus in addition to the New Institutional Economics, the chapter uses some elements of game theory to explain Duvalierism, especially its longevity. 


Why the NIE, and not neoclassical economic theory, which has been, by far, the most dominant paradigm in economics? One reason neoclassical economic theory falls short, as stated earlier, is that it takes institutions for granted, while the NIE does not. Another is that it assumes zero cost to information. NIE remedies that by assigning a positive value to the cost of information and transaction costs in general, which are any cost incurred in the course of an exchange that is above and beyond the value of the good and service being exchanged. 


Transaction costs include search and information costs, such as those incurred when determining whether a desired good is available on the market,  at what price, and who the seller is; bargaining costs, such as those required to craft with a reasonable (i.e., mutually satisfactory) agreement; and ex post costs, which are policing and enforcement costs intended to make sure that the parties to a transaction stick to their end of the bargain and specify what penalties are to ensue if they do not. 


“Where transaction cost is zero, the efficient competitive solution of neoclassical economics obtains.”
 On the other hand, the higher are transaction costs, the higher the inefficiency of exchange and the lower economic performance will be. Institutions, such as the state,  exist to reduce transaction costs, thereby making exchange more efficient and improving economic performance. There is a direct relationship among the failed state, transaction costs and economic performance. 


The failed state is, almost by definition, one that is incapable of reducing transaction costs, or chooses not to do so, especially those connected to enforcement. As a result, transaction costs remain high and economic exchange either will be entirely foregone or experience sub-optimal results. The paucity of capital markets in developing countries stems from the fact that transaction costs are high, because there are no market-based mechanisms for turning uncertainty into risk and the state has limited regulatory capability; consequently, savings is not turned into capital investment (hidden, as it were, under the mattress), or is channeled toward the safest, but not necessarily high-return,  activities. 


In sum, thanks to its insights on institutions and transaction costs, the NIE helps to underscore the importance of states to economic development, precisely the point this study makes. There is a direct connection among transaction costs, the failed state and underdevelopment. States exist is to reduce transaction costs, especially those connected to the security of property and person and the enforcement of contracts. When states fail, they can no longer provide these services. The economies of scale that obtain with their public delivery no longer exist as they are now privatized.  Consequently, transaction costs rise, so much so that they may stifle economic exchange and cause economic performance to decline or stagnate. 

Institutions do not emerge overnight, nor can they easily replaced. They do change, however, although the process of institutional change usually occurs slowly at the margins. In the New Institutional Economics, institutions are the rules of the game and organizations are purposeful devices created by entrepreneurs (to be understood in the broadest sense) to maximize returns within the limits imposed by institutions. 

Organizations are also agents of institutional change, inasmuch as their activities often result in outcomes that challenge the existing rules. New rules, hence new institutions, may then become necessary to account for new realities produced by organizations. Organizations also change the informal norms that make up the institutional framework. It is not a matter of dispute that industrial organization, by shifting the locus of economic activity from country to city in the 19th century not only transformed the family (a formal institution) from extended to nuclear, but also helped in the individualization of people, uprooted as they were from traditional social networks. Emile Durkheim and others were gravely concerned about the anomie generated by this development. 


Institutions are the products of the widely held beliefs in society. This is especially so for the informal constraints that make up the institutional matrix. Formal rules, such as constitutions, may be imposed from without (by an occupying power, for example), but informal constrains emanate from within, specifically, from culture, which, according to North, “provides a language-based conceptual framework for encoding and interpreting the information that the senses are presenting to the brain”
 Culture is a filter through which the informal solutions to the challenges of the past  are carried into the present, thus providing continuity to the human experience. 

At any given time, both formal and informal institutions impose serious constraints on the choice sets of political and economic entrepreneurs.
 The result is path dependence, which generally means that decisions made in the past shape current and future decisions. Thus history matters. Path dependence is enhanced by the increasing returns created by economies of scale and, crucially, “lock in.” The latter entails that past decisions may limit the choice set even when they are not necessarily the most efficient. 

A commonly used example in support of path dependence is QWERTY, the positioning of these six letters on typewriter and computer keyboards, which has been alleged to be ergonomically inefficient but nevertheless became the industry standard, because QWERTY was first on the market. In politics, path dependence may arise for more pernicious reasons: past actions create self-interest-seeking constituencies, which may organize to prevent consideration of alternatives that may be beneficial to society at large but harmful to narrow interest groups. The concentrated nature of the benefits provided these groups, as compared to the diffused benefits conferred on society,  gives rise to problems of collection action. 


Path dependence does not rule out change but strongly implies that it will be incremental. In fact, change is a continuous process as human actors, acting through organizations or on their own, constantly push against the limits of what is permissible under the rules set by institutions. Change can also be induced by natural changes in the environment. Significant thinning of the ozone layer, for example, may give rise to a variety of behavioral changes and organizations, as people adjust to the greenhouse effects. But because of the relative paucity of nature-induced change as compared to human-made change,  social change tends to occur more slowly and at the margins (wherever  that is). Finally, change tends to have unintended consequences, because of “bounded rationality.” Human actors have, at best, incomplete control over formal institutions and little control over the informal ones, and it is the matrix of formal and informal rules, as well as their enforcement, that determines outcomes.


The tendency of social revolutions to revert to old patterns developed by the ancien régime stems in part from the dominant belief system, which may limit the kind of change that the populace considers legitimate. This explains why 20th-century communist revolutionaries  often instituted mass ideological training once they seized (formal) state power. Such an effort is nothing less than an attempt to mitigate the path dependence created by informal constraints. Social revolutions may also morph into more gradual change, even paralysis, because the human and financial resources may not be available to effect the fundamental changes envisioned by revolutionaries.  Penury may be so widespread that  social policy for the polis has to be traded for the preservation  of political power  for the ruling clique, in which case the “revolution” may revert to the patterns of the past, thus becoming quite reactionary. In sum, a major source of path dependence is scarcity, something that institutional economists surprisingly do not stress. I argue that Duvalierism was a “victim” of Haitian path dependence (continuity), as well as an attempt at rupture (successful in some ways) to overcome the effects of path dependence that were averse to regime survival. 

One feature of the New Institutional Economics that distinguishes it from previous institutionalist theories, such as modernization theory, is that its liberal use of institution allows for extending this concept to the international arena. Hence in the NIE institutions that are deleterious to economic development are not confined to poor countries. North acknowledges the possibility in the form of a question but does not probe the ramifications: “If poor countries are poor because they are the victims of an institutional structure that prevents growth, is that institutional structure imposed from without or is it endogenously determined or is it some combination of both?”
 A similar question could be asked of the failed state, which we do in this study and try to answer. We argue that the institutions of the Cold War were very instrumental in preserving the Haitian failed state under the banner of Duvalierism, which, once again, was also the product of Haitian institutions. We explore the specific role of international financial institutions in perpetuating underdevelopment and the Haitian failed state in chapter 6.  

In sum, the New Institutional Economics extends the reach of institutions beyond the borders of Third World states, thereby avoiding the accusation that poor countries were being blamed for their poverty. This, it will be recalled,  was one of the lacunas of early modernization theory; it gave rise to dependency theory in the 1970s, which, by emphasizing the role of international institutions in the poverty of Third World states,  committed the same error as modernization theory (independent variable overemphasis) in the opposite direction. Potentially, the transcendence of institutions in the New Institutional Economics, as expounded by North, can serve to bridge the gap between theories that emphasize the internal dimensions of Third World rut and those that stress external factors. NIE makes possible a synthetic approach to understanding various social pathologies in the Third World, including underdevelopment and the failed state. Even  theories of imperialism could be developed under the NIE, although the most liberal of economists would probably cringe at such notions. 


Having outlined in broad terms the theoretical orientation of the chapter, we are now ready to make sense of the duration of Duvalierism, which is, again, the longest-lasting regime in Haitian history. Duvalierism is all the more interesting, given that, in spite of its longevity, its record at economic management is universally considered to have been abysmal. François Duvalier himself is said to have confessed on his death bed that  mon gouvernment n’a pas été ce que j’avais projeté (my government has not been what I had intended).
 How is that two rulers who ruled their country so poorly ended up staying in power for so long? 

The most obvious, and common, answer is that the Duvaliers managed to cling to power for 29 years through sheer terror. There is no question that violence took center stage in the Duvalierist project of political survival, especially under the elder Duvalier.  The presidential campaign of 1956 was an orgy of violence calculated  by Duvalier supporters to sow fear into Duvalier opponents; the campaign to extend Duvalier’s rule in 1961 and the proclamation of the life presidency in 1964 were preceded by violence that consumed regime foes and friends with identical ferocity (e.g., Clément Barbot); the “pacification”of Jérémie in 1968 spared not even the unborn. We discuss violence under Duvalierism in detail later; for now, it will suffice to concede that it was a crucial factor in the longevity of the regime. 

But to attribute the longevity of Duvalierism solely to terror is to fall prey too easily to a common caricature  of Haiti as the hapless hostage of bad, if not to say mad, leaders. It is to ignore the socio-historical contexts –– the reader will note the spelling of contexts in the plural –– that not only gave rise to Duvalierism but nurtured it as a regime type. One may easily refute the terror thesis by pointing out that violence abetted considerably under Jean-Claude Duvalier, yet he ruled one year longer than his father. Furthermore, past Haitian leaders had used violence but none had the Duvaliers’ success (measured in regime longevity). Violence may have been part of the tool kit of Duvalierism, but it was neither the sole instrument nor sufficient for keeping the Duvaliers in power. 

At the end of the day, the survival of all rulers, even the most tyrannical,  depends on the efficacious combination of force and cunning (cunning in a democracy could be substituted with performance). This is what Machiavelli  understood and made his task to counsel “The Prince.” Furthermore,  the norms of international relations in the post-World War II period and the realpolitik of the Cold War combined to maintain regimes in peripheral countries that in an earlier time might have embraced policies that strengthened the state and stimulated economic growth to avoid  being swept by internal insurrection or foreign invasion. An analysis of Duvalierism, therefore, requires an understanding of institutions: those that are ostensibly inherent to autocratic politics and those that prevailed during the Cold War. Wherever possible, such an analysis should endeavor to show the complementarity of endogenous and exogenous institutions and their effects on developing countries as called for by North. 

A Game-Theoretic Interpretation of the Longevity of Duvalierism

In chapter 2 we introduced the concept of the pressure coalition, which,  it should be recalled, refers to the hard core group of supporters upon whom the tyrannical ruler relies to remain in power by force and intimidation.  In the Haitian context, the pressure coalition obviously consisted of the tonton makout created by François Duvalier.
 They never were more than 2,000 in Port-au-Prince in the 1960s with probably less than half that number in fighting shape. Nevertheless, because the Haitian version of the pressure coalition was designed to intimidate a largely unarmed population and occasionally chase off small groups of kamoken (rebels), it was extremely effective. The heavy blue-denim clad makout were François Duvalier’s adaptation of Hitler’s brown shirts, obviously with little regard for climate differences between Haiti and Germany. 

But Port-au-Prince is not Haiti, in spite of its dominance of the country’s politics. Nor were the tonton makout the sole pillars of Duvalierist rule. In addition to the pressure coalition, Duvalierism had to pay attention to the selectorate, “those people in a country who have an institutionally granted right or norm that gives them a say in choosing the government.”
 This is always a subset of the general population, whose size depends on the nature of the political system. In non-democratic countries the selectorate may be very small comprising essentially of the “elite, ” such as high level elected officials past and present, judges, military officers, top civil servants, managers of state-owned enterprises, entrepreneurs, intellectuals, labor union leaders, media figures, members of the clergy, prominent families, even entertainers. From the selectorate comes a further subset, which we call the governing coalition but is designated differently by others.
 

In autocratic political systems then, rulers rely on two local institutions: the pressure coalition, whose modus operandi is force or violence and the governing coalition, whose modus operandi is persuasion, or what Antonio Gramsci called hegemony. Two challenges to any autocratic ruler are (a) when to lean on one or the other institution to remain power, and (b) how much resources are necessary to maintain both. Yet a third challenge is how to insure coordination between the pressure coalition and the governing coalition. Inasmuch as members of the two bodies are often drawn from different social strata, may dislike each other and are connected only by their affiliation with the ruler,  this is not a minor issue. 


Furthermore, it should also be borne in mind that the coalitions compete for the same type of goods (discussed below) from the ruler, which in an environment of extreme scarcity may not exist in sufficient quantity to whet every one’s appetite to their satisfaction. Duvalierism resolved this problem in an ingenious way: by allowing the lowliest members of the pressure coalition to secure for themselves goods that normally should have come from the national palace. In this way, whatever resentment among the populace wrought by their exactions would not be directed toward the president. Indeed, “Papa Doc” often played good cop vis-à-vis the worse makout, or feigned ignorance of their abuse.

Ceteris paribus, the more differentiated the economy and society, and the more open or democratic the political system, the larger and more diverse the selectorate, thus also the greater the challenges at securing its support. Indeed, in democratic systems of government the selectorate is, at least in theory, all the members of the political community who are of voting age. Rulers here remain in power by providing public goods, since they lack the resources to dole out private goods in sufficient quantity to large groups of supporters. They are vulnerable to defection since the private benefits conferred by loyalty are modest, but this is moderated by their efficacy in delivering sound policies. Thus the key to capturing and remaining in power in democracies is, respectively, the credible promise of more public goods
 than those offered by one’s rivals and their actual delivery.  

In non-democratic systems of government, the size of the selectorate is much smaller, which changes the political calculus of rulers and their challengers. The requirements for reaching the top and staying there are different in non-democracies. The smaller size of the selectorate affords rulers the opportunity to put together relatively small governing coalitions, members of which may be provided private benefits rather than public goods. At the same time, the smaller size of the selectorate in a non-inclusive system drives up the cost of loyalty, as rivals bid for support. Simply put, the smaller the number of people among whom the proverbial pie is to be divided, the bigger the slice each will insist on receiving as a condition for their remaining at the feasting table. In fact, this may be the only peaceful way to prevent defection, short of holding coalition members hostage (literally in Duvalier-ruled Haiti and perhaps elsewhere, as well as figuratively). 

Governing coalition members will not settle for non-exclusive and non-rival goods, or sound public policies, which is not to say that absolutely none will be provided.  But a disproportionate share of the bundle of goods offered by rulers and their rivals in a non-democracy will have to be high-value, private goods, such as exclusive import licenses, subsidies, inside information on bidding contracts offered by the state, access to credit and foreign currencies, in sum, various forms of rent, which are detrimental to economic performance. However, staying in office in a non-democracy does not hinge on the ability to deliver public goods to a large selectorate,  but rather the capacity to deliver private goods to a governing coalition drawn from a small selectorate, as well as of course force. A ruler who rules poorly can thus stay in power for a long time, as long as he (or she) satisfies key domestic constituencies and maintains near-monopoly over the means of coercion, both of which precludes the emergence of rivals. But even though poor governance may prolong the tenure of a bad ruler, it also undermines development. Thus there is a clear contradiction between the interests of the ruler and social welfare. According to Root, “The first challenge of development rests in the creation of institutions that align the interests of rulers with the interests of all those they govern.”

The foregoing analysis contains much of the secret to the longevity of Duvalierism but there is more. In certain circumstances a ruler may turn on the pressure coalition to keep the governing coalition in line, in which case the latter becomes effectively “hostage,” an important concept in the game-theoretic model, which is relevant to Duvalier-ruled Haiti. Defection was not an option for the governing coalition under Duvalierism, unless it  literally took the form of flight. Examples of Duvalierists who crashed foreign embassies, once their loyalty became suspect to avoid the worse of fate, abound.
 

Duvalierism generally conferred private goods on Haiti’s governing coalition, but members could also be visited by violence if “Papa Doc” deemed it necessary. Furthermore, the traffic in private goods did not flow in one direction; the governing coalition also showered gifts on the regime, to remain in good stead. Duvalierism, in this sense, functioned like a protection racket,  whose “shake down” spared no one. Thus Oswald Brandt, probably Haiti’s richest man in the 1960s, spent two weeks in jail, after which he promptly extended a “loan” to Duvalier, which,  as far as we know, is still outstanding.  


Our game-theoretic-inspired analysis is incomplete in two ways. It does not take into consideration the role of ideology. It views political decisions as transactional, therefore, instrumental. Yet ideology can be an extremely important substitute for material incentives. In poor countries where rulers operate under severe budget constraints, a pressure coalition and a governing coalition may still be crafted, if enough believers can be made. An important reason Duvalierism survived its most turbulent phase (the 1960s) is that there were always enough Haitians, especially middle class intellectuals, who took seriously “Papa Doc’s” nationalist (and occasionally noiriste) rhetoric to lend their support to the regime

Another weakness of the model is that it does not take into consideration the role of external actors. Thus it does not heed North’s call for examining the degree to which endogenous or exogenous institutions are responsible for social pathologies in developing countries.  The lacuna can be easily filled if one assumes that in extremely poor and dependent countries the selectorate also includes important external forces, such as the embassy officials of large donor countries, the resident representatives of the international financial institutions, the United Nations, the local executives of multinational corporations, and, during the Cold War, military and intelligence personnel from the two superpowers and their respective regional proxies. The role of the external component of the selectorate may be covert but no less significant; in fact, Haitians believe that nothing happens in their country without the say-so of key members of the external selectorate (U.S., France, Canada, World Bank, IMF, UN, etc.), regardless of the position of the governing coalition drawn from the internal selectorate. 
Imperialism (of Raison D’État) and Duvalierism

The work of another institutionalist, Robert Bates, highlights the impact of the external environment on the longevity of autocracies, or tyrannical patrimonialism, of the likes of Duvalierism during the Cold War. From the end of WW II to 1991 the superpowers, unwilling to fight each other directly in peripheral areas but determined to keep as many (putative) allies there as possible, maintained in power rulers with little concern about the welfare of their own people. They were showered with foreign aid, which served as an important substitute for the revenues they might have raised on local constituents, who might have insisted on the adoption policies that favored economic growth and ruler accountability to their citizens. 

In addition,  international  norms and law –– in short,  international institutions –– proscribed the use of force in interstate relations, except in self-defense. Non-performing or failed states, which in an earlier era might have been absorbed by stronger neighbors or undergo serious transformation through internal revolution, were allowed  to remain standing. The abuses of their rulers were often vociferously defended at the UN under the banner of sovereignty, self-determination and stability, even though the UN Charter also protected human rights. In sum, two international institutions (broadly defined) conspired to maintain Third World tyranny: the Cold War and the UN system. 

The international environment of state making in the periphery in the late 20th century  differed significantly from that of the core from the 16th to the  19th century, where “the development of the European nations was animated by warfare abroad and the search at home for revenues with which to pay for fighting.”
 Protected by the international system, which limited the use of force and propped with external sources of state revenues, Third World rulers did not face the military and fiscal imperatives that might have favored concessions to local elites and the development of institutions curbing their power (e.g., parliamentary democracy and independent central banks). 

In the case of Haiti, as we shall see, the Cold War gave Duvalierism the upper hand in its relation with the internal selectorate. The president could decide which of the weapons provided by the Americans would go to the Haitian army or the makout. The heavy weapons that fostered coups, such as tanks and artillery, did not go to either corps but were instead kept by the president ostensibly for the Presidential Guard; they could be seen on the lawn of the national palace. Machine guns and ammunitions were stored in a vault in the basement of the palace, with Duvalier in sole possession of the key.  In this way, the pressure coalition was limited in terms of the hostile actions it could take against the regime. In case of serious trouble, Duvalierism could reliably depend on the Americans, if not to intervene militarily to tip the balance of power in favor of the regime but at least provide intelligence and prevent Haitian exiles from using U.S. territory as a launching pad for invasion.  

Foreign aid helped Duvalierism in its handling of the governing coalition in at least two ways.  The steady infusion of aid, especially under Jean-Claude Duvalier, insured that the government would not have to put pressure on the Haitian “elite” to pay taxes, who, in turn, might have demanded better performance. This kept members of the governing coalition loyal. Defection entailed too high a risk in being pressed into fiscal responsibility. To this day, one of the most common ways for incumbent Haitian political leaders to punish “elite” opponents is to declare them delinquent in their taxes. The period when tension between Duvalierism and the “elite” was at its highest corresponded almost perfectly to that when foreign aid was withdrawn (1961-1965). Hence it can safely be assumed that foreign aid was an effective substitute for local taxes and helped to smooth relations between the regime and the governing coalition. It also sealed Haiti’s dependence. 

Secondly, foreign aid allowed the Duvaliers to dispense state largesse. They could reward or punish coalition members as they saw fit. Thus, according to a 1983 World Bank study, fully 40 percent of aid to the Duvalier regime could not be accounted for. Given the lack of production of the Haitian economy, there are very few Haitian “bourgeois” who do not depend on the state for private accumulation. The mechanisms of state-assisted accumulation are legion, and so too are potentially the ways in Haitians rulers can keep members of the governing coalition in line. Haiti imports virtually all of life’s essential, including staple food. An exclusive import license on just one commodity, such as rice, can create fabulous windfall profits.  

Foreign aid gave Duvalierism the means with which to engage in variety of activities, from subsidized textbooks for schoolchildren to road construction, which could then be outsourced to favorite entrepreneurs.
 Dictators always prefer simple and politicized property rights systems to complex and non-politicized ones. This allow them to better play the role of discriminating monopolists. During the Cold War they were helped in this endeavor by an international system, which, in reducing military threats and providing capital to failed states, changed the nature of politics and property.

What was the relative weight of domestic and international institutions in the maintenance of tyrannical patrimonialism in general and Duvalierism in particular? This is a tough question to answer, insofar as the two are often enmeshed and there are probably variations from one state to another. But it can be answered: during the Cold War, it was probably the case that international institutions played a greater role in regime maintenance in the Third World than domestic institutions. I am certain this was true of Haiti, because domestic challenges to Duvalierism were constant throughout the 29-year rule of father and son, although they ebbed and flowed from year to year.  

Regime stability was at its apogee from 1971 to 1979, or during much of the Jean-Claude era, but even then there were always rumblings, most coming from the inner sanctum of Duvalierism as different barons were jettisoned, to satisfy one faction or clip the wings of another who seemed on the way to developing an independent power base. No cabinet under Jean-Claude lasted more than two years, although the same personalities tended to remain in government but with different ministerial portfolios. To the extent that the longevity of the tenure of those vested with executive power is one measure of political stability and bespeaks of continuity in policy making in any country, one could argue that Duvalierism was highly unstable internally, in addition to being under constant pressure by regime opponents. 


François Duvalier died in 1971 at 64, a relatively young age even in a country where adult life expectancy is only 52. Heart disease, diabetes and prostate cancer are commonly cited as the immediate causes of death, but there is no question that the stress induced by the instability surrounding Haitian state power also took their toll. Only three years before his death, the elder Duvalier faced a mutiny led by the Haitian Marines, an uprising in the South and a hurricane. What we are dealing with then is a regime, whose domestic environment was highly unstable for a variety of reasons, any one of which could have swept it from power and almost did in one or two occasions. 

In fact, Duvalier seldom left the national palace for fear he might never return. Domestic trips consisted of limousine excursions to towns just outside of the capital (e.g., Arcahaie, Duvalierville, St. Marc, Léogane), which insured that Duvalier would not have to sleep outside of the palace and therefore away from the weapons caches. Simply put, Duvalier did not visit the realm where most Haitians lived (i.e., the countryside); instead, the realm came to him by the busloads every September 22, and other dates dear to the regime, to celebrate the “Duvalierist revolution.” As far as we know, he never traveled abroad during his 14-year reign, not even to the Dominican Republic. 

In spite of popular perception to the contrary, François Duvalier was a “strong man” only in the putative sense. Often, he was responding to events rather than leading them. For him to have been a real strong man would have required a working state, but given that Haiti was a weak state, Duvalier’s strength and longevity lay in deploying power in the core, which meant literally near his person.  However, there was one relative constant: American support wrought by the Cold War, especially after 1964, when Duvalier, having outmaneuvered the Kennedy administration and Juan Bosch of the Dominican Republic and eliminated his most dangerous internal enemies, had proven his mantle. Ultimately, in our view, American support was the lifeline of Duvalierism,
 or, at the risk of metaphorical excess,  its trump card.

Earlier we explored the interaction between rulers and domestic institutions, using the insights of the game-theoretic model. Here we explore the logic of relations between Third World rulers and international institutions during the Cold War, and how the end of that era may have changed the nature of politics in dependent client states. It resulted in “democratization” in some countries and outright failure of the state in others. 

From the standpoint of a Third World ruler facing excluded members of the governing coalition,  disorder in the pressure coalition, possible insurrection among the populace and severe budget constraints, external institutions provide, if not a way out of these problems, mechanisms for coping with them. As seen earlier, external institutions could provide foreign aid, which could be used to pay the troops (the pressure coalition), deliver private goods to members of the ruling coalition and fatten the personal bank accounts of the ruler and his family. 

In this sense, foreign aid was a way for Third World rulers to self-insure against risk, unable and unwilling, as they were, to create the conditions under which the latter could be turned into uncertainty. External institutions also supplied rulers with authority through the delivery of weapons, and legitimacy through diplomatic recognition. In cases where regime survival was in danger, external institutions could even be counted upon to come to the rescue, although not always successfully. In sum, external institutions loomed large in the survival strategies of Third World rulers, because of the (wide) range of services they offered.  

What did external institutions get, or could expect to get, in return? As in any patron-client relation, the reciprocal acts that were expected of Third World rulers were not necessarily of the same value as those given them by external institutions, but this does not necessarily mean that the services rendered were worthless. Had this been the case, it is safe to assume that powerful and (boundedly) rational actors would not have agreed to the exchange. Third World rulers of the likes of the Duvaliers,  and, on the other hand of the Cold War divide, Mengistu Haile Mariam of Ethiopia, provided at least two things to external institutions (or imperialism): ideological support and order. 

Since the two superpowers were gravely concerned about denying the other as many friends as possible, aligning oneself with one or the other antagonist meant that, from the standpoint of the United States and the former USSR, there was one less country whose loyalty they needed to court or worry about. In  the bi-polar and zero-sum politics of the Cold War, one superpower’s marginal gain was the other’s marginal loss; furthermore,  a victory (or defeat) was a victory (or defeat), no matter how materially insignificant or politically transient. 

Depending on the geography and resource endowments of their territory, client rulers also provided more practical services connected to classical imperialism, such as military bases, access to strategic raw materials and markets for manufactured goods. It should be stressed that the imperialism of the superpowers did not necessarily have an economic logic, but, once again, for imperialism to take place, especially in the charged ideological context of the Cold War, the prospects of material gains needed not be on the horizon. It only sufficed that the two superpowers saw opportunities to expand their influence by cultivating friends abroad. 

From client rulers the two superpowers also obtained at least the semblance of order in countries, whose instability was not welcome by either one, except when it resulted in the coming to power of friendly strongmen. One of the great lessons of the balance-of-power politics of the 19th century, which the assassination of Archduke Ferdinand in 1914 put in evidence, was that Great Powers, by joining forces formally with weak and unstable states, could find themselves fighting wars in places of no immediate interest to their security, for fairly mundane reasons and against their best wishes. If alliances create stability in international relations, the credibility of their commitments can also be the source of much instability. States in an alliance have weak control over each other’s affairs, yet precisely because of this may find themselves committing resources and lives to conflagrations which they did not create.   

The reliance on local strongmen during the Cold War was a way for the two superpowers to maintain order in the peripheral realm, while avoiding the worse consequences of its breakdown (direct war leading possibly to mutual nuclear annihilation). It is interesting that the U.S. and the former USSR crafted formal institutions (respectively, NATO and the Warsaw Pact) with countries that were located close to their mainland and (or) had assets essential to their economies. Relations with peripheral states tended to be more informal, thus resulting in commitments whose consequences were much less far reaching. The role of the Duvaliers of the world was akin to that of a local sheriff: they maintained order in their neighborhood so the “big boys” would not have to do it for it for them, and in the process fight each other. In the age of Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD), the calculation was neither trivial, nor were those responsible for its implementation in the periphery (Duvalier, Mobutu, Siad Barre, etc.) providing a minor service. 

The effects of subcontracting order to local thugs were felt primarily by the people who had to live under these externally-supported tyrannies. The prices paid were high and varied: widespread human rights abuses, governments “accountable” only to a restrictive selectorate, corruption and economic malperformance. Even worse, the policy had almost a built-in self-fulfilling prophecy. Strongmen were relied upon, because only they, it was rationalized, could keep so-called law and order in the periphery to avoid its falling into chaos. Consequently, no investment was made in state institution-making or economic development, so when these strongmen were swept aside many of the countries they led did in fact collapse. The outcome did not prove the wisdom of the rationale, only the truth of its consequences. In essence, external institutions created what they feared. Put another way, state failure in the periphery was a direct result of the foreign policies of the two superpowers during the Cold War, as we argued in the previous chapters. 

We have already discussed  how tyrannical rulers handled the internal selectorate to remain in power –– i.e., through division of the political market between a pressure coalition and ruling coalition and the distribution of private goods to both. How did they handle the external selectorate? Very simply: they leveraged whatever they had of value for economic aid, military support and diplomatic recognition. In this Third World rulers had an advantage: they were local monopolies facing an oligopolistic, and at times even a competitive, external environment. Indeed, the more monopolistic they were at home, the more credible their claim at being able to keep order in their realm, and therefore the more indispensable they seemed to potential external patrons. 

Needless to say, achieving monopoly on the home front required the elimination of local competition. The worse rulers in the Third World, as measured by the number of deaths attributed to their regime and economic growth rates, on average outdistanced their more benign counterparts in office. This is not a coincidence. Toughness at home translated into success (i.e., superpower support) abroad. Furthermore, because of the competitive nature of the external environment, rulers could play one superpower against another. If they did not like the terms being offered by one donor, they could take their chances elsewhere. Tanzania and Zambia sought (and got) China to build the Tazara railway, after the international financial institutions had proposed unacceptable conditions.
 

Sometimes the opportunism of Third World rulers was so evident as to be almost comical. “Communists” became “capitalists” overnight (as when Siad Barre went from pro-Soviet to pro-American following the coup in Ethiopia against Haile Selassie that brought the pro-Moscow Derg to power in 1974). François Duvalier was very adept at playing the Cold War card. In 1963 he extorted from the Americans funds with which to build Haiti’s only international airport, in return for voting to expel Cuba from the Organization of American States. 

But before that, in July 1960, when Washington was reluctant to turn on the aid spigot, Duvalier had barked le cri de Jacmel, by which he threatened to turn East if the rich neighbor to the North was not more forthcoming in its generosity. Occasionally, he even played the race card but with less evident efficacy, given his brutality against his own (dark-skinned) people. The United States may not have been enamored with Duvalierism. It may have preferred a less corrupt regime with a better record at economic management and human rights. But, where the U.S. was concerned, these were not the criteria for maintaining client rulers in power, in the same way that they were not for the governing coalition of the internal selectorate. 


As Bates so forcefully and accurately points out, “The United States may not have been attracted to dictators, then; rather, it may have created them, or at least arrested the forces of accountability that in an earlier era might have made them more democratic.”
 The experience with Duvalierism makes one point very clear: institutional stability is not always an asset to economic performance. Institutional change, even the violent type, is sometimes needed to break the logjam of tyranny and poverty. Bad institutions are not worth stabilizing in the Third World, given the likely outcomes of this effort: failed states and underdevelopment.  Unfortunately, all too often during the Cold War,  stability took precedence over everything else, to the detriment of millions. 

The longevity of Duvalierism have been explained in great details, it remains to be explored how it came into being to begin with. In 1956 François Duvalier was not the most electrifying of speakers. That distinction belongs to Pierre Eustache Daniel Fignolé, uncontested leader of the urban proletariat. Nor was Duvalier the richest of the candidates, who could therefore trade money for votes. Another rival, Louis Déjoie, was the most well-endowed financially. How then did the elder Duvalier manage to defeat rivals who were more popular and richer than him? As stated at the outset of the chapter, Duvalierism represented continuity in Haitian politics, as well as discontinuity. Thus the NIE concept of path dependence is very useful in explaining the rise of Duvalierism. 

Path Dependence and Duvalierism

From 1804 to 1956, 24 out of 29 Haitian rulers were military men (and) or rebel leaders. Of the 5 civilian rulers, 4 came to power during the first American occupation (1915-1934), which raises doubt as to whether they would have become presidents without American military support and, therefore, about their status as civilian leaders. This would leave Dumarsais Estimé (1946-1950) as the only true civilian ruler in Haitian history from 1904 to 1956, and he was overthrown  by the military.
 So much had the military dominated Haitian politics that even those rulers who did not have a military background felt the need to tag on “General” to their name (e.g., Lysius Félicité Salomon). 

Of course, the dominance of the military in politics is not unique to Haiti. Even in the U.S. military experience is an asset to any politician with presidential ambitions. George Washington became the first U.S. president mainly because he was General George Washington. Bill Clinton was attacked repeatedly in 1992 and throughout his presidency, for his lack of military service. The difference between Haiti and the U.S. has been the preponderant role that the military has played as an institution in choosing and replacing Haitian rulers. Force has been the means by which state power has been effected throughout Haitian history. 

Interestingly, even when there have been attempts to anchor politics in non-coercive  practices, force has always managed to “sip in.” Thus elections in Haiti are seldom peaceful affairs. Violence may be used to take out an opponent, depress voter turnout on Election Day, or snatch an improbable victory in the jaws of certain defeat after the polls have closed.  Furthermore, force structures relations among ordinary Haitians in non-state institutions, be it the family, schools, the workplace  and other civil society venues.
 Haitians fear authority (gwo nèg), rather than respect the legitimacy of power, or at least this is the view that Haitians rulers have had of their countrymen. In such a culture, order, it is believed, has to be imposed, rather than expected as a matter of internalization, which of course raises the specter of disorder once the balance of forces has shifted. In the quicksand that is Haitian politics, victims may become killers and human rights abusers overnight, as justice morphs into blood revenge and mob rule.  

The centrality of force in Haitian life, we believe, is intimately connected to the process of Haitian state formation,  first, as a colony with a plantation economy based on slavery in which superior-subordinate rules were strictly enforced (especially toward the end of he 18th century), second, as the only independent state in the Americas led by black ex-slaves, who faced constant pressure from external forces right though the 20th century. Colonial-era authoritarian norms found their way in a variety of post-colonial institutions: formal slavery was replaced by the repressive labor codes of Henry Christophe and Jean-Pierre Boyer, which, among other things, limited the movement of farmers in the name of fighting vagrancy; class hegemony was ensconced in control of the state and the patterns of ownership of business organizations (sole proprietorships and family-owned enterprises as opposed to joint-stock corporations); color distinction and “purity” were maintained through marriage practices that put a high (negative) premium on intra-group unions; exclusion continued as women did not have the right vote until the 1950s, which therefore meant that at least half of the Haitian population could not participate in politics, a situation not substantially dissimilar from that which prevailed in the colony in 1790.
 

What strikes any student of Haitian history is how little Haitian society changed from colonialism to post-colonialism, right down to the modern era. We wish to be clear here. We are not talking about formal institutions. Those obviously underwent significant transformations. Haiti did become an independent state, up from a colony. Slavery was abolished, and Haiti became the only country in the world in which any black person from anywhere in the world could gain status as a free citizen, not a minor achievement when blacks were thought of as less than human. The economy was transformed by 1820, from the classical plantation model to a system of small peasant holdings (jadin), although it remained heavily dependent on cash crops. But the informal institutions changed much more slowly, if not to say, stagnated.  Their resiliency would structure whatever formal institutions were created in post-colonial Haiti, thus providing more continuity with colonialism than rupture. 

I will give specific examples of how path dependence has shaped Haitian history, drawn from each realm (i.e., formal and informal institutions). Haiti was the richest colony of the late 18th century, ranking first in the production of sugar and coffee. Its integration into the world capitalist economy as a cash producer followed the classic pattern of colonialism, where colonies produced primary commodities for the metropolis and consumed manufactured goods made therein. Jean-Baptiste Colbert’s mercantilism, The Exclusive, provided the larger institutional backdrop to Haitian production and exchange relations. Path dependence made the maintenance of this colonial-era system more likely than unlikely. 

For if Haitian independence was to be preserved, plantation agriculture, which dominated the Haitian economy, had to be revived. Why? Because Haiti needed the foreign exchange earnings from sugar and coffee produced on plantations to buy the guns to defend itself. Colonialism had structured the economy so this would be the most likely, if not to say, the only, outcome. Furthermore, colonialism had linked the Haitian economy to the world economy in such a way that weapons could only procured from countries hostile to Haitian independence. 

Path dependence says history matters; it does not say history always matters for the good. The fixed assets of plantation agriculture had been largely destroyed by the wars of 1791-1803. This was especially true of the sugar plantations, which were located in the plains and therefore more susceptible to fire. Furthermore, France was not going to supply Haiti with manufactured goods, not least guns. More importantly, plantation agriculture depended on coerced labor, which was the very catalyst of Haitian independence. The restoration, in whatever guises, of this status quo ante institution was sure to alienate the majority of Haitians from the very state they had fought to create. 

Yet, all of the Founding Fathers of Haiti were committed to the restoration of the plantation political economy, which raised this question to which none had a satisfactory answer: how to get free people to perform work previously done by slaves? Path dependence led them to attempt to maintain de facto slavery while foreswearing it de jure, until the resistance of ordinary Haitians made the return of forced labor impractical. Thus path dependence in the economy was eventually overcome but only partially. Haiti remains an agricultural country to this day, although environmental degradation, backward technology, population growth and globalization combine to undermine historical comparative advantage in agriculture, except in very limited areas (e.g., mango production and some exotic oils). 


It should also be noted that the “new” path did not improve economic performance; rather, it made things worse. A free-holding, land tenure system of small farms requires a complex system of property rights definition and enforcement by the state, as well as state investment in fixed capital (roads, bridges, irrigation canals) and technology, and protection of Haitian farmers from unfair foreign competition. Since the Haitian state had been a failed one from the beginning, it could neither usher in this new system in an orderly fashion nor insure its long-term viability, hence the stagnation of Haitian agriculture from the 1820s to the present, and with it the Haitian economy. In fact, since the 19th century no Haitian leader or government has ever shown sustained interest in agriculture. The Haitian peasant has been of interest only as a source of revenue collected at the customs houses when Haiti was still an exporter of primary commodities.
 

  Path dependence has influenced Haitian history in the realm of informal institutions. Admittedly of course, it is more difficult to make definitive statements about informal institutions, since they belong in the amorphous world of culture, rather than the economy or the state. Nevertheless, few social scientists would deny the importance of informal institutions, that is to say, once again, the traditions, values, customs, religious beliefs and all other forms of behavior  that have survived the test of time, having been successfully transferred from one generation to another though oral tradition, imitation and teaching, sometimes quite subconsciously.
 

Haitian colonial society was among the most unequal in the world.  Furthermore, some of the practices connected to slavery, including physical beating (bastonad), may have been particularly sadistic. Studies of colonial Haiti are almost unanimous on these two points. The numerical imbalance between slaves and slave owners, the unwillingness (or inability) of the colonial state to enforce the very limited rights granted slaves under the Code Noir (1685), planter prejudice toward African slaves (as well as slave prejudice toward each other) and the fact that slaves were instruments of production, who, in the Haitian context, may have been cheaper to replace than maintain through biological reproduction, were some of the factors underlying  the brutality of slavery.


The excesses of colonialism, in particular the physical abuses and extreme socio-economic inequality, may have produced in Haitians an ill-disposed attitude toward certain kinds of work. This is relatively easy to prove, as we show in the next few paragraphs. More importantly, colonialism may have shaped a popular perception of wealth production as a zero-sum game and the process of accumulation itself as a trick. This has produced, among other things, a particular brand of politics that has been quite destructive: populism. In the Haitian context, populism, or redistributive politics, has often been suffused with color politics, thus creating a most volatile mix. 

It is not difficult to see the imprints of the colonial experience all over these pathologies. Lest it be forgotten: on the eve of the wars that led to independence, light-skinned Haitians (mulattoes)  owned as much as 1/3 of the land and 1/4 of the slaves. Through all the instability of Haitian politics, they have generally managed to maintain their privileged position, thanks to  an admixture of stratagems, some of which unfortunately reinforce popular perception of accumulation less as the result of hard work, deferred gratification and creativity and more as that of deceit (mèt dam). The root causes of Duvalierism, and all the other populist movements, including the Lavalas, that engulf the Haitian body politic from time to time, can be traced to the race and color-related socio-economic inequality of the colonial era via the path dependence of informal institutions. 

We will now explore how the excesses of colonialism may have produced in Haitians an ill-disposed attitude toward certain kinds of work. The rigors of plantation agriculture, maintained as they were by precise punishments of slaves for each infraction no matter how trivial, may have led Haitians to despise farming and manual labor in general, especially if the benefits accrued to someone else. We are not arguing that Haitians are lazy, as planters and their apologists bent on maintaining slavery routinely asserted in the 18th century.  Far from being lazy, Haitians were and  remain one of the most hard-working people in the Caribbean, as any Dominican or Bahamaian employer might readily admit.   

Nevertheless, it would have been quite surprising, given their bitter experience, if in the aftermath of independence most Haitians were well-disposed toward agriculture, which was the cause of their enslavement. Quite understandably, they associated farming with having an inferior status. They were not alone in this. The new rulers of Haiti designated every Haitian as either a soldier or a farmer in the first constitution of 1805.
 Being a soldier automatically exempted one from farm work. The message was clear: the army was an escape from bondage, farming was not. Ordinary Haitians did not have to guess very hard which one was valued more in the post-colonial dispensation. 


The stigma of agriculture would find its way in a variety of informal institutions including widespread attitude toward peasant farmers as moun andeyò (outsiders), moun nan mòn (country bumpkin) and, worse, moun sòt (ignorant people). Physical beating would also remain a prominent feature of intra-Haitian relations and would be rationalized in such colonial-era idioms as ti nèg se ak baton pou fè l mache (only the stick can make a black man stay straight).

These informal institutions would largely inform public policy. The state could  conveniently ignore the peasantry, since it was not politically part of the country, although its cheap staple food was never refused by Port-au-Prince and the taxes from its cash crops were often the primary source of state revenue. Before foreign aid, the extraction of surplus value from the peasantry had been the primary means of capital accumulation for the Haitian ruling coalition but without the corresponding obligations implied by extraction, in the same way that slaves had played this role vis-à-vis planters during colonialism without compensation. 

Eventually, the Haitian peasantry would respond in kind: it would escape to where farming was less socially stigmatized and marginally better remunerated, first toward Cuba in the late 19th century, the Dominican Republic in the 1930s, the Bahamas in the 1960s and  Florida in the 1980s. This refutes the thesis of the laziness of the Haitian peasantry, but, more importantly for the theme of this book, it demonstrates the importance of the institutional framework to performance. Both formal and informal institutions in post-colonial Haiti produced disincentives to agricultural production and greatly contributed to the decline of the Haitian economy.

Our second path dependence-related assertion, as it relates to informal institutions, is that the extreme wealth and abject poverty, which survived the colonial era, produced in Haitians a zero-sum attitude toward accumulation, by which the wealth of the “rich” is directly attributed as the cause of the poverty of the poor. The corollary to this institution (belief) is that the wealth of the “rich” is ill-gotten, obtained as it were through trickery or deceit, or more sinister means (e.g., sorcery). There are all kinds of popular aphorisms for Haiti’s business class: from Aristide’s bourgeoisie patrie-poche to Morally Repugnant Elite to gran manjè. It is also a fair bet that after the fall of nearly every government in Haiti, there will be widespread “reallocation” of property through riots, since the state is unable to effect redistribution in a more orderly fashion. 

In a country in which the rights to property are widely questioned, it is not hard to see the kind of politics that is likely to ensue from this environment: populism, which emphasizes distribution over production, using state power as the means to transfer wealth from the elite to the masses. Nor should it be difficult to comprehend that the insecurity surrounding property rights would generate behavior patterns on the part of the so-called nantis that, once again, would tend to reinforce the prevailing institutions, such as bribing political rulers to remain in safe standing or maintaining mobile rather than fixed assets, because the latter elude easy seizure, even though they also do not advance development (fat accounts in foreign banks instead of factories in Haiti do not create jobs).    

Almost every Haitian ruler of national stature has evinced populism, which, for reasons that will be explored shortly, has been more rhetorical than substantive but no less detrimental to the country’s development. Among other things, populism has helped to frame the Haitian problematic in the collective imagination in ways that sidestep the root causes of the Haitian rut, and nothing is more dangerous to a patient than a misdiagnosis of her illness. This is not to say, however, that populism is always shrill. Populists can deliver much-needed social goods to the poor. But it is to say that the organizational and economic foundations of populism are often wanting, thus threatening its longevity and limiting its capacity to orchestrate secular (i.e., long-term) social change.

Populist rhetoric makes good politics, at least in the short term, in a country in which at least 80 percent of the population live below the poverty level and  ignorance of rudimentary economics is evident even among the literate. A Haitian candidate to office who talks in terms of improving the conditions of the masses through  sound economic policy that stimulates growth would likely be accused of pale franse (double talk), but to raise the specter of exploitation and its corollary (distribution) is to strike an immediate hit with the population, all the better if the purported exploiters are painted yellow. The persistent equation of poverty with wealth inequality, and the historical concomitant in the Haitian context that both are connected to color, have served to obfuscate some plain truths: the backwardness of Haitian production (or shall one say technology) and the lack of a state. 

In 2004 Haiti sold to the rest of the world goods worth 400 million USD, which is equivalent to the value of annual transactions in a large shopping mall of a city the size of Saint Louis  (Missouri, USA). Meanwhile, annual rice import alone accounts for 100 million USD.
  It is not that wealth inequality does not exist in Haiti, or that the Haitian “bourgeoisie” should be beatified for sainthood –– far from it; rather, the politics of wealth redistribution, or populism, overlooks an even more insidious pathology of the Haitian political economy (lack of production), thus condemning Haiti to volatile rulers and frustrations on the part of the populace. More than 200 years after independence, Haiti has yet to substitute for colonialism a better mode of production, that is, one that delivers prosperity to all Haitians. In place of this lacuna,  the utopia of populism has been offered.


Emperor Jean-Jacques Dessalines was post-colonial Haiti’s first populist, Jean-Bertrand Aristide the last, and François Duvalier the most influential of the 20th century. All three, not entirely by coincidence, were black (meaning dark-skinned). The pull of populism is so strong in Haitian politics that, at times, even the most reactionary of politicians, mulattos no less, would feel the need to use its rhetoric to garner popular support (e.g., Sténio Vincent in the 1930s). In fact, it would not be too far afield to suggest that populism is the most common expression of Haitian nationalism (another is suspicion toward foreigners or blan, which produces xenophobia). 

The populism of Dessalines is clearly evident in the land reform attempt of 1805. This effort began with the land title survey and registration (verifikasyon tit  pwopriyete), which showed the tremendous discrepancy in land ownership between the tiny mulatto population and the vast majority of dark-skinned Haitians. The imbalance prompted Dessalines to thunder whether it was fair to expect those Haitians whose fathers were still in Africa –– meaning obviously Haitians who were black –– to end up with nothing.
 This question would be asked repeatedly in Haitian post-colonial history, with only slight differences in locution. I shall say more about Aristide’s populism in the next chapter. This chapter, obviously, is devoted to the combined regime of the Duvaliers and Duvalierism as (populist) ideology.   

Understanding  Duvalierism as mid 20th-century Haitian populism requires an analysis of ideology, its meaning and methods of production and reproduction. According to North, “Ideology is an economizing device by which individuals come to terms with their environment and are provided with a ‘world view’ so that the decision making process is simplified. Ideology is inextricably interwoven with moral and ethical judgments about the fairness of the world the individual perceives... A normative judgment of the ‘proper’ distribution of income is an important part  of an ideology.”
 Thus the New Institutional Economics provides important insights into the production of ideology. 

In a social context of extreme poverty, or in any event widespread inequity,  ideology often gives rise to political movements stressing wealth distribution over  wealth production. In poor countries where political expression may not yet be well organized, the result is typically populism, which is always infused with a heavy dose of demagogy and emotionalism. In semi-industrialized states with relatively articulate and organized publics, distributive claims may give rise to the formation of socialist parties with a more serene political rhetoric. 

Ideology is usually shaped by institutions, in particular informal constraints, but not always.  Dominant ideologies are often supportive of the prevailing institutions (and vice versa), because they seek to impart on the citizenry that notions of justice, fairness, equality and the like –– in sum, the ideal life –– is coterminous with the status quo and can best be pursuit within its ambit. On the other hand, counter ideologies cannot present the existing rules in this positive light. They have to show that the status quo is the principal source of social pathologies, which, if they are to be exorcised, require a frontal assault on the existing rules and their replacement  by others that assuredly will lead to Utopia. In this sense, an ideology can never show itself to be tentative. It must speak with certainty, even if its propositions are just that (propositions). 

The dilemma emerges when a counter ideology becomes the dominant ideology and is confronted by the reality of its promises. To remain credible, the ideology itself may change, or ideologues may seek to distort reality to fit the ideology. Simply put, a besieged ideology may turn to lies. This was a frequent occurrence in Duvalier-ruled Haiti: extortion often took place under the cover of the most noble of goals (as when civil servants were compelled to surrender a portion of their salary to build a new city or neighborhood that was never built); projects that went no further than the conceptualization stage and for which there was no budgetary allocation were introduced in the New Year State of the Nation speech of the president with great fanfare and certainty, etc. 

We can now briefly account for the emergence of Duvalierism as populist ideology in terms of the material conditions of Haitian life (extreme poverty) and the historical association of wealth with color, and therefore in terms of path dependence. We can also account for Duvalierism as a tyrannical regime type, using NIE insights. Haitians highly distrust one another in matters big and small. Mistrust therefore is an institution, which always gives way to distinct organizations.  In politics lack of trust tends to breed personal rule and despotism, for the best way to secure power when trust is lacking is by keeping power for oneself and sharing it with one’s closest kin. In the economy lack of trust favors business organizations that will either be sole proprietorship, simple partnership or family-owned, as these structures minimize opportunism. But they also limit the expansion  of the firm, which may not have the internal capital to grow, yet, because of the lack of trust, may not welcome the resource pooling of outside investors. The largest Haitian enterprises tend to be family owned, and the absence of a securities (i.e., stock) market insures that there are no publicly-traded Haitian firms. Finally, lack of trust in the state to honor its commitment may lead business organizations, especially small ones, to trade the formal for the informal sector so as to avoid paying taxes (kif kif).  


Based on the aforementioned discussion, Duvalierism clearly represented continuity, as stated earlier. Before Duvalier, there had been a long line of populists in Haitian post-colonial history, beginning, once again, with Dessalines, whose legacy François Duvalier would claim (as in the decision to change the red and blue flag back to the Dessalinian colors of black and red). The tyrannical exercise of state power had also been in existence before Duvalier, although the instability of Haitian politics had always cut short its longevity. Readers familiar with Haitian history might retort that in 1957 Daniel Fignolé was the face of Haitian populism, not Duvalier. This would be only partially true. Fignolé was undoubtedly a populist, but so too was Duvalier; from time to time, even Louis Déjoie, the mulatto agro-industrialist presidential candidate, would make some populist pronouncements. 

Fignolé was a “classical” while Duvalier was an “integral” populist. This difference, in fact, ultimately accounts for Duvalier’s success and Fignolé’s demise. Fignolé’s populism was essentially limited to class and the urban areas (Bel-Air and La Saline). Fignolé, it should be recalled,  cut his political teeth in the labor union  movement that swept through Haiti after World War II. Color politics was not part of his repertoire; class issues, on the other hand, were,  although he also was staunchly anti-communist. This made Fignolé more of a classical rightist demagogue, a crowd pleaser, who, not unlike Aristide, could invent a new Kreyòl word in the middle of a stump speech and not lose the adulation of his spellbound audience in the process. Fignolé was nicknamed the rouleau compresseur (steamroller), the candidate rivals did not want to publicly debate. 


Duvalier’s populism was “integral” in the sense that it incorporated both class and color, countryside and city, and in so doing could attract not only the urban and rural poor but also better off middle class Haitians from the export sector (e.g., espekilatè),  retail trade, the civil service, the working class, the army and the liberal professions, all of whose failure at upward mobility could be laid (simplistically) at the feet of mulatto despotism. Lest it be forgotten: Duvalier was one of the ideologues of noirisme (along with Louis Diaquoi and Lorimer Denis), the movement that, among other things, advocated control of the state by the majority through its “genius” (the black middle class).
 Ultimately, this was the key to the rise of Duvalierism –– the ability to strategically combine class and color, Port-au-Prince and the hinterland, to create a broad-based coalition. The tragedy of Fignolé, very much like that of Aristide more than 30 years later, was in believing that only urban lumpenproletariat support is sufficient in capturing and maintaining power. 

It should not go unnoticed that one of the components of the Duvalier coalition was the army, whose dark-skinned officers were actively courted by Duvalier in 1957. General Antonio Kébreau and the army would play a decisive role in neutralizing the Fignolé wing of Haitian populism, thus leaving it entirely to Duvalier to present himself as the sole defender of interests of the masses against les forces du mal (the evil forces).
 Duvalier could probably have been elected in a free and fair election in 1957, but what election in Haitian history had really been? Furthermore, Duvalier, whose party’s emblem, tellingly, was the guinea fowl (known in Haitian culture for its prudence),  did not want to take any chances. He used the army to deliver the votes. This, too, is evidence of path dependence.  

Most of Haiti’s leaders had come from the army. Duvalier had personally witnessed how it had removed his mentor Estimé from power in 1950, and had apparently vowed this would never happen to him. Thus Duvalier, not being a military man himself, would rely on the army to capture power (continuity), but once in power would oversee its emasculation  so it would not remove him from office. This provides a good transition to the other side of Duvalierism: discontinuity. To what extent does Duvalierism represent rupture in modern Haitian politics and history? The concept of institutional change in the New Institutional Economics helps to shed light on the question.

It will be recalled from the start of the chapter that organizations are purposeful entities that are created to maximize for their creators such returns as made possible by institutions. Organizations, therefore, tend to emerge in response to the institutional framework. According to North, “Organizations with sufficient bargaining strength will use the polity to achieve objectives when the payoff from maximizing in that direction exceeds the payoff from investing within the existing constraints.”
 But the desire to maximize returns is underwritten by an even bigger goal: survival.  It is seldom in the design of those who create organizations, or lead them, to oversee their dismantlement.  

Just as the leader of a business enterprise is concerned with economic survival, so, too, is the ruler of a state preoccupied with remaining in office (political survival). Rather than operating within the rules to maximize returns, organizations may seek to change those rules, or at least stretch them to their advantage. The more existing institutions are thought to be detrimental not only to the maximization of returns but survival, the more comprehensive the changes in rules sought by organizations will be. 


In sum, even though institutions give rise to organizations, the relationship between the two is not necessarily harmonious. Institutions strive for homeostasis (anything that constrains, by definition, also is averse to change), but organizations may prefer a more dynamic environment, especially if a static one threatens their returns on investment and survival. Thus organizations are important sources of institutional change, the nature of which (incremental or comprehensive) depends on organizational resources, the strength of existing institutions and whether organizational goals can be maximized within the status quo or beyond. 


On September 22, 1957, François Duvalier found himself as the head of an organization (the Haitian state), which had experienced four “CEOs” in less than one year. The rapid turnover was the product an unstable environment characterized by constant defection in the ruling coalition including in the army. Duvalier’s main challenge was to put together a more enduring coalition while neutralizing the army as a source of constraint on the longevity of state power. But this was not only Duvalier’s problem. The uncertainty of state power had always been the Achilles’ heel of Haitian rulers. Duvalier would manage to overcome it with greater success than others, hence the discontinuity of Duvalierism. Put simply, how did he do it?

The rupture of Duvalierism with the Haitian past lies not so much in the creation   of new methods to stay in power but such an intensification in the use of old methods as to essentially effect a seismic shift in Haitian politics. This is why we referred to Duvalierism earlier as rupture embedded in a logic of continuity. Duvalier’s makout had their antecedents in Soulouque’s zinglin, but they were better equipped and spread throughout Haitian territory, although more makout may have been deployed in Port-au-Prince than anywhere else (on account of the need to protect the core from meltdown). 

Under François Duvalier the usual constraints of Haitian politics were greatly relaxed. One of the consequences was the indiscriminate use of violence. This was a major deviation from the past when violence was used selectively and periodically (i.e., usually around election time). One could then avoid violence by staying clear of politics or the urban centers. Under Duvalier violence became a governing tool, therefore, routinized and generalized. Wherever state power could be deployed, one could expect to find violence.

Here we strongly agree with Trouillot that until Duvalier there had always been certain things that Haitian society proscribed, taboos as they are often called. Respecting these norms (or institutions) earned one the reputation of a moun de byen (a good or decent Haitian). Violating them meant that one was a vagabond. For example, before Duvalier women, children, the elderly and the infirm were spared the wrath of the pressure coalition –– in most cases. Under Duvalier picking on these vulnerable groups could be said to have been the favorite pastime of many members of the regime, who acted with total impunity from Duvalier. Women, in particular, were their favorite target. 

There are countless stories of makout compelling the wives or girlfriends of other men to display affection toward them in public, sometimes in full view of their husbands or boyfriends. One very infamous Port-au-Prince makout (i.e., Ti Bobo) met his death in 1967 at the hands of an irate soldier after he had humiliated the latter’s wife. Humiliation of the Haitian populace by petty officials was part of the repertoire of Duvalierism; the example had been set at the very top, as Duvalier was known to routinely disparage his closest aides in public. 

Historically in Haiti the family was sacrosanct. Dirty linens were washed in-house, meaning, one did not speak ill of one’s kin in public, much less turn them over to authority to be tortured and killed. Under Duvalier “snitching” became a patriotic act. Children were exhorted to denounce their parents if they were anti-Duvalier, wives were to act likewise toward their husbands, neighbors were to turn in neighbors, students were to report on teachers, et cetera. Luckner Cambronne, Duvalier’s personal secretary in the 1960s, in his characteristic rhetorical zeal, went one step further: a good Duvalierist, he said, should be prepared to kill his parents and parents their children for Duvalier. In this way, Duvalierism moved the bar, or changed the rules. In this way, too, Duvalierism not only blurred the line between the public and private spheres, it weakened the kind of organic solidarity that is essential for preventing society from descending into a state of nature. Should Haitians, then, be surprised if some “victims” now arrange their own kidnapping, and then split with their captors the money surrendered by their émigré relatives for their release? What could be a more damning evidence of the dog-eat-dog world unto which urban Haiti has sunk? For that Haitians have Duvalier to thank. 


Duvalierism insured that Haiti would be plunged into chaos once it met its own fate. For Duvalierism had so completely corrupted Haitian institutions (and Haitians) for its own end, that nothing would be left standing once it collapsed. Duvalierism did produce some truly bizarre behavior, such as the rewording of the “Lord’s Prayer” in the Rosary by which Duvalier’s name was substituted for God’s.
 It was not unusual to find cabinet ministers, whose family members had been tortured remaining on Duvalier’s team. This was personal rule to the extreme, in which loyalty to Duvalier was absolute, exclusive, totally blind. What Duvalier said of the makout could have applied to all Duvalierists: "they have but one soul: Duvalier; know but one master: Duvalier; struggle but for one destiny: Duvalier in power." What was the leitmotif of these excesses? We return to the contradictions of populism in the Haitian context, to answer the question. 

The preponderance of poverty, the lack of production of the Haitian economy, population growth, environmental degradation and the absence of a working state virtually condemn Haitian populism to programmatic (i.e., policy)  failure. For there is not enough wealth in Haiti to redistribute to everyone’s satisfaction. Once in power, Haitian rulers realize that their survival hinges not on the satisfaction of material wants, as called for by populist ideology, which, once again, they cannot achieve, but their ability to deploy whatever  resources can be extracted to areas that most firmly shore up their power. This means essentially investing in coercive institutions that confer authority, rather than non-coercive institutions that confer legitimacy. It also means providing private goods to a small coterie of supporters (the pressure and governing coalitions combined), rather than sound public policy to all Haitians, which, once again, may well reduce the tenure of rulers.

In an environment of extreme penury and polarization stemming from disagreement over the legitimate role of government and who should control it,  extraction of any kind naturally entails resistance and its concomitant: force. The tyranny of Haitian rulers has its source here.  On the other hand,  the presence of an ever-large army of sycophantic hangers-on, some often claiming familial links, however tenuous, to the latest occupier of the national palace to maximize their chances at becoming retainers, combined with the extensive discretionary powers of Haitian rulers, provide fertile ground for patrimonialism and patronage, which are of course interrelated.


For Duvalier the pressure coalition of the makout was essential to balancing the power of the other component of the coalition, the army, which had played a key role since the American occupation in choosing Haitian rulers. But Duvalier attempted to co-opt nearly every institution of Haitian society, not just  those connected to the coercive apparatus of the state. If the institution of the makout is understandable from a regime security standpoint, the utility of the corruption of familial norms, and other civil society institutions, is not readily apparent. Upon close scrutiny, however, Duvalierism’s excesses make perfect sense. 

Haitian society underwent major changes in the 1950s that made the old rules for keeping power inadequate. On average, the population grew by 2 percent per annum during the decade, but economic growth virtually came to a standstill after Hurricane Hazel in 1954. This was one of the factors that eroded Magloire’s popularity, and Duvalier was no less likely to be effected by it. Furthermore, thanks to the import-substituting industrialization strategies pursued by Magloire, and some direct foreign investment, Port-au-Prince had seen an uptake in manufacturing jobs, which  attracted new residents to the capital. The fair of 1949 celebrating Port-au-Prince’s bi-centennial also brought hinterland visitors who subsequently chose not to return. Port-au-Prince’s population grew from probably less than 300,000 before WWII to about 450,000 in the late 1950s. There was also change in the composition of the urban workforce, as more women entered the labor market. Many worked in the apparel industry, in particular the shoemaking factory Bata. 

With increasing urbanization and some industrialization came unionization. A boisterous union movement came to light in the late 1940s. Duvalier was co-founder (with Daniel Fignolé) of the Mouvman Ouvriye Peizan (MOP). The influx of tourists bought new occupations and new professional organizations. One of the most influential in the election of 1957 was the association of taxi drivers and tour guides (chofè gid). Beginning in the 1920s, there had emerged in Haiti various literary movements clearly influenced by external developments, such as the Harlem Renaissance, Négritude, Fascism, the Chinese revolution, the rapid industrialization of the former Soviet Union, the rise of nationalism in the former colonies of the Third World, even surrealism and cubism. New ideas circulated around Port-au-Prince through at least half a dozen radio stations, six “major” newspapers
 and many more tracts and magazines. 


The point is, Haiti in the 1950s, with Port-au-Prince as the fulcrum, was a more complex society than Haiti in the 1920s. To take one more example: the number of eligible voters doubled when women earned the right to vote in 1950, which also introduced the concept of direct election of the head of state (Haitians presidents had hitherto been chosen by the legislature). With population growth, economic stagnation, urbanization, unionization, democratization and greater public access to media, the old method of relying on armed men, be it the regular army or irregular ones from an earlier era such piquets, cacos and zinglins, for keeping power would prove to be insufficient 

Faced with a society that had become more differentiated, Duvalierism would seek not a return to a simpler time, when Haiti essentially consisted of peasant farmers, bord-de-mer (seaside) merchants, soldiers and bureaucrats, but the cooptation of the non-state institutions wrought by limited modernization. The intrusion by the regime into areas seemingly unconnected to politics were attempts to make an increasingly atomized, and therefore potentially difficult to control, society more legible to the state.
 A formal institution, such as a family or the university, that had within its midst even one Duvalierist could be better monitored than one that had none, hence the exhortation for wives to denounce their “wayward” husbands and so forth. 


Duvalierism may have seemed illogical to superficial observers, but in fact this was a regime that was amazingly rational, in the sense that the means it employed largely matched its end, which was basically regime survival at any cost to Haitian development. François Duvalier was extremely good in using symbolism and propaganda to build political support for the regime.
 The construction of the Nèg Mawon statue on Champ‑de‑Mars, the visit of Emperor Haile Selassie in 1966, the death of Martin Luther King in 1968, and visits by black athletes and entertainers, such as Pélé and Mohammed Ali in 1970, were used to present Duvalier as an advocate of Black Power and a leader in touch with popular culture. 


For young, black, middle class Haitians, Duvalier's association with Pélé and Mohammed Ali in particular was proof of his progressivism and urbanity. It could not have been far from his mind that his being seen with such popular icons and symbols of vigor and sports excellence could only help to smooth the transition to Jean‑Claude in 1971. Even Duvalier’s appearance (dark suits, white shirts, black shoes and black top hats) had instrumental meaning. He was Baron Samedi, lord of the underworld. Haitians who crossed him could expect  his wrath to descend upon them now and the hereafter, and of course it was entirely up to him to decide who had so acted and how their transgression was to be punished. 

Interestingly, what led to the collapse of Duvalierism  was its inability, ultimately, to manage the aforementioned structural challenges. Thus it could be said that François Duvalier “merely” managed to delay the end of Duvalierism by 29 years. By 1986 Port-au-Prince’s population had probably exceeded 1 million inhabitants, as rural Haitians streamed toward the capital in search of work. The general population had swollen to 7 million. Misery had increased, because of lackluster economic performance. Environmental degradation had reduced Haiti’s forest cover to 2 percent of the territory. The anachronism of the life presidency severely limited democratization. Media coverage had reached the hinterland by way of community radios. 

The collapse of Duvalierism is explored in detail in the following chapter but the reason for bringing up the topic in this chapter is to make the following point: Jean-Claude Duvalier and François Duvalier were two sides of the same coin. There was nothing “modernizing” about late Duvalierism (Jean-Claudisme) as has been alleged. Differences between father and son were essentially cosmetic. Politically, they were connected to each other by path dependence.  They were both managers of a failed state, who further underdeveloped their country. In the end, Duvalierism was another Haitian tragedy. From its beginning as a broad-based popular movement led by a relatively competent and honest leader, Duvalierism degenerated into a venal and sinister apparatus bent on preserving itself no matter the cost to Haitian development. To substantiate the point, the next (and final) section of the chapter examines governance and underdevelopment under Duvalierism. 

How Duvalierism Governed and Underdeveloped Haiti

Governance may be defined as the processes and systems by which an organization, such as a government, or even a whole society operates to achieve its goals. In the realm of politics, it is possible to analyze governance in a regime in terms of its means, ends and unintended consequences. We explored governance in broad, analytical terms in our earlier discussion of the selectorate and the pressure coalition with occasional references to the Haitian experience. 

In this section, we explore in great detail the processes of governance under Duvalierism. The key argument here is that Duvalierism was the relentless pursuit of converting state power into power for Duvalier. We may speak then of “Duvalierization” of state and civil society institutions as the modus operandi of Duvalierism, which was profoundly anti-state, in the sense that it sought to move power from the legal-rational to the personal sphere. This was not necessarily a new development in Haiti, but its success and longevity marked a radical intensification in state decay, which virtually guaranteed state collapse once Duvalierism itself collapsed. 

The army

The army was the object of Duvalier's attention from the beginning for a very good reason: it decided who stayed in the presidential palace. He seemed to have had a two‑track strategy in dealing with the army: one involved internal "reform" and the other the creation of a countervailing force. Internal "reform" seemed to have been followed from 1957 to 1961; it consisted of retiring or posting abroad army officers whose loyalty was suspect. These officers were then replaced with Duvalierists, who were generally dark‑skinned but not always. 

Thus, with one stone Duvalier killed two birds: he was able to pack the officer corps with loyalists as well as "indigenize" it. The last achievement, although notable, should not be used to show that Duvalier was somehow a revolutionary. Firstly, the dark​-skinned officers who benefited from Duvalier's largesse were few, since not long after coming to power he closed the military academy altogether (1961). Therefore, the army under Duvalier was not exactly an avenue of opportunities for upwardly mobile blacks. Second, for Duvalier loyalty came first. He did not hesitate to have disloyal black officers shot, nor did he fail to promote mulatto officers strictly on account of their skin color (more on this later).


In promoting black officers to positions of prominence François Duvalier generally paid little attention to hierarchy and seniority. Indeed, it seemed to have been a deliberate policy of his to promote junior officers over their superiors, with the all ​important proviso that the former were Duvalierist. That way the newly promoted officers would not forget to whom they owed their position, and with it their loyalty. This policy created resentment among the officer corps, as it was not unusual for senior officers to find themselves having to take orders from colleagues who were their junior by several ranks, and in some cases had been their students at the military academy. In other cases, the sons of high-​ranking tonton makout who were not qualified to enter the military academy, or did not wish to submit to rigorous exercises, became officers anyway, after taken crash courses at a school for non‑officers.

As norms of hierarchy and seniority were routinely violated,
 and promotion and forced retirement became frequent, officers did not know when they were in Duvalier's good graces and when they would be sent to Fort Dimanche. The uncertainty accelerated repression of the population, as this was a way for soldiers to draw attention to themselves. Rumors of plots, never in short supply in the rumor mills of Haitian politics (teledyòl), were often fabricated, so officers could claim to have uncovered them, which they were sure would earn them a promotion. In time, the army’s raison d’être was not to secure Haitian territory but maintain Duvalier in power. Its coercive powers were not for war-making but internal repression of a largely unarmed and frightened population. 


Duvalier's policy toward the army entered a second, arguably more institutionally destructive, phase in 1961 when he closed the military academy and formally constituted the Volontaires de la Sécurité Nationale (Volunteers for National Security), or tonton makout. Previously this group, led by Clément Barbot, was known as the cagoulards, named after the hooded fascists that roamed through France in the 1930s murdering opponents. Duvalier personally took command of the private militia in 1960, after dismissing Barbot, whom he suspected of plotting a coup. Henceforth all leading makout were directly responsible to Duvalier. The most prominent ones had access to the palace any time they wished to enter it, to keep Duvalier abreast of developments in their respective domain. 


What the reader should see here is the gradual de‑institutionalization of coercive power away from the army from 1957 to 1961 and its personalization by Duvalier and leading makout. So personal and tyrannical had state power become after 1961 that prominent makout had prison cells inside their private offices. Any Haitian who had the misfortune of running afoul of these characters could be thrown in jail without the most elemental form of due process. For all of their excesses, the tonton makout probably numbered less than 5,000 men and women even at the height of their influence. However modest this may seem, it was significant in a country where the number of soldiers in the regular army also stood at 5,000. 


In short, the tonton makout were an effective counterweight to the Haitian army, so much so that by the late 1960s the two institutions had become virtually indistinguishable. Supplementing the makout were thousands of atache, chèf  seksyon and informants, all of whom were expected to be loyal to Duvalier. In truth, Duvalier loyalists inside the army, makout and armed individuals, whose status inside the regime was never very clear,  were no match for a well‑trained fighting force, but against a largely unarmed population, long accustomed to coping with tyranny rather than confronting it, they could be brutally effective. There is no clearer proof of this than the longevity of Duvalierism, which we admit was also aided by external institutions.

The Legislature


François Duvalier recognized early the potential threat that even a weak legislature could pose to his regime. As he had with the army, he sought to erase its presence in Haitian political life. Duvalier dealt with legislators critical of his regime in the typical Duvalierist way: by intimidation and violence. In the early years the most vociferous critics of the young government in the senate were Emmanuel Moreau and Jean David. The former was arrested while the latter fled before he could be so treated. Next, Duvalier filled the legislature with cronies. This task was made easier by the 1964 constitution, which granted him the power to appoint legislators. Thus, “Papa Doc” not only had his own army (the tonton makout), he had his own legislature. 


In some cases, prominent makout also acted as lawmakers. For example, Madame Rosalie Bosquet (also known as Madame Max Adolphe), not only headed the tonton makout at one point but also represented the Plateau Central in parliament. Duvalier was very astute in using the so-called invasions by exiles, to which Haiti was subjected for much of his 14‑year reign, to demand more extraordinary powers from the legislature, which, packed by Duvalierists, was all too willing to grant them. Haiti may be the only country in the world in which legislators in the 1960s practically legislate themselves out of their job, but this, too, had precedent in Haitian history. “Liberal” Haitian president Alexandre Pétion (1807-1818) reduced post-colonial Haiti’s first parliament to a rubber-stamp, after it dared asserting its independence.
The Public Administration


The public administration in Haiti had always been weak, in the sense that the ability of public servants to effect change on the ground, whether in the form of increased revenue collection or social services delivery, had always been limited. Further, administrators, going back to colonial times, dipped their hands at the trough. Independence did not change much, as Dessalines exhorted supporters “to pluck the chicken but take care not to make it scream.” His finance minister, Vernet, was completely illiterate. Pétion was only slightly less colorful than Dessalines, when he is alleged to have  remarked that stealing from the state is not stealing. Corruption and graft were features of Haitian public administration before Duvalier; under Duvalier, however, they became governing tools. The distortion of administrative behavior was part of the governing strategy of Duvalierism, in the same way that the perversion of the military had been; the aim, once again, was to insure that François Duvalier would reign supreme, with no countervailing influence from any source.

In addition to hyper-concentration of decision‑making authority in the presidency, the mechanisms of administrative subversion under Duvalier included: the politicization of the civil service, constant reshuffling of top personnel (especially ministers), and the deliberate mismatching of technical skills to administrative positions. These methods shall be examined in turn. The 1964 constitution gave Duvalier the right to hire and fire all civil servants. As Lundahl points out, this was a thinly veiled way of transforming Haiti's public administration into one big spoils system. All public employees were political appointees, had to pledge loyalty to Duvalier and were expected to "voluntarily" contribute a portion of their salary to this or that pet project of “Papa Doc.” 

One of those projects was Duvalierville, an area north of Port‑au‑Prince that Duvalier had wanted to develop as a "model" modern city. Another was Cité Simone, near one of the worse slums in Port‑au‑Prince, which Duvalier sought to build in the name of his wife. Public employees also had to buy the books written by Duvalier, which in the latter years essentially consisted of public speeches pronounced by the president, which presumably they had heard on the radio for free. In 1962 there were Les Certificats de Libération Economique, government-issued bonds officially intended to raise private capital to develop Haiti, whose maturity dates have come and  gone.
 In reality, these efforts may have been aimed at fattening the personal bank accounts of Duvalier and his acolytes while generating positive publicity for the regime. There was a considerable degree of  financial self-cannibalization under Duvalierism, which may have made the regime even more predatory than it might otherwise have been, as public employees passed on the costs of supporting Duvalier to ordinary citizens. 


Returning now to the idiom of the New Institutional Economics, the longevity of ministerial tenure is intimately connected to transaction costs. The longer a minister serves as minister, the more she is likely to be familiar with the dossiers of her ministry and the more she will know its standard operating procedures. A lengthy tenure therefore reduces transaction costs, by building expertise, and makes for  more efficient administration at the top. But to an autocratic ruler, lengthy tenures pose a threat, as they may create loyalty to a competent and popular minister, as opposed loyalty to the ruler.  Through constant reshuffling of the cabinet François Duvalier prevented his ministers from ever getting to know their ministry, and hence from developing loyalty among their subordinates.
 In this way, too, he institutionalized inefficiency, as each newly appointed minister had to learn the ways of her ministry only to be reshuffled later. 


Between 1960 and 1964 alone, the cabinet was jettisoned six times. This tactic was used by Jean‑Claude Duvalier as well (discussed later). By my count only two ministers (i.e., Leonce Viaud and René Chalmers) in the elder Duvalier government kept their portfolio for more than five consecutive years. This game of musical chair with the cabinet was a replica of the method employed by Duvalier toward the high command of the army. The aim, once again, was to prevent ministers and generals from becoming too entrenched, and possibly developing a following independent of Duvalier. The policy also gave top Duvalierists the opportunity to partake in the spoils of power, while insuring others their turn. Bureaucratic inefficiency through constantly reshuffling was obviously bad for the public administration of Haiti but good for Duvalier, inasmuch as it helped to keep him in power


Finally, François Duvalier routinely put people in positions where their technical skills did not fit. This means they could not handle even the most elementary tasks and had to defer to others to get things done. In Duvalier's Haiti the people making technical decisions were often not competent to make them. Even when ministers were competent, they were effectively marginalized, because of the extreme concentration of power in the presidency. For example, during the construction of the Port-au-Prince international airport in the mid‑1960s Duvalier's public works minister, Alix Cinéas, a competent civil engineer, was sidelined by the president when he virtually took over the project. Subsequently, even decisions regarding how much cement to pour into the concrete for the airport tarmac were made by “Papa Doc.” Perhaps jealous of the accolade that Cinéas had nevertheless received, Duvalier replaced him as public works minister by Raoul Lespinasse in 1967, who was not trained in the field.
Civil Society

The Duvalier juggernaut did not stop with the institutions of the state; it sought to roll over labor unions, student groups, and the Roman Catholic Church, in other words, civil society. I am not going to provide details of the mechanisms by which “Papa Doc” sought to extend his reach beyond the institutions of the state. My mention of civil society is intended to be a brief diversion to address whether the regime led by Duvalier père was totalitarian. Haitian scholars have used this term to define Duvalierism, but I believe they are mistaken. Totalitarianism, whether of the left or the right, has two major characteristics: an ideology that has an all‑encompassing world view and a strong state that can control the economy. 

Duvalierism was not an all-encompassing ideology. It was an ideology aimed at justifying state power by the black middle class. In this sense, Duvalierism bears a striking resemblance to the urban-based, petty bourgeois, populist movements that wrestled power from colonialists in Africa in the 1960s and against which Fanon prophetically warned.
 Furthermore, even if Duvalier had wanted to establish a right​wing, totalitarian regime in Haiti (i.e., fascism), he did not have the state apparatus to do it. In fact, inasmuch as a  functioning, legal-rational state posed a threat to personal rule, it would have been irrational for Duvalier to help build one. 

Duvalierism was tyranny, pure and simple, not totalitarian, as suggested by Pierre​-Charles and Trouillot, not even Bonapartist, as suggested by Nicholls. Put another way, Duvalierism was about keeping Duvalier and his family in power, unencumbered by any formal institutions including, nay, especially, those connected to the state. Thus Duvalier destroyed those institutions that could be destroyed (e.g., the military academy), or rendered them subservient to Duvalierism, by “packing” them with Duvalierists (e.g., the legislature and the public administration) and creating alternative institutions (e.g., the tonton makout) that neutralized those whose loyalty was suspect. On the other hand, those non-state institutions (e.g., the economy) that did not pose a threat to Duvalierist rule were left unperturbed. In fact, Duvalierism actively promoted some of them (e.g., the Syro-Lebanese merchant class, Vodun, popular music, sports clubs, etc.).  

The hallmark of tyrannical rule is of course extreme discretion in the exercise of power, which engenders unpredictability and instability, even for those close to power. Another is micromanagement of the personalized state, as the ruler, unwilling to delegate even modest forms of power to subalterns, interferes even in the most mundane minutia of politics and administration. Under Duvalier executive micromanagement was elevated to absurd levels, as when Duvalier, as commander of chief of the FAD’H, took upon himself to “advise” officers whom they should marry.   


We now move on to examine governance under Duvalierism in terms of ends. Given the centrality of color in Duvalierism as a form of populism, one would have expected the regime to give preferential treatment to dark‑skinned Haitians in the military and civil service, and to favor dark‑skinned Haitian entrepreneurs in awarding government contracts and granting import licenses, in order to insure that those Haitians whose (grand-) fathers were still in Africa, to paraphrase Dessalines, would receive a greater share of the national pie. The evidence on this score is at best inconclusive. 

It is true that before 1957 the officer corps of the Haitian army was dominated by mulattoes and that after 1957 a number of dark‑skinned officers were promoted, while their mulatto counterparts either retired or were assigned as military attaches in Haitian embassies. But it is not clear that dark‑skinned officers were promoted because they were merely dark‑skinned or because they were staunch Duvalierist. I suspect the latter to be the case, for Duvalier did not hesitate to have disloyal black officers shot,  sent to Fort Dimanche or exile. Duvalier's first army chief of staff was Maurice Flambert, a mulatto. He was followed by Pierre Merceron, also a mulatto, whose deputy was Paul Laraque, another mulatto and later avowed Marxist. For a time, the chief propagandist and apologist of Duvalierism was Gérard de Catalogne, who could easily pass for white, in the same way that Vastey, a mulatto, was the ideological mouthpiece of the black king Henry Christophe.


The black middle class did fare better in the civil service and diplomatic corps, but mulattoes, perhaps sensing the end of an era with the departure of Paul Magloire, had deserted this area by the late 1950s in favor of the private sector. Filling the civil service with dark‑skinned Haitians may have been a matter of necessity, rather than public policy, by Duvalier, since mulattoes after nearly forty years in power  –– give or take a few years –– had moved on to other pursuits. Furthermore, the entry of blacks into government was a mixed blessing for the beneficiaries, given the unpredictability of civil service employment –– the 1964 constitution empowered Duvalier to hire and fire all public employees –– and the fact that salaries were often in arrears or portions thereof "voluntarily" surrendered to finance the latest pet projects of the president. In fact, as late as 1989, 75 percent of Haitian civil servants earned less than 300 USD per month. The Haitian public administration was not exactly a fast tract to upward mobility, although in a country where average per capita GDP officially stood at 300 USD per year, 300 USD per month certainly made nominal gran nèg (big shots) of Haitian civil servants.


It may even be argued that the black middle class, far from being one of the beneficiaries of the Duvalierist "revolution," was one of its many victims. The clearest evidence of this is provided by middle‑class emigration. According to Rotberg and Clague, by the mid‑1960s, 80 percent of Haiti's doctors, lawyers, teachers, engineers and other professionals, a good number of whom were dark-skinned, had left the country. It is very safe to say that, overall, dark-skinned Haitians, even of the middle class, did not fare better because Duvalier had come to power. They hardly could have, since the Duvalier years were generally years of stagnation. What of the peasantry?


For a doctrine as rhetorically committed to ameliorating the lot of the peasant masses as Duvalierism was, one would have expected Duvalierism as a regime‑type to invest heavily in agriculture, education, infrastructure (e.g., road‑building) and health. But there was nothing of the sort. Duvalier's interest in agriculture, education and health –– in short, in the peasant masses –– appears to correlate strongly with the availability of foreign funds in support of projects in these areas. 


“Papa Doc” was much more concerned about security (in other words, regime survival) than he was about development. This preoccupation skewed expenditures in favor of the army and tonton makout and left everyone else, including "1'homme de l’arrière pays, le grand vainqueur de 1957" (people of the hinterland, the big winner of 1957), in the lurch. There were not enough domestic resources to invest in development and secure the regime, so Duvalier prioritized the latter over the former. But for Duvalier securing the regime did not imply having a modern army; it meant reducing the army to prostration and creating a force totally loyal to him, the makout. Thus in 1958 Duvalier agreed to the “modernization” of the Haitian army by the Americans. 


But the real goal of Duvalier may have been to use the presence of U.S. military trainers to show to regime opponents inside Haiti and outside that he had American support. Once it became clear that the program might actually make Haitian soldiers more professional, Duvalier sent the Americans home in a whirlwind of mutual acrimony and bitterness. In sum, the survival of Duvalierism the regime entails the emasculation of the state. Duvalierism was not concerned about development, either. In fact, development, inasmuch as it often facilitates the emergence of a middle class that insists on political rights, might have led to the overthrow of Duvalier, so he kept Haiti underdeveloped.

Duvalierism made no change in the pigmentation of the merchant class. Mulatto entrepreneurs generally supported Duvalier's main rival, Louis Déjoie, in the election of 1957, and shortly after Duvalier was declared the winner, they attempted to put pressure on him by shutting down business in downtown Port​-au‑Prince. When pro‑Duvalier soldiers and mobs responded by breaking down the doors to their stores, thereby making them available to looters, the merchant class quickly retreated and eventually made peace with the regime. Throughout Duvalier’s 14‑year reign, there was generally no tension between the regime and the so‑called bourgeoisie, and, perhaps as a result, no change in the status quo (Oswald Brandt’s experience notwithstanding). 


The only noteworthy development was Duvalier’s overtures to Syro‑Lebanese and Palestinian merchants, perhaps to balance the historical dominance of entrepreneurs of French, American, German and Scandinavian descent. With the exception of Clémard Joseph Charles, I can think of no black entrepreneur deserving of the name in François Duvalier‑ruled Haiti, but Charles was a gran nèg (big shot) before Duvalier, and even he would eventually  flee Haiti. For dark‑skinned Haitians employment in the state, in spite of its vicissitudes, offered a much greater chance at private accumulation than the business sector, which was controlled probably by no more than 300 individuals amalgamated into, at most, 40 families. The Lilliputian character of the Haitian “bourgeoisie” was maintained under Duvalier. 


Clearly then, François Duvalier was no revolutionary or modernizer. By the time of his death in 1971, the Haitian state was as patrimonial and weak as ever, the economy remained stagnant and concentrated in few hands, and social indices, such as life expectancy at birth and literacy rates, were the lowest in the Western hemisphere. It is therefore disheartening to read Ernest Preeg, whose book is otherwise insightful, refer to the elder Duvalier as a "true revolutionary in terms of overturning the existing power structure.”
 


In the end, Duvalier failed miserably at good governance; he also failed at changing the institutions of Haitian society, if anything, he destroyed the formal ones that posed a threat to his rule and might have facilitated development (e.g., a competent civil service). Neither the destitute masses nor the black middle class were the beneficiaries of Duvalierism, whose only objective was, once again, this: keeping Duvalier in power. If “true revolutionary” should be associated with Duvalier, it should be in this sense, and only in this limited sense: against long odds, Duvalier did rule Haiti for 14 years, a feat that no other Haitian ruler in the 20th century was able to accomplish. One would have to go back to the early 19th century to find a Haitian leader who ruled longer than Duvalier (i.e., Jean-Pierre Boyer, 1818-1842). In addition, he kept power in the family, a singular achievement in Haitian history that made it possible for Duvalierism to outdistance Boyer by five years. But these achievements hardly make Duvalier a revolutionary or modernizer, if anything, they make him a genuine conservative reactionary. 


How about Jean-Claude Duvalier, was he a modernizer? This is an extremely important question, because of its implication. For if Jean-Claude was a modernizer, his overthrow in 1986 was then a mistake, assuming it could have be been avoided. The temptation to accept this conclusion is all the more scintillating in light of  the downward turn of events in Haiti since 1986. Jean-Claude’s modernism may be assessed by how he governed and the results. 


Jean‑Claude's government had all the trappings of the tyranny that François Duvalier had arrogated, which confirms the relevance of the concept of path dependence to the Haitian environment. The life presidency clause in the 1964 constitution was maintained, as was the right of the president to name his successor. Here, once again, was path dependence. Having inherited the life presidency from his father, and his father from previous Haitian rulers, Jean-Claude was loathe to rid the regime of this institution. Democracy could not advance in the context of the life presidency, yet disposing of it might have won Jean-Claude the first transition election and perhaps more. In the end, hamstrung by this oddity in the modern age Jean-Claude was deposed by a combination of “people power” and superpower machination.  There was no check on executive power, as the legislative and judicial branches of government were completely subservient to Jean‑Claude. All major decisions were made by the executive, as had been the case before. The press was generally gagged, although the coming to power of Carter in the United States in 1976 led to a brief period of press freedom. The window of opportunity was shut in November of 1980, even before Reagan took the oath of office (see next chapter). 

It is true that violence under Jean-Claude Duvalier abetted considerably, but that is because violence was not as necessary for regime maintenance in the 1970s as it was in the early 1960s. The dirty work of keeping Duvalierism alive had been done by François Duvalier, Jean-Claude merely had to enjoy the results. Much has been made of Jean‑Claude's greater reliance on so-called technocrats, rather than his father's preference for political loyalists, to bolster the argument that the younger Duvalier was a modernizer. How does the argument stack up?

First of all, much of the effort to transfuse new blood into Duvalierism was more cosmetic than substantive. Second of all, even the modest attempt at administrative reform was driven more by external institutions (donors) than internal processes of change aimed at modernization. By my count, there were 32 cabinet changes in Haiti from 1971 to early 1986, but most of the time, the ministers who lost their title were reappointed to their old ministry or carried their portfolio over to a different ministry. The people who served were either old-time Duvalierists or so-called Jean-Claudistes. In other words, all were regime stalwarts. With very rare exceptions (e.g., Luckner Cambronne), members of the old guard were never permanently sidelined by Jean‑Claude Duvalier; instead, they were en réserve de la république, ready to serve when called upon and partake, once again, in the spoils of power. 

Thus, in the early 1980s as popular discontent mounted, Jean‑Claude recalled several notorious tonton makout from his father’s era to shore up his power. Among them was Roger Lafontant, who started out as an informant on medical students under François Duvalier in the 1960s but was made "super minister" by the younger Duvalier. This assortment of old‑guard and new‑guard Duvalierists (or Jean‑Claudistes) is best captured by the slogan apre nou, se nou (after us, it's us), and undermines any notion of a radical break occasioned by the generational shift in power from father to son in 1971. 


The U.S. may have seen the death of François Duvalier as a window of opportunity to effect some changes in Haitian public administration. This may been deemed necessary for the large‑scale resumption of aid by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), although once again administrative performance in client regimes was hardly a goal of U.S. financial assistance during the Cold War. Public financing under the elder Duvalier was an exercise in accounting tricks that could pose a formidable challenge even to the most able of auditor (or crook). A hodgepodge of institutions was involved in handling state revenues including the central bank, the finance ministry, government parastatals and even commercial institutions. For example, in the 1960s Régie du Tabac –– a tobacco parastatal –– was responsible for collecting taxes not only on cigarettes and matches, but also sugar, cement, flour, soap, soft drinks, beer and other consumer items. The revenues collected from these activities were not deposited in the Banque Nationale de la République d'Haiti (BNRH), the central bank, but in the Banque Commerciale d'Haiti, a private bank in which the Duvalier family had an account, owned by one of Duvalier’s early supporters, Clémard Joseph Charles, who would eventually flee Haiti in 1967 after spending years in jail (that was a common fate shared by the staunchest of Duvalierists).  


After Jean-Claude Duvalier took over the Régie's power quickly waned, as the Americans insisted on centralizing tax collection in the Direction Générale des Impôts (DGI). Toward this end, a formal audit of the government's books was conducted in 1973, the first since at least 1957. A registry of the "richest" taxpayers was prepared; it included businessmen, doctors, lawyers and other professionals but not one of Duvalier's protégés in the government. Efforts to clean up Haiti's public administration under Jean‑Claude Duvalier eventually led to the appointment of Marc Bazin as finance minister in 1981. Bazin, a former World Bank official, was the United States financial interlocutor in the younger Duvalier's administration. 

What were the results of the aforementioned efforts at cleaning up Haitian public administration? That study by the World Bank cited earlier provides the answer. It also provides more than a clue about whether governance under Jean-Claude made him a modernizer: fully 40 percent of the aid given the regime could not be accounted for. Bazin’s fate in the cabinet was equally telling: he was shown the door after refusing, he says, to countenance transactions that had been ordered from higher ups (most likely the presidency). Cosmetics aside, public administration in the Jean​-Claude Duvalier era was no different from what it was under François Duvalier –– i.e., a huge spoils system in which supporters of the regime were rewarded with jobs without expectation of service delivery to ordinary Haitians, who showed up at government institutions (e.g., the state university hospital) more as supplicants than citizens. The modus operandi of the public administration was the same under Jean-Claude Duvalier: employees, when they bothered to show up at all, were "in" at 9:00 AM and out by 1:00 PM. On payday, they stayed slightly longer to collect their paychecks. Many employees did not even exist, although their name was on the public payroll and someone was collecting checks on their behalf.

Finally, what about economic performance under Jean-Claude Duvalier? Could it be used as evidence of better governance and to bolster the claim that the younger Duvalier was a modernizer? Jean-Claude came to power promising an “economic revolution,” to complement the “political revolution” his father had ostensibly carried out. Under Jean-Claude foreign aid did flow into Haiti. It rose from $9 million in 1970 to $106 million in 1980. The younger Duvalier opened the country to direct foreign investments (DFI) as well. An industrial assembly park was built at Delmas on the outskirts of Port‑au‑Prince, and for a time Haiti was a major Caribbean "producer" of a wide range of consumer goods destined for the North American market; they include baseball, electronic equipment, intimate apparel and clothing (more on the Haitian economy on chapter 5). This assembly sector grew by more than 20 percent per year from 1970 to 1980, and at its peak employed some 60,000 workers (more, or fewer, depending who is doing the counting). Under Jean‑Claude tourism also rebounded, although by then Haiti's reputation and underdeveloped infrastructure had made it impossible for the industry to return to "glory" years of the early 1950s.

Overall, Jean-Claude’s “economic revolution” was a mirage. Table 3.1 presents economic growth rates for selected years of the Duvalier era.

Table 3.1

Economic Growth Rates for Selected Years of the Duvalier Era

	Year
	Growth Rates Under François Duvalier
	Year
	Growth Rates Under Jean-Claude Duvalier

	1965
	2.1
	1978
	4.8

	1966
	0.7
	1979
	7.3

	1967
	-4
	1980
	7.6

	1968
	1.8
	1981
	-2.7

	1969
	2.9
	1982
	-3.4

	1970
	-0.3
	1983
	0.8


Source: World Resources Institute, http://earthtrends.wri.org/searchable​_db/index.php?step=countries

The table shows the lackluster performance of the Haitian economy under François and Jean-Claude Duvalier. On average annual economic growth was 0.5 percent under François Duvalier and 1.9 percent under Jean-Claude Duvalier during the period concerned. If the performance of the Haitian economy looks “good”  under Jean-Claude, it is because it was so bad under François Duvalier. The lot of most Haitians did not improve under the younger Duvalier, and may even have gotten worse in the last years of the regime. This is shown in the fact that “In real terms, private consumption declined by 3.3 percent between 1978 and 1980 and by 6 percent between 1980 and 1984.”


In addition to growth rates, an important index of the health of any modern economy is its trade performance. Table 3.2 shows Haitian trade, as measured in terms of export and import, during much of the Duvalier years.

Table 3.2

Haitian Trade During the Duvalier Era
	Year
	Import/GDP (%)
	Export/GDP (%)

	1965
	17.9
	12.9

	1966
	17.3
	12.7

	1968
	15.1
	13

	1969
	15.8
	12.8

	1970
	17.7
	13.8

	1971
	17
	13.6

	1972
	17.4
	12.5

	1973
	17
	12.3

	1974
	19.2
	12.1

	1975
	22.9
	14.6

	1976
	25.7
	16.8

	1977
	27.2
	18.3

	1978
	29.2
	20.4

	1979
	29.5
	19.5

	1980
	30.5
	21.6

	1981
	32.2
	16.9

	1982
	29.9
	19.7

	1983
	27.9
	17.5

	1984
	26.5
	17.5

	1985
	29.4
	15.9

	1986
	23.1
	15


Source:http://earthtrends.wri.org/searchable_db/index.

php?theme=4

Table 3.2 shows only modest improvement in the export sector from 1965 to 1986. To be sure, there were some years –– namely, from 1977 to 1980 –– when exports approximated 20 percent of the Haitian GDP, but for much of the Jean-Claude Duvalier era they remain fairly close to what they had been under François Duvalier, in spite of Jean-Claude’s commitment to an “economic revolution.” Furthermore, imports far outpaced exports during the “boom” years of Jean-Claude Duvalier and were consistently greater than exports throughout the tenures of father and son. 

In sum, there are no substantive differences between François Duvalier and Jean-Claude Duvalier. They governed the same way with nearly identical results. Haiti was a failed state in 1957, when François Duvalier took over and a failed state, when Jean-Claude Duvalier left 1986.  In fact, as we showed earlier, under the Duvaliers there was a systematic attempt to immobilize the state to insure the longevity of Duvalierism. Not surprisingly, economic performance was lackluster throughout the Duvalier years. Thus Haiti was the poorest country in the Western hemisphere in 1957, it remained so in 1986.


We now turn to how the state under Duvalierism, versions père et fils, underdeveloped Haiti. The chief concern of Duvalierism was, once again, regime survival, in other words, power for its own sake, rather than development or modernization. The paramountcy of this objective created behavior patterns that were antithetical to Haiti's economic development and, paradoxically, the long‑term survival of Duvalierism. Five areas are examined to make the case: money and banking, the military, trade, corruption and the African swine fever eradication program of 1981. The first three harken back to François Duvalier, the last two to Jean-Claude. But this distinction is somewhat academic, inasmuch as, thanks to path dependence, the first three were maintained under Jean-Claude Duvalier. 


The way the state underdevelops the economy and society in any country is by commission and omission. Underdevelopment by commission implies that state rulers actively pursue policies that are deleterious to the economy, sometimes even knowingly replacing good policies by inefficient ones. Underdevelopment by omission implies that state rulers fail to make policies (such as providing security and other public goods) that enhance economic performance. It is, therefore, possible to study how the state underdevelops through the actions or inactions of state rulers, in other words, the prism of public policy. The cases discussed below are a mixture of underdevelopment by commission and omission in Haiti during the Duvalier era. 

Money and Banking

One of the most enduring legacies of the first American occupation of Haiti (1917‑1934) was the stabilization of the gourde, the Haitian currency, which was pegged to the U.S. dollar at ratio of five to one (five gourdes for one dollar) by a 1918 convention between Haiti and U.S. authorities. One of the ramifications of this policy was that Haitian governments could not run large deficits and (or) foreign debts. Throughout the occupation American financial overseers made sure this was the case. Indeed, American control over Haiti's finances continued well after the occupation. An American fiscal agent remained in the Haitian treasury until 1947, when Haiti completely paid its debt to U.S. creditors. The agent's duties included customs control, inspection of the Internal Revenue Service, setting limits on the national budget and even control of Haiti's reserve funds. According to Lundhal, "Without the consent of the fiscal representative, the Haitian government could not increase its indebtedness, change taxes or tariffs or dispose of investments."


This kind of American interference in Haitian financial affairs may have been intended primarily to facilitate the retirement of bonds issued during the occupation, the revenues from which went toward the financing and repayment of debts incurred by Haitian governments before the occupation. But a consequence of fiscal prudence was that Haiti had accumulated cash reserves throughout much of the period of American tutelage, which in turn stabilized the Haitian currency. In the first five years of the 1950s, when coffee prices were high and tourism was booming, more dollars flowed into Haiti. Even after François Duvalier had taken over in 1957, monetary stability was maintained as the growing number Haitians in the United States sent dollars back home.

Sometime in the mid‑1960s the government began to open the mail of Haitian nationals sent from abroad in search of "subversive" literature. At one point, even Paris Match, the tabloid French magazine, was so considered, after publishing an article deemed hostile to the regime. Soon rumors began circulating throughout the Haitian Diaspora that postal officials were not only confiscating "subversive" materials but also checks and cash. The paranoid nature of Duvalierism and the felonious impulse of its officials would forever change the face of Haitian remittances and eventually the monetary system of Haiti. (The death of the tourism industry in the mid‑1960s also played a major role in undermining Haiti's monetary system.)


Haitian immigrants responded to the alleged theft of their money by setting up money wiring companies, which bypassed the Haitian postal system.
 The operation of these companies was deceptively simple. Instead of sending cash directly to Haiti via the Haitian postal service, Haitian immigrants bought money orders in the amount they wished to send plus a commission. The companies would then cable their subsidiaries in Haiti and order them to disburse in gourdes the dollar amount sent to recipients. The conversion was not difficult since, as we saw earlier, the rate between the gourde and the dollar was fixed at five to one. To gain customer confidence, a copy of the disbursement signed by recipients in Haiti was normally sent to senders in the United States (and Canada) within days of the transaction.


Obviously, Haitian subsidiaries of the U.S.‑based money wiring companies had to have sufficient gourdes at any given time to honor the requests of their headquarters, which is another way of saying that dollars did eventually make their way to Haiti to purchase gourdes from the central bank (Banque Nationale D’Haiti). However, this was done in a most circuitous way, which reduced the supply of dollars on the Haitian market. U.S. banks (e.g., Citibank) with branches in Haiti usually received the dollar deposits of the U.S.‑based money wiring companies, whose Haitian subsidiaries could then draw on to replenish their supplies of gourdes. Since banks in Haiti make very few loans, the bulk of the dollar deposits often ended up back in the United States. But of greater importance was the psychological impact that the disappearance of the dollar had on the Haitian currency market and ultimately Haiti's monetary policy. 

As long as dollars and gourdes circulated freely and were exchanged at a fixed ratio, people had confidence in the gourdes. Soon after money wiring became the dominant form of remittances, the dollar became scarce. The Haitian government subsequently resorted to printing gourdes, and of course the central bank did not have dollars in sufficient reserve to shore up the Haitian currency, since Haitian exports (discussed below), which might have brought hard currency, also nosedived under Duvalier. Simply put, there were too many gourdes chasing too few dollars, thus rising inflation. So too did a black market in foreign currency, as the only people in Haiti who seemed to have dollars in the mid‑1980s were either Haitian returnees, importers and drug dealers.


The junta (KNG in its Kreyòl acronym) that replaced Jean​-Claude Duvalier was forced to abandon the fixed exchange rate and allow the gourdes to float in 1987. The rationale behind this monetary policy shift was that the gourde was overvalued at its 1918 rate of exchange and allowing it to free‑float would ultimately result in its finding its true value. Both the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund played a major role in pushing the late Leslie Delatour, former central bank governor under the KNG, to accept this approach, which was tantamount to devaluation. 


In principle, a devalued gourde should have stimulated Haitian exports, but by 1987 Haiti had ceased to be a major Caribbean producer of any agricultural commodity, except mangoes. Even though their dollars could now further in Haiti, tourists were not attracted to the country either, because of the AIDS scare and the political instability that followed the younger Duvalier's departure. The most visible result of devaluation since 1987 has been inflation, which has been running at over 10 percent per year on average. Meanwhile, Haitian wages have barely grown to keep up with inflation. Devaluation, inflation, wage stagnation and rising imports have contributed to further underdevelopment of the Haitian population, but the spark was the unraveling of the Haitian monetary system thanks to the kleptocracy of the Duvalier regime and its single‑minded concern about security and survival.

“Security”

The Duvalierist state further underdeveloped Haiti through its military policy, the aim of which was regime security, not security of the territory, private property and person. The security policy of Duvalierism consisted of developing and maintaining the tonton makout, neutralizing the army and creating, in Haiti, the Dominican Republic and in the North American Diaspora, a network of informants who could supply "intelligence" to the regime.
 These informants were not always a part of the formal security apparatus; they could be almost anyone (Haitian diplomats, businessmen, students, Vodun priests, journalists, former CIA operatives, etc.), provided they had some valuable information to share with Duvalier.


Duvalierism's concern about regime security led to the use of scarce resources on the military (including the tonton makout), which subsequently drained or crowded out investment in more useful areas (i.e., agriculture, education, health, environmental protection). Further, the development of a repressive apparatus for the personal use of Duvalier undermined public order, as it created an atmosphere of impunity where the rule of law was given short thrift, as bureaucratic norms, such as hierarchy, seniority and competence, were destroyed, and as state officials were often called upon to engage in financial self‑cannibalization (in the form of giving away, once again, a percentage of their salary to support whatever fantasies dreamed up by Duvalier and his closest associates), which fueled future corruption. 


Militarism is nothing new in Haitian history. Haitian independence was not a achieved on a French silver platter. Instead, Haiti had to fight to obtain and maintain its independence in the face of hostility by the major powers, especially France. Between 1804 and 1825 Haiti had to face the threat of a French re‑invasion by sea. At the same time, the territory that is now the Dominican Republic was a colony, first of Spain, then France and back to Spain again. In the early years of independence Haitians feared that an expeditionary force could be dispatched by France, using Dominican territory as a launching pad. In this atmosphere of uncertainty it made sense for Haiti to rally behind one leader and keep a large army. 


Haiti, composed overwhelmingly of black ex‑slaves in a world in which slavery was alive and well only a few hundred miles away from its shores (i.e., Jamaica, Cuba, the United States, etc.), simply could not afford to leave the future of its independence to happenstance or the benevolence of others. The gun was the best protector of Haiti's freedom. Unfortunately, however, even after Haitian independence was secured in 1825, Haitian society continued to be militarized. The reason for this are at least two‑fold.

By 1825 a tradition of caudillismo had been established, in spite of rhetorical adherence to liberalism (there goes path dependence again). Further, the old plantation system, having been dismantled by former president Alexandre Pétion, had given way to a system of subsistence farming, which ambitious Haitians loathed. Since civil service and political posts were few, and at any rate beyond the reach of illiterate Haitians (the majority), the army became the only vehicle for the social advancement of upwardly mobile Haitians. In other words, between 1804 and the middle of the 1820s, the army was transformed from a protective force intended to defend the country against foreign aggression to a politicized corps for the appeasement of elite discontent. In this way, the politico-​administrative elite and the military elite were able to forge an alliance on the altar of state power to repress the majority.

At the same time, the merchant class in the towns, dominated by the nationals of other countries (mostly British and Americans before 1825, but enlarged thereafter to include French and Germans), through intermediaries (espekilatè), exploited coffee‑producing peasants. This class would soon dominate the state elites, as revenue shortfalls (due to the limited reach of the state and the general stagnation of the economy) and political instability forced state leaders to seek loans from wealthy traders. In return, the traders were granted exclusive rights to import a variety of consumer goods and furnish the Haitian army with uniforms, guns and ammunitions. Sometimes the people who held these import licenses were also politicians. Thus, Emperor Soulouque (1847​-1859) was one of the biggest exporters and importers in Haiti, and the largest supplier in uniform to the Haitian army.
 In sum, since the 19th century state‑based elites and the commercial elite have had an interest in militarism, as the private capital accumulation prospects of the latter and the political fortunes of the former have depended upon it.

The transformation of the Haitian army from a liberating and protective force to one of elite absorption on the one hand and mass repression on the other had far‑reaching consequences for political stability, the development prospects of Haiti and state‑building. Starting with Jean‑Pierre Boyer, the vassalization of the army effectively became a sine qua non condition for the capture and maintenance of power through personal rule. All of the Haitian heads of state in the 19th century were military men. Those who were not (e.g., Lysius Felicité Salomon) found it necessary to appropriate the title of "general" before coming to power or shortly thereafter. More than one had parallel "armies" and networks of spies. Emperor Faustin Soulouque's zinglin were the forerunners, once again, to François Duvalier's tonton makout; indeed, the elder Duvalier was an admirer of Soulouque. 

The inability of the Haitian elite to develop republican institutions that transcend individual rulers has meant that every time a ruler dies, or is forced out of office, the entire edifice of the state tends to go with him. State collapse in Haiti is therefore rooted in the personalization of the forces of order, among other state institutions, and the inherent instability of this type of rule. The "Jacobin" (i.e., destructive) impulse of the Haitian masses is also due to personal rule. Haitian leaders have been so prone to using public resources for personal use that ordinary Haitians have not drawn a distinction between public and private resources. Everything is fair game once a leader falls, including his grave. Finally, personal rule has shaped the behavior of Haitian leaders toward their immediate predecessor. Boyer allowed the palaces, sugarcane plantations, roads and canals built by Henry Christophe to decay, mainly to show that the former king had done nothing good for Haiti and that he (Boyer) was the right man for the job. Rivière Hérard, Boyer's successor, in turn could only heap scorn on the fallen Haitian president.

The net result of mass destruction of what really belongs to the national patrimony and elite neglect of the same is that Haiti is always starting from scratch. Personal rule has left no continuity in state policy toward development, as every Haitian leader has had his own blueprint for the common good. It is as if every Haitian leader puts the state and economic development in his back pocket upon leaving office, and it is up to the next ruler to cobble together “his” state and pursue “his” development.  


The pathology of personal rule is not due to some defect in the so-called Haitian character. On the contrary, it is a rational response to the institutional environment. From the vintage point of Haitian politicians, power is so insecure, that is, threatened from all sides, that the only way to stay in office, or ascend to the nation's highest executive post, is by building a custom‑made, i.e., personalized, power base. But a power base that is so constructed is unlikely to survive the passing of its architect. Thus the periodic collapse of the state in Haiti is a consequence, as well as a cause, of personal rule.

The development prospects of Haiti were equally affected by the transformation of the Haitian military into an instrument of domestic repression for the benefit of power‑hungry strongmen. When armies are personalized, soldiers are little more than hired guns, whose services are made available to the highest bidder. As politicians compete for the loyalty of soldiers, they must have money to offer them, and the larger the size of the soldiery (the selectorate), the deeper the pockets of politicians have to be. This reality in a poor country such as Haiti virtually guarantees that scarce resources that might be devoted to economic development will be diverted to the military. In the extreme, the bulk of state revenues might go to "security," thereby leaving next to nothing for health, education, infrastructure improvement and the like.

It is important to point out, however, that not all military spending has crowding out effects. In some cases, investment in military technology can even have positive spill over effects on the rest of society (the Internet, satellite and microwave technologies all started in the U.S. military). In poor countries with collapsed states, this does not happen for at least two reasons. Military spending on hardware , to the extent it even occurs, essentially means importing from industrialized countries; therefore, the only jobs that are being created and the only technological side‑effects are likely to occur in the producing countries. Secondly, salaries take a disproportionate share of military spending in countries where armies are personalized , since the essence of military expenditures is to "keep the boys happy" by insuring the timely delivery of their checks not by showering them with military "toys." 

The effect of militarism on Haiti's development prospects was experienced very early in the country's history. Emperor Jean-​Jacques Dessalines decreed in 1805 that all Haitians were either soldiers or farmers, and since most hated farming (because of its association with slavery), they opted for the army. Dessalines' arbitrary approach to humanpower "development" led to a new kind of maronage, as Haitians abandoned farming for soldiering. Those who remained on the land soon deserted the plains, where they could be easily taxed or forced to bear arms in times of troubles without pay, in favor of the mountains where they cut down trees to make way for farmland. Throughout the 19th century there was a shortage of labor in rural Haiti, even while the army nominally grew. As American visitor Jonathan Brown remarked in 1937, "The existing government of Haiti is a sort of republican monarchy, sustained by the bayonet.”
 The labor shortage was apparently so acute that various Haitian heads of state, from Jean‑Pierre Boyer to Fabre Geffrard, tried to import, in the main unsuccessfully, foreign workers (particularly American Blacks).

In sum, militarism in 19th‑century Haiti distorted and destabilized rural humanpower, and with it agriculture, the foundation of the Haitian economy. Military spending also reduced spending in other areas. According to Rotberg and Clague, "There was never any money for development ...nearly all the available resources of the country being consumed, decade after decade, by the still enormous standing army, renewed wars against the Dominicans, and frequent coups d'état..."
 Furthermore, since taxation fell disproportionately on the peasantry, the more Haitian politicians sought revenues to keep military spending going, the heavier the burden on peasant producers, who ultimately abandoned cash crops (e.g., coffee, cocoa and cotton) in favor of subsistence crops, which were more difficult to tax. Finally, it should be readily apparent that, because of the milieu of subsistence farming in much of Haiti, –– i.e., in hard‑to‑reach mountain slopes –– there is as much a connection between militarism and environmental degradation as between militarism and economic development.

The tradition of militarism continued in 20th‑century Haiti, and reached new heights after the first American occupation (1915-​1932). One of the most significant accomplishments of the first American presence in Haiti was to end warlordism in the countryside and strengthen the authority of state officials in Port‑au‑Prince. From the second half of the 19th century to 1914, there was a crude balance of power in Haitian politics; the national army was kept in check by peasant "armies" (known as piquets and cacos. The lack of state monopoly over the means of violence necessarily gave tyranny a short shelf‑life, although in so doing it increased the frequency of anarchy.


Between 1843 and 1914 there were 22 presidents in Haiti;11 held power for less than one year and 1 (i.e., Vilbrun Guillaume Sam) was
literally shredded to pieces by a Port‑au‑Prince mob. With the defeat of the last caco insurrection by the Americans in 1919, the newly‑formed Gendarmerie D'Haiti (later Garde D'Haiti and after that the Forces Armees D'Haiti or FAD"H) effectively became the main powerbroker in Haitian politics; henceforth politicians who wanted to remain in, or accede to, office had to parade themselves before soldiers with cash in hand and offers of promotion under the table.

François Duvalier not only had to keep the regular Haitian army on the public payroll, he also had to bankroll at least some tonton makout and the networks of informants he kept abroad. The following table provides a breakdown of government expenditures on the military between 1960 and 1967.


Table 3.3

Haitian Government Military Spending (1960-1967)

	Year
	Military Spending
	Total Spending
	Military Spending as

 % of Total Spending

	1960-1961
	38.4
	173.9
	22

	1961-1962
	37.8
	196.8
	19

	1962‑1963
	37.6
	173.7


	22

	1963‑1964

	39.1
	174.5
	22

	1964‑1965
	36.7
	172.3
	21

	1965‑1966

	35.1
	155.2
	23



	1966-1967
	35
	178.2
	20



Source: Lundhal, p. 382


Note: Spending figures are in gourdes (1G=.20 USD at the time).

Table 3.3 makes clear that throughout much of the 1960s military spending hovered around 20 percent of total government spending in Haiti. Even when total government spending dropped from 172.3 million gourdes in 1964‑65 to 155.2 million gourdes in 1965‑66, government spending on the military remained constant at 35.1 million gourdes, thereby resulting in a modest rise in military spending as a percentage of total government spending in hard times. In other words, Duvalier shielded the military from tight fiscal constraints. 

The table probably understates government spending on the military, since it includes spending on the army and police only; it does not include expenditures on the tonton makout, who depended entirely on François Duvalier. It is true that the majority of tonton makout relied on extortion rather than government salaries for their livelihood but some (i.e., Port‑au‑Prince‑based and high‑ranking rural makout) were paid, and because the essence of a patron‑client relationship is its elasticity, there is no telling what total government spending on "security" truly was.

It is not implausible that at the heights of the crisis of Duvalierism (1959‑63), spending on the makout might have even outstripped spending on the regular army, since “Papa Doc” trusted the former more than the latter. After all, Clément Barbot, the first leader of the tonton makout until François Duvalier personally assumed responsibility for them, once boasted that he had 25,000 men and women under arm, which, if true, was five times larger than the regular army. 

Since one of the many casualties of the failed state is sound record‑keeping, it may never be known with certainty how much of a burden the military‑makout apparatus was on Haiti's meager budget. However, given the overall stagnation of the Haitian economy and the weak extraction capacity of the state, it is safe to conjecture that whatever Duvalier spent on "security" resulted in less being spent on development, be it infrastructure development (e.g., roads, bridges, electricity generation, etc.), social development (e.g., health and education) and production enhancement (e.g., extension services to farmers). 

The following table shows government capital expenditures on agriculture, infrastructure and education from 1963 to 1967.

Table 3.4 

Government Capital Spending on Agriculture, Infrastructure 

and Education 

	Year
	Agriculture
	Infrastructure 
	Education

	1963-1964
	575,066
	2,565,460
	78,185

	1964-1965
	917,731
	4,023,570
	308,060

	1965-1966
	1,060,13
	1,647,470
	128,266

	1966-1967
	1,092,28
	1,282,615
	443,887


Source: François Duvalier, Message du Président à Vie de laRépublique, 

Secrétairerie d'Etat de la Coordination et de I'Information, 22 Octobre 1967.

All spending figures are in gourdes (1G=.20 USD at the time)

Table 3.4 requires discussion on two fronts. The information conveyed in it needs to be interpreted as they are. Moreover, hidden information must be brought to light. It should be noted that only capital spending is involved; government spending on salaries for personnel in the three sectors is excluded. Therefore, total government spending on agriculture, infrastructure and education exceeded what is reported in the table, and perhaps considerably so. However, given the wide discrepancy between military spending and agriculture, infrastructure and education spending in the years in which such a comparison can be made (1963‑67), it seems unlikely that had salaries been included in the table, the gap between military and development spending would have significantly closed. 

If one takes capital spending on education and military spending in 1963‑64, the gap is a whopping 174, 921,182 gourdes; it is improbable that “Papa Doc” spent this sum on teacher salaries. Even if this were the case, meaning that the government of Duvalier the elder  was spending the bulk of the relevant ministries' budgets on salaries, this would only prove the point made earlier, namely: public resources were allocated inefficiently under “Papa Doc.” Ministerial budgets were used to maintain a vast spoils system rather than deliver much‑needed services. It is therefore safe to draw one conclusion: government spending on agriculture, infrastructure and education from 1963 to 1967 was higher than is reported in the table, but in all likelihood considerably lower than military spending.

Of the three sectors, the table shows infrastructure to be the biggest recipient of government funds, followed by agriculture and education. The reader must be cautioned here. During the period in question infrastructure spending was highly skewed rather than evenly distributed throughout Haiti. Specifically, the construction of a new jet airport ––subsequently named after Duvalier, of course–– was probably consuming the lion's share of government spending on infrastructure. To be fair, Haiti needed such a facility in an era when airplane travel was fast becoming the norm. The point here is not to criticize the worthiness of the project, rather, it is to show that infrastructure policy under François Duvalier in the 1960s was highly skewed in favor of urbanites, exactly the kind of approach taken by previous Haitian leaders, in spite of Duvalier's oft‑stated preference for the peasant masses.

To the extent that military spending in Haiti had a "crowding out" effect on development spending, it still might have been salutary. This, once again, required the regime to spend money on the right things. Here a comparison with historical precedents is necessary. The governments that came to power in Haiti during the occupation were, for all intents and purposes, military ones, for their security rested solely on American Marines. Nevertheless, spending on infrastructure probably was greatest during the occupation (1915‑1934) than at any time in Haitian history. Haiti's sewer and modern road systems were built during the occupation. Roads in particular were very controversial, since the Americans tried to build them with compulsory labor (corvée) and sometimes on expropriated land. Their intended purpose may have been to facilitate the movement of troops to quell rural unrest, but ultimately the Haitian economy benefited from their construction.

Military spending under the Duvaliers did not have any "spill over" effects, except in a very limited sense, because, as stated earlier, it was aimed primarily at paying soldiers. François Duvalier did not trust the military; he was loathe to invest significantly in it. The army's guns and ammunitions were kept in the basement of the national palace, next, allegedly, to the torture chambers. As late as the 1970s, it was not unusual to see Haitian soldiers with World War I‑era rifles; tanks were few; and the Haitian Air Force consisted of half a dozen aging DC‑3 and other planes, which were always parked at the former Bowen Fields on the outskirts of Port​-au‑Prince, essentially as museum pieces and to scare an unsuspecting population. 

In other words, military spending under Duvalierism neither improved the capacity of the FAD'H as a fighting force, in terms of weapons procurement and troop readiness, nor the physical infrastructure that would have been necessary to support such a force and that might have benefited the civilian economy (e.g., roads that were large and strong enough to withstand the movement of modern tanks but also cargo trucks; ports whose harbors were deep enough to receive large war ships as well as commercial ships; satellite systems that facilitated aerial surveillance but also could help predict weather patterns.) In sum, Haitian society did not benefit from the largesse shown by the Duvaliers toward the military and, ironically, neither did the military.


One of the paradoxes of Duvalierism, among many, is that it weakened the military as an institution while keeping military spending at a high percentage of total government spending. This feat was accomplished through corruption: soldiers were paid (or paid off), not for being soldiers but for their loyalty to “Papa Doc” and Jean‑Claude Duvalier. Not surprisingly, when the FAD'H was called to lead Haiti on February 6, 1986, it was hardly in a position to do so, having been emasculated by the Duvalier dictatorship in the previous 29 years. 


The series of coups, countercoups, mutinies and massacres of the civilian population that followed the fall of Jean‑Claude Duvalier were indicative of the army's decrepitude. Ultimately, the coup d'état against elected president Jean‑Bertrand Aristide in 1991, far from reflecting army strength, as conventional wisdom would have it, reflected army weaknesses, since the coup probably originated among relatively junior officers within the FAD'H (specifically at police headquarters), who then compelled their seniors to follow suit. Simply put, the army in 1991 could not protect democracy, having long been accustomed to bowing before tyranny in return for fistfuls of gourdes; such was the bitter harvest of Duvalierism.

Trade

The security concerns of Duvalierism not only led the regime to sacrifice development spending for military spending, it also led to the adoption of a series of economic policies with deleterious consequences on the Haitian economy. Foreign trade had always been part of the Haitian economy. During the colonial era Haiti's wealth was connected to trade, be it in slaves or agricultural commodities such as sugar and coffee. After independence Haiti's foreign policy, even in those years when the country had no formal diplomatic relations with the major powers (1804‑1825), revolved around commerce. In the late 19th century, "twenty‑six Haitian seaports, serviced by nine steamship companies, were open to foreign and domestic commerce...
 The 20th century opened Haiti to trade even further; indeed, a major goal of the U.S. occupation was to make Haiti attractive for trade and direct investment by American companies. There were thriving ports in Jacmel, Saint Louis du Sud, les Cayes, and Jérémie in South and Grande‑Anse departments and in Saint Marc, Gonaives, Cap‑Haitien and Port‑de‑Paix in the North and Northwest. Haiti's cash crops were exported from these ports and did not need to go through Port‑au‑Prince.


François Duvalier was not popular in parts of southern Haiti, where an agrarian, mulatto‑dominated oligarchy had been established since colonial times. Jérémie, in particular, was perceived as a hotbed of elite opposition to Duvalierism, because of its sizable mulatto population and the fact that its port exported banana and cocoa to the rest of the world. François Duvalier also became concerned that rising food prices, caused by hurricanes Flora in 1963, Cleo in 1964, Inez in 1966 and drought might spell trouble in Port‑au‑Prince. In one stroke he decided to inflict a severe blow on the rural elite by depriving it of an independent source of income (foreign trade), while increasing the supply of food in Port‑au‑Prince to reduce the threat of riots.

Duvalier ordered all the local ports closed to foreign commerce; in addition, he decreed that goods shipped from these ports to other parts of Haiti had to go through Port‑au‑Prince. The decision had an adverse effect on Haitian commerce as it immediately increased transaction costs. Goods which in an earlier time would have been shipped directly to buyers now had to transit through the capital city, whose port authorities simply did not have the capacity to inspect ships quickly. Backlogs inevitably ensued, which, for example, increased shipping costs. In addition, corrupt customs officials often stole a portion of the merchandises or had to be bribed to inspect them, thus transaction costs, once again, increased. 


Under “Papa Doc” it was an open secret that the main customs house (APN) in Port‑au‑Prince was a repository for mid to low‑level makout, the place where these unskilled thugs of the regime were sent to plunder, since many were not officially paid. Not surprisingly, even today, Port‑au‑Prince is the most expensive port in the Caribbean, with a surplus of customs officials on APN payrolls, ships waiting to be inspected days, sometimes weeks, after their arrival, insufficient loading and unloading capacity, silt,
 which causes large ships to dock only at high tide, and of course old‑fashioned corruption.


It might be argued that the decision by François Duvalier to close Haiti's local ports to international commerce was an attempt on the part of centralized authority in Haiti to control the country's chaotic commercial relations, in which case Papa Doc's action might seem less malign than it really was. This was in fact the official explanation given by the government but it is not a convincing one. Duvalier could have dispatched customs officials to the provinces to inspect ships and levy customs duties, the main source of revenue for Haitian governments at least since independence. He could have even enlisted Haiti's navy in the fight against "smuggling" and kamoken (guerrillas). If the sheer number of rural ports involved in foreign trade made it impossible for authority in Port‑au‑Prince to monitor, consolidating them into regional entities certainly made more sense than closing them entirely and rerouting all ships to the capital. This was tantamount to performing lobotomy on a headache patient when aspirin might have been effective, but it was vintage Duvalier, who tended to overreact to perceived threats to his power but often sat on his hands when it came to solving Haitian development problems. Clearly, the decision to close the provincial ports to foreign commerce was deleterious to the Haitian economy but was politically expedient for Duvalier. The choice was not difficult for a regime that prioritized political survival over development. 

To be fair, environment degradation, population growth, insecure property rights, the backward technologies employed in Haitian agriculture and foreign competition probably had a greater impact in reducing Haitian exports than “Papa Doc's” decision, but there is no question that the closing of Haiti's local ports in the 1960s, without modernization of port facilities in Port‑au‑Prince or investment in surface and aerial transportation, played a role in the country's trade performance. For security reasons, François Duvalier was willing to sacrifice the last bastion of dynamism and resilience in the Haiti economy: the cash crop sector. Ultimately in 1968, tonton makout and soldiers descended upon Jérémie, where they massacred, primarily with machetes, many of the city's mulatto inhabitants. Thus what Duvalier did not achieve with public policy he accomplished with brute force.

Just in case the reader who is unfamiliar with the maelstrom of Duvalierism was tempted to conclude that the policy sins mentioned above and their impact on Haitian underdevelopment were confined to Duvalier père, and the son was different (meaning better), I shall now examine two policy areas but this time with Duvalier fils as the main focus. Duvalierism, regardless of who was at the helm, was bad for Haiti.

Corruption

Upon coming to power in 1971 Jean‑Claude Duvalier promised that he would orchestrate an "economic revolution" to complement his father's "political revolution." But the younger Duvalier's major accomplishment was not economic development but corruption. If power was “Papa Doc's” aphrodisiac, Jean‑Claude's was money. Duvalier the father used money to remain in power; Duvalier the son used power to make money. The net result was a level of corruption that Haiti had perhaps never seen before. 

As stated earlier, no less an authority than the World Bank reported that at least 40 percent of government revenues and expenditures were unaccounted for.
 Corruption, which may simply be defined as the informal privatization of public resources, had two main sources under Jean‑Claude Duvalier: foreign aid and revenues from the parastatals, of which there were more than 30 connected to every area of Haitian daily consumption: flour, cooking oil, sugar, chocolate, pasta, tomato paste, soap, beer, cigarettes, cement, etc. In other words, the Duvalierist state did not provide social services to the masses; instead, the masses were a major source of revenue for the regime and its allies via consumption of the outputs of the parastatals and excise taxes. The larger parastatals were sacred cows the president was responsible for milking; there were other economic activities, some of questionable ethics to those with a moral compass,  "reserved" for ministers and army officers.

Franck Romain, colonel‑turned‑mayor of Port‑au‑Prince, was in charge of gravel sand, which was collected from an open pit at La Boule above the city and sold to construction companies and individual contractors. The rapacity with which sand was exploited in the 1970s, fueled no doubt by the anarchy of housing construction, makes the barren hills above Port-au-Prince a disaster waiting to happen. Few Haitians seem aware of it, but much of the Caribbean sits atop an active fault line, in addition to being located in the direct path of transatlantic hurricanes. It would not take much of an earthquake on the Richter scale or a category 5 hurricane to rain tons of mudslide on the low-lying areas of Port-au-Prince burying possibly tens of thousands of Haitians in the process. But by then Romain will have long retired.


Luckner Cambronne, former minister of defense and the interior, was involved in a most sordid trade: the selling of blood and corpses to North American institutions, respectively for transfusion and medical research. Homeless Haitians who slept on store patios in downtown Port‑au‑Prince were sometimes rounded up and taken to the state university hospital where they were drained of their plasma; many would faint after the procedure, suffering as they were from malnutrition. 

Frantz Leroi, former minister of trade and industry, was caught (and for once tried) in a commemorative stamp falsification scandal which netted him 2 million U.S. dollars.
 Of course, one does not have to be formally in government to partake in corruption in any regime. Ernest Bennett, before the marriage of his daughter, Michele Bennett, to Jean‑Claude Duvalier in 1983, was a middle‑class coffee exporter. By 1986 he had become one of Haiti's biggest car dealers. The wedding ceremony itself was estimated to cost a staggering 3 million USD, with the bridal dress and flowers flown in from Paris. 

Once again, the analytical models discussed earlier provides important insights into Duvalierism. The marriage of Jean-Claude to the light-skinned Michelle may be seen as an attempt on the part of late Duvalierism to enlarge the size of the governing coalition (indeed, Michele had been a relative of one of the “rebels” who almost overthrew the elder Duvalier). Given budget constraints, however, this could not be easily done. Older Duvalierists had to be jettisoned to make way for the neo-Duvalierists, which explains why an “old guard” like Luc Désir, former head of the secret police and well-known torturer, at one point resolved to assassinate Jean-Claude Duvalier. 

It might have been possible for Jean-Claude to craft sound public policies to enlarge his support base, but although this might have benefited Haiti, it was not to the advantage of Duvalier. “An irony of political development is that by creating a healthy economic environment in which private citizens can manage household risk with little direct assistance from government, the leadership makes itself dispensable and more susceptive to challenge. Leaders of small winning coalitions are simply unwilling to do so.”

It is not difficult to understand the pernicious effects of corruption on economic development. According to the New Institutional Economics, the performance of any economy is enhanced when transaction costs are minimized. Working states minimize transaction costs, thus increasing efficiency. Corruption in the failed state, or for that matter anywhere, increases transaction costs. It makes the costs of doing business more expensive, and, because of the ever-shifting number of state officials who insist on “their” cut in the Haitian context, more unpredictable. 


For example, an importer in Port-au-Prince must bride these officials in customs alone (the list is not exhaustive): the cargo inspector, who must visually inspect all items on incoming ships, the porter, who must unload items once they have been inspected, the tax assessor, who must determine how taxes should be levied on imported items, the tax collector, who actually collect the taxes, and, finally, the lowly customs guard, who must let items through APN (Autorité Portuaire Nationale) gates. 

No matter how meticulously the importer anticipates the number of officials whose palms need greasing, inevitably there is always one or two whose participation in the transaction is absolutely essential for success and whose cut may exceed all the others combined. Thus planning for transaction costs becomes an exercise in futility; repeated transactions in the Haitian milieu do not reduce their costs as they do in a normal market; rather, they increase them as an importer, who has acquired a reputation for being a bon nèg (good guy), attracts even more corrupt officials the way honey attracts ants. 

In the end, an entrepreneur becomes so frustrated as to be tempted to do one of two things, both of which are deleterious to the Haitian economy and the state: end doing business in Haiti entirely or enter the informal economy, where taxes paid to the state are foregone. Playing by the book is not a realistic option, inasmuch as it puts one at a competitive disadvantage, since everyone else is not. But corruption is good for an autocracy like that of the Duvalier’s. Firstly, it relieves the regime of the direct responsibility of paying off supporters. Secondly, corruption, using, once again, NIE language, is akin to selective protection of property rights. Those close to the regime can avoid having to pay bribes, which is one way of compensating them for their loyalty. Thus their transaction costs are reduced, which increases the efficiency of their exchange. Those who are not close to the regime must pay extra to get things done. High transaction costs or inefficiency become the price of political neutrality, if not disloyalty. They are also an incentive to joining the winning team. In Duvalier-ruled Haiti there were many moun de byen (decent Haitians) who were makout, not out of ideological affinity with Duvalierism but sheer economic necessity, i.e., to better protect their property rights. We quote Weber for the first (and only) time in this chapter: “patrimonial domination regards all government powers and the corresponding economic rights as privately appropriated economic advantages.”
 


The Kreyòl Swine Eradication Fiasco

All of the forementioned excesses had negative consequences on Haitian development but the one that had the most direct impact on the peasant majority was the swine eradication program of 1982. Under the pretext of preventing an outbreak of African Swine Fever , the Jean‑Claude Duvalier administration, under pressure from the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), decided to rid Haiti of its porcine population. The Kreyòl pig was a hardy hybrid of European pigs, brought to Haiti by the French and the Spaniards, and the indigenous wild pigs that roamed throughout the country before Christopher Columbus. It could practically take care of itself, since it ate almost anything, including human excrement. 


Thus the costs of owning the Kreyòl pig were essentially limited to acquisition; those related to maintenance were nil or nearly so. This was an extraordinary advantage to Haitian farmers, most of whom are too poor to take care of themselves adequately, let alone their animals. In addition, the Kreyòl pig was a major source of fat and protein; indeed, one of the most popular dishes in Haiti is gryo: deep‑fried morsels of porks eaten with sauce, hot condiments (pikliz) and the obligatory plate of rice mixed with beans (or sòs pwa). 


Because of its resilience and the popularity of its meat, the Kreyòl pig played a third role in Haiti's rural economy: it literally was the peasant's piggy bank. It was kept, as economists would say, as a store of value which could be exchanged for cash in times of need (e.g., to pay for funerals, sickness, school tuition, emigration, etc.). Finally, the roasted meat of the pig was one of the delicacies served to the Vodun god Petwo (along with corn, peanut and plantains). Unwittingly, Jean‑Claude was committing sacrilege. In sum, it is scarcely an exaggeration to contend that the Kreyòl pig, after the tonton makout, was a most important source of “stability” in rural Haiti.

Nevertheless, between 1982 and 1983 Duvalier's government presided over the slaughter of over 1 million Kreyòl pigs. They were to be replaced by American pigs from Iowa, which were not accustomed to the Haitian climate and required the kind of maintenance that ordinary Haitian farmers could not secure even for themselves and their children. The eradication dimension of the program was an initial "success" but replacement was an unmitigated failure. Within months after the program had ended, signatures were being gathered in support of bringing back the Kreyòl pig. For the Americans the program may have had the intended effect, since Haiti started importing from the United States large quantities of foodstuff, such as chicken and turkey wings, at about the same time.

Jean‑Claude Duvalier's motivation in the unjustifiable culling of the local pig was clear: he did not want to alienate USAID, which was a major donor in Haiti, so to keep aid flowing (and his pockets full), he agreed to break the Haitian peasant's piggy bank. The following table shows how important U.S. aid may have been  to Duvalier. 
Table 3.5

Foreign Aid to Haiti from 1971 to 1984

	Year
	Total aid
	USAID
	IMF
	IBRD
	IDA
	UNDP
	IADB
	GDP

	1971
	6.2
	4.0
	-
	-
	-
	1.8
	0.2
	394

	1972
	6.7
	4.0
	-
	-
	-
	2.1
	0.3
	445

	1973
	8.2
	4.0
	-
	-
	-
	3.3
	-
	475

	1974
	14.3
	5.0
	-
	-
	0.9
	2.8
	0.8
	698

	1975
	59.3
	11.0
	-
	-
	9.4
	8.4
	14.6
	722

	1976
	71.6
	18.0
	-
	-
	15.7
	7.6
	15.6
	879

	1977
	86.3
	28.0
	2.4
	-
	13.7
	6.3
	21.3
	988

	1978
	92.8
	27.0
	7.4
	-
	7.4
	2.9
	16.9
	1,000

	1979
	92.6
	28.0
	7.4
	-
	8.2
	6.5
	15.9
	1,119

	1980
	105.2
	35.0
	6.4
	-
	13.6
	6.6
	8.9
	1,462

	1981
	106.9
	40.0
	0.1
	-
	15.9
	6.7
	10.0
	1,469

	1982
	127.6
	43.0
	-
	-
	18.0
	7.2
	12.5
	1,485

	1983
	133.7
	42.0
	-
	-
	25.6
	5.3
	14.9
	1,630

	1984
	134.9
	42.0
	-
	-
	28.9
	4.8
	16.2
	1,816


Source: http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-273.html
All financial figures expression in million USD.

Table 3.5 clearly shows that among donors for which data are available, USAID was the largest during the Jean-Claude Duvalier era, even surpassing the World Bank and the IMF, which were practically absent on the Haitian scene in the 1970s but would make a grand entrance in the 1980s. On average, U.S. aid accounted for 1/3 of total foreign aid to Haiti from 1980 to 1984, or the period of the Kreyòl pig eradication program. Considering the weight of the U.S. in the international financial institutions, which were becoming important providers of aid during the period, Jean-Claude and his advisers may have concluded that it would have been foolhardy to alienate the U.S. Given the correlation of forces, the regime may have calculated (wrongly, it turned out) that it stood a better chance withstanding the silent ire of the poor rural majority than the thunderous growl of the powerful U.S. 

Here the interplay among foreign aid, corruption and underdevelopment is clear, at least in the Haitian context: Jean‑Claude wanted to enrich himself with foreign aid money, even if this meant sacrificing Haitian development. Even if he wanted to do so, Jean-Claude could not resist the USAID, given the extent of Haitian dependence by this time, when foreign aid was financing at least 60 percent of the government budget.  

It may not entirely coincidental that Jean-Claude Duvalier was vigorously pursuing a so-called industrial policy based on light assembly manufacturing while eradicating the Kreyòl pig. The intent then may have been to “proletarianize” the Haitian peasantry. If so, the swine eradication program of 1981​-1983 may be considered Haiti's version of the Enclosure. Ironically, Jean‑Claude Duvalier's shortsightedness may have played a role in his downfall in 1986. The eradication of the Kreyòl pig reduced whatever support Duvalierism had in the countryside and facilitated the mobilization of the peasantry against the regime.

Conclusion

The aim of this chapter has been to account for Duvalierism from an institutional perspective, using certain ideas from the New Institutional Economics (and, to a lesser extent, game theory) rather than Weberian analysis. If one of the chief functions of the state is to reduce transaction costs, thus enhancing economic performance, this was unknown to Duvalierism, which often implemented policies  that increased transaction costs, hence inefficiency, for the sake of regime survival.  


Duvalierism, the chapter has contended, was a product of Haitian failure at state making, as well as an attempt to cope with the historical consequence of that failure: political instability. Furthermore, although Duvalierism may not have been created by international institutions (or imperialism), its longevity was greatly helped by them. In sum, Duvalierism represented continuity and rupture, as well as the nexus between  the pathologies of Haitian society and those wrought by the Cold War. In this sense, the failed state and Haitian underdevelopment in the Duvalier era can only be understood in terms of how endogenous and exogenous forces can combine to wreak havoc on poor countries. This synthetic line of analysis shall be maintained in the examination in the next chapter of the collapse of Duvalierism and the travails of post-Duvalier Haiti. 

�Duvalierism should be understood as a Haitian version of personal rule, which, because it is always unconstrained by formal institutions, was also tyrannical and venal. But Duvalierism was not alien to the Haitian political environment; in fact, it had roots in a long-standing tradition of populism, dating back to the early 19th century, that mixed class inequality and color prejudice. The “singularity” of Duvalierism in Haitian history is its longevity, which the chapter goes to considerable length explaining. 
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