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Preface and Acknowledgments

Worldwide more electoral democracies exist today than at any time in history.
Almost half of all governments can be considered democratic, according to one
of the most widely used comparisons developed by Freedom House. Neverthe-
less most of the surge in democratization occurred during the late-1980s and
early-1990s, following the fall of the Berlin wall. During the early twenty-first
century, global progress has stagnated and there are also signs of an incipient
backlash in some parts of the world, threatening fragile gains. It is therefore
time to look anew at the capacity of institutional reforms to facilitate sustain-
able democratic regimes and to generate lasting peace settlements in multiethnic
states, especially those emerging from deep-rooted civil wars.

Social scientists and policymakers remain divided about whether consti-
tutional reforms designed to share power can reduce political instability in
states experiencing internal conflict, or whether these arrangements may prove
counterproductive by unintentionally reinforcing ethnic hatred or even fuel-
ing a strong resurgence of intercommunal violence. Despite decades of heated
debate, this issue remains unresolved. Cases of both apparent success and fail-
ure of power-sharing institutions can be quoted by proponents on both sides.
To look afresh at these issues, this book uses global comparisons from 1972
to 2004 and 10 selected case studies to reexamine classic questions about the
potential impact of political institutions in fostering sustainable democracy.
Building upon ideas that consociational theory first developed many decades
ago, the study analyzes a new body of systematic evidence for understanding
how the process of democratization is strengthened by proportional electoral
systems, federal and decentralized forms of government, parliamentary execu-
tives, and freedom of the press. The paired case studies illustrate the divergent
historical pathways taken by democracies and autocracies with different insti-
tutions, even among neighboring countries sharing a broadly similar cultural
history, social structure, and level of economic development. This analysis
builds on my previous book Electoral Engineering: Voting Rules and Political
Behavior (2004), which examined the role of electoral systems in explaining

xi



xii Preface and Acknowledgments

patterns of voting behavior and political representation. I hope that this study
will contribute toward informing the debate about the role of power-sharing
institutions, and their importance for reformers, in the contemporary world.

This book owes multiple debts to many friends and colleagues. The theme
of the book received encouragement in many conversations over the years with
colleagues in the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University,
and in the Democratic Governance practice, United Nations Development Pro-
gramme. The book expresses the personal views of the author, however, and
it does not necessarily reflect the views of the United Nations or its Member
States. I am also most grateful to all of those who went out of their way to
provide feedback on initial ideas, or to read through draft chapters and pro-
vide detailed comments. The research also received generous financial support
with grants received from the Ash Institute for Democratic Governance and
Innovation, the Kuwait Program Research Fund Middle East Initiative, and the
Women and Public Policy Program, all at the John F. Kennedy School of Gov-
ernment, and the Weatherhead Center for International Affairs at Harvard.
The collaboration with Cambridge University Press has been invaluable, par-
ticularly the patience and continuous enthusiasm of the editor, Lew Bateman,
as well as the comments and encouragement of the reviewers.

Cambridge, Massachusetts



part i

DO POWER-SHARING REGIMES WORK?





1

What Drives Democracy?

Why do some regime transitions generate effective and successful democratic
states which persist over many decades while other autocracies persist unre-
formed? This process can be illustrated during the last decade by developments
in two neighboring states in West Africa, Benin and Togo, which took divergent
pathways on the road traveled to democracy. Both Benin and Togo inherited
the legacy of French colonial rule. Both are poor. Both are multiethnic soci-
eties. Both states gained national independence in 1960, and after a few short
years as fragile parliamentary democracies, both became military dictatorships.
Yet in the early-1990s, under a new constitution, one made the transition to
a relatively successful democratic regime, experiencing a succession of elec-
tions during the last decade which observers have rated as free and fair, and
a peaceful and orderly transition of power from governing to opposition par-
ties. The other remains today an unreconstructed and corrupt military-backed
autocracy.1

What caused the contrast? In particular, did the power-sharing constitu-
tion adopted in Benin during the early-1990s facilitate the development of
a sustainable democracy? Proponents of power-sharing arrangements make
strong claims that regimes which include elite leaders drawn from rival com-
munities encourage moderate and cooperative behavior in divided societies.2

Power-sharing regimes are widely believed to be valuable for democracy in
all states, but to be vital for containing and managing intercommunal ten-
sions in multiethnic societies emerging from civil conflict, thereby helping
to sustain fragile democracies. Similar assumptions have influenced the out-
come of many recent peace settlements and treaties in deeply divided soci-
eties, for example in Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1995, Kosovo in 2001, and
Northern Ireland in 1998.3 Theories about the virtues of power-sharing
regimes for multiethnic societies have been developed in the work of Arendt
Lijphart, Eric Nordlinger, Gerhard Lehmbruch, Klaus Armingeon, and oth-
ers, conceptualized alternatively as ‘consociational democracy’, ‘consensus
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democracy’, ‘proportional democracy’, or ‘negotiation democracy’.4 Today the
more common concept is a focus upon ‘power-sharing regimes’, a term which
is used here since it has been widely adapted in international relations and
political science. Despite important differences embedded in these notions and
arguments, the primary idea is that in multiethnic societies divided into different
linguistic, religious, or national communities, power-sharing institutions and
procedures turn political opponents into cooperative partners, by providing
communal leaders with a guaranteed stake in the democratic process. By con-
trast, power-concentrating regimes offer rival communities a zero-sum game,
where losers have fewer incentives to work within the conventional political
rules.

These claims have always proved controversial, however, generating heated
debates about the core concept and its consequences and the classification of
cases. A chorus of skeptics have expressed serious doubts about the assumed
virtues of power-sharing regimes and emphasized the breakdown and failure
of these arrangements, drawing upon historical examples concerning the out-
break of armed conflict in Cyprus in 1963, Lebanon in 1975, Northern Ireland
in 1974, and Czechoslovakia in 1993.5 Controversy has rumbled on in the
research literature for almost 40 years. Contemporary debates focus upon the
difficult cases of Bosnia-Herzegovina and Iraq, and despite a wealth of case
studies cited by both proponents and critics, many questions remain. Most
importantly, do power-sharing regimes generally serve to dampen armed con-
flicts in deeply divided multiethnic societies and thereby produce a durable
peace settlement, political stability, and the conditions under which sustain-
able democracy flourishes? Or may they instead, as critics charge, freeze group
boundaries, heighten latent ethnic identities, hinder rebuilding the state in the
early stages of recovery from violent internal conflict, and thereby fail to facil-
itate sustainable multiethnic democracies?6 This unresolved debate raises crit-
ical issues both for academic researchers seeking to understand the underlying
drivers of democratization and the causes of civil conflict and for policymakers
concerned with negotiating effective peace treaties, supporting practical insti-
tutional reforms and constitutional settlements, and promoting sustainable
democratic regimes.

Drawing upon this long-standing controversy, the aims of this book are
twofold. The first is to update and refine theories of power-sharing regimes to
take account of the flood of contemporary developments in state-building and
institutional reforms which have occurred worldwide. The theory of consocia-
tionalism originally developed in the late-1960s to emphasize the importance
of certain institutional arrangements which helped to maintain democratic sta-
bility in divided societies, including the existence of coalition governments,
minority veto rights, proportional representation in public offices, and self-
governing autonomy for territorial communities. Processes of regime change
worldwide since the early-1970s and many recent negotiated constitutional
settlements provide a wealth of natural experiments, operating under widely
varying conditions. In a revision of the classic framework provided by the
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original theory of consociationalism to take account of contemporary develop-
ments, types of power-sharing or power-concentrating regimes are defined and
conceptualized in this study in terms of four formal institutional features:
� The basic type of electoral system (shaping patterns of party competition

and coalition governments);
� The horizontal concentration of powers in the type of executive;
� The vertical centralization of power in unitary or federal states; and
� The structure and independence of the mass media.

Constitutions commonly lay down many other normative principles and insti-
tutional characteristics of regimes, by establishing the basic structure and rules
governing the state, but these four aspects represent some of the most funda-
mental building blocks. Other formal institutions in civil society also play a
vital role in sustaining democratic governance by linking citizens and the state,
notably competition and bargaining among multiple interest groups, parties,
voluntary organizations, and community associations, but these organizations
exist outside the state and, other than the guarantee of freedom of association,
regulations of parties, and the establishment of basic civil liberties, beyond the
core principles established in most formal constitutions.

Building on this conceptual foundation, the book tests the impact of power-
sharing institutions on patterns of democratization in all societies worldwide,
as well as in multiethnic societies, using a wider range of evidence and indica-
tors than previous studies, covering more countries and a longer time period.
The book adopts a mixed research design blending quantitative breadth with
qualitative depth.7 A large-N pooled dataset establishes the big picture. The
study systematically analyzes patterns of regime change for three decades since
the early 1970s in 191 contemporary nation-states worldwide (excluding inde-
pendent territories). Time-series cross-sectional data is invaluable for testing
how far theoretical generalizations about the impact of power-sharing institu-
tions hold across diverse conditions and types of society. It facilitates formal
models with multiple controls which can be tested using standard economet-
ric techniques suitable for cross-national time-series data. The broad-brush
perspective facilitates comprehensive comparisons across nation-states and
over time. Nevertheless, alternative interpretations of panel data are possi-
ble since the test results remain particularly sensitive to specification issues,
such as the use of lagged variables. This global picture is therefore combined
with autopsies of 10 particularly dramatic cases of success and failure in demo-
cratic consolidation, to poke about among the underlying blood and guts. The
technique of focusing upon comparable societies which took divergent political
pathways – with cases such as Benin and Togo, South Korea and Singapore,
Uzbekistan and Ukraine, the United Kingdom and New Zealand, as well as
India and Bangladesh – facilitates more fine-grained examination of the causal
mechanisms and political processes underlying the statistical patterns. Cases
drawn from different regions, eras, cultures, and contexts, including both rela-
tively homogeneous and multiethnic societies, help us to understand historical
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developments and processes of institutional changes within particular states,
thereby adding a richer texture to the theory. Anomalies to general patterns
also suggest possible revisions and extensions to the formal model. Before set-
ting out the core argument and evidence in more detail, a brief comparison
of the divergent West African cases serves to illustrate the classic issues at the
heart of this study.

sustainable democracy in benin versus electoral
autocracy in togo

In 1960, after gaining independence, the French-administered section of
Togoland became the nation of Togo. Although starting as a parliamentary
democracy, Togo soon fell victim to a military coup. In 1963, when the army
came out of its barracks, Togo saw the assassination of its first president,
Sylvanus Olympio, a period of short-lived interim governments, and in 1967
the seizure of power in a military coup by Gnassingbe Eyadema, head of the
armed forces. For subsequent decades, with the support of the security forces,
Eyadema maintained his grip on power, banning all opposition parties and
dissident movements. In the early-1990s, however, in line with the global wave
of democratization, the international community put pressures on Togo to
improve its human rights record, leading to the legalization of political par-
ties in 1991. The following year, a new constitution established a presidential
republic. In the presidential elections which followed, Eyadema won under the
banner of the Rally of the Togolese People party (RPT), but only after the
security forces suppressed the opposition and cheated in the polls. Democratic
activists who mobilized with general strikes were met by armed troops, killing
many protestors. Periodic clashes occurred between dissidents and the mili-
tary, with an outbreak in 1994 causing an estimated 300,000 Togolese to flee
to neighboring countries. The leadership of the opposition was hounded into
exile abroad. In the 1998 presidential contest, when the possibility of a landslide
victory for the opposition became apparent, the security forces halted the count
and members of the Electoral Commission were forced to resign. Eyedema’s
main rival was banned from standing in the 2003 contest. The security forces
maintained control through human rights violations, terror, and repression;
Amnesty International reported many cases of political ‘disappearances’, arbi-
trary arrest, torture, and deaths in detention.8 The National Assembly remains
overwhelmingly dominated by the ruling party, providing no effective check
on the executive: in 2002, the ruling Rally of the Togolese People party won
72 of the 81 seats.

In early-2005, after 38 years in power, when President Eyadema died in
office, he was the longest serving ruler on the continent. His passing presented
Togo with a short-lived opportunity for regime change but it was lost overnight.
Bypassing the constitutional succession, the military immediately appointed his
son, Faure Gnassingbe, as president. After an international outcry, a presiden-
tial election was held in April 2005, but the poll, which confirmed Faure
Gnassingbe’s grip on power with 60% of the vote, was widely regarded as
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table 1.1. Key Indicators in Benin and Togo

Benin Togo

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS
Area 116,622 sq km 56,785 sq km
Pop., 2007 8.1m 5.7m
Pop. below poverty line (%) 33% 32%
GDP per capita (PPP US$), 2006 $1,100 $1,700
Life expectancy at birth, 2003 53 years 58 years
Human Development Index, 2003 0.431 0.512
Adult literacy (% of pop. 15+), 2001 34% 61%
Ethnic fractionalization (Alesina), 2002 .787 .709

POLITICAL INDICATORS
Year of independence (from) 1960 (France) 1960 (France)
Liberal democracy, Freedom House Index, 1973 6.5 6.5
Freedom House classification, 1973 Not free Not free
Liberal democracy Freedom House Index, 2007 2 5.5
Freedom House classification, 2007 Free Not free
Control of corruption (Kaufmann), 2005 16 30
Government effectiveness (Kaufmann), 2005 31 6
Political stability (Kaufmann), 2005 57 12
Rule of law (Kaufmann), 2005 36 14
Voice and accountability (Kaufmann), 2005 55 13
Regulatory quality (Kaufmann), 2005 30 21

Note: See the Technical Appendix for details of these indices and sources of data. Freedom House
Index 7-point scale (where 1 = high, 7 = low). The Kaufmann indices rank each country on 0–100
point scales where higher = better governance ratings.
Source: Daniel Kaufmann, A. Kraay, and M. Mastruzzi. 2006. Governance Matters V: Governance
Indicators for 1996–2005. Washington, DC: World Bank. www.worldbank.org

rigged in favor of the ruling party. West African observers reported irregular-
ities in voter registration, limited information available during the campaign
with a censored media, and prohibition of independent electoral monitors.9

To maintain control, the president subsequently appointed his brother as the
defense minister. Protests were met by tear gas and live ammunition from the
security forces; about 500 deaths were recorded following the contest, accord-
ing to UN estimates; and around 40,000 Togolese fled to neighboring Benin
and Ghana. Several radio and TV stations critical of the military-backed suc-
cession were closed and Web sites were blocked. Togo is categorized among
the 45 states worldwide rated as ‘not free’ by the 2006 Freedom House index,
with ratings of political rights and civil liberties which are similar to those of
Qatar, Tajikistan, and Rwanda (see Table 1.1 and Figure 1.1). It also performs
weakly among African nation-states by the 2002 Kaufmann/World Bank indi-
cators of voice and accountability (ranking 39th out of 49 in African states)
and government effectiveness (ranking 40th), while being in the middle ranks
of African nation-states for levels of corruption, regulatory quality, and rule of



8 Do Power-Sharing Regimes Work?

figure 1.1. West Africa by Type of Regime, Freedom House, 2004. Source: Freedom
House. 2004. Freedom in the World. www.freedomhouse.org

law. It is characterized by official corruption, a weak judiciary and lack of rule
of law, and abusive powers exercised by the security services.

Togo is not among the most repressive one-party regimes and military dicta-
torships around the world, and it has avoided the most extreme abuses found in
Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Zimbabwe, and Sudan – but neither has it registered
sustained progress in human rights. It falls into the category of an ‘electoral
autocracy’. This important type of regime, which is neither fully autocratic
not fully democratic, exists in an ambiguous gray zone which has been con-
ceptualized by different authors alternatively as either ‘electoral autocracies’
(Diamond, Schedler), ‘illiberal democracies’ (Fareed), or ‘competitive author-
itarian regimes’ (Levitsky).10 Other common terms include ‘hybrid’ regimes,
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‘competitive authoritarianism’, ‘transitional democracies’ (implicitly assuming
that these regimes will eventually adopt broader institutional and political
reforms in a progressive trend), or else as ‘semi-free’ states (Freedom House).
These types of regime adopt some of the formal trappings of liberal democracy,
notably holding flawed elections for legislative bodies which often function as
powerless rubber-stamps, or rigged plebiscites to legitimate elite rule, but where
in practice genuinely free and fair multiparty competition is restricted and basic
human rights are widely abused.

After gaining independence from France, the neighboring state of Dahomey
(which was renamed ‘Benin’ in 1975) started down a similar political road. In
1963, President Hubert Maga was deposed in an army coup led by Colonel
Christophe Soglo. The country subsequently experienced a succession of half
a dozen short-lived military and civilian regimes with a period of political
instability which lasted until 1972, when Mathieu Kérékou seized power. The
Parti de la Revolution Populaire du Benin (PRPB) established a one-party state
in 1975, under an official Marxist-Leninist ideology, and appointed Kérékou
president in 1980. The Kérékou government had a poor record on human
rights although they started to liberalize the economy from state control, and
in 1989 Marxism was abandoned as the official ideology. Under pressures
from the international community and the opposition movement, in 1990 the
government agreed to a new constitution and multiparty elections, with these
changes approved in a popular referendum. Under the new arrangements, the
president was to be directly elected for a five-year term, renewable only once,
using a second ballot majoritarian system. The unicameral national legislature
(Assemblée Nationale) was to be directly elected by party list proportional
representation, using the largest remainder-Hare formula in multimember dis-
tricts. An independent Constitutional Court, Supreme Court, and High Court
of Justice were established. Local areas were governed by 12 départements
and 77 communes (with municipal elections introduced in 2002). The national
conference established a transitional government headed by the prime minis-
ter, Mr. Nicéphore Soglo, an ex–World Bank official. After passage of the new
constitution, 70 political parties officially registered, rising to more than 100 by
1998. The result of February 1991 legislative elections was that the opposition
party, the Union for the Triumph of Democratic Renewal (UTRD), gained a
plurality of seats. After the presidential elections of March 1991, organized in
a multiparty system, the main opposition UTRD candidate, Nicéphore Soglo,
was elected president of the republic with over 67% of the vote.11 In 1996,
presidential elections returned the former president, Mathieu Kérékou, to the
presidency of the republic, and in 2002 he was reelected, against a field of 17
candidates, for his final term in office. By the time of the March 2006 presiden-
tial elections, however, President Kérékou had to retire as he was over 70, and
thus disqualified from restanding by the constitutional age-limit. Mr. Soglo was
also too old, leaving the field open to younger contenders. In total, more than
two-dozen candidates stood in the first round before the field was narrowed to
Thomas Yayi Boni (an Independent, former banker, and newcomer to politics),
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who won with an overwhelming three-quarters of the vote in the second round,
with Adrien Houngbedji (vereran leader of the Democratic Renewal Party) in
second place. The presidential election represents another critical milestone in
Benin’s history. In April 2007, President Yayi Boni’s coalition won control
of parliament. Following this contest, the legislature contains a dozen parties,
with 64 members of parliament acting as a seven-party coalition supporting
the Presidential Movement while 19 members from five parties are on the
opposition benches. The largest parliamentary party, the Cauri Forces for an
Emerging Benin, gained 35 out of 83 seats (42%).

For more than a decade now Benin has experienced a series of legislative and
presidential elections which domestic and international observers have reported
as free, peaceful, and fair, including the transition bringing the opposition party
into power. Today Benin is widely regarded as a successful African democracy
with constitutional checks and balances, multiple parties, a high degree of judi-
cial independence and respect for human rights, and a lively partisan press
which is often critical of the government. The country is categorized as ‘free’
by the 2006 Freedom House index, comparable to Argentina, Mexico, and
Romania in its record of civil liberties and political rights (see Table 1.1 and Fig-
ure 1.2). It also performs strongly against other African nation-states according
to the Kaufmann/World Bank indicators of voice and accountability (ranking
10th out of 49 states in Africa), political stability (ranking 5th), and rule of law
(ranking 14th). Benin still faces endemic poverty and many problems of gov-
ernance common in African states, including corruption in the public sector,
but several high-profile cases of malfeasance have been pursued by the courts.
Benin has contributed toward peacekeeping in Cote d’Ivoire and helped to
mediate political crisis in neighboring Liberia, Guinea-Bissau, and Togo. In
short, from the 1991 transition onward, Benin has been widely regarded as a
model country in sub-Saharan Africa for having successfully achieved a durable
democratic transition without bloodshed and military coups. Will democracy
eventually break down in Benin? The danger continues, as in any poor devel-
oping society, the future remains unforeseen, and the history of regime change
in the continent suggests that democracy remains a fluid situation with steps
forward and back. But a democratic regime has persisted in Benin since the
early-1990s in the face of the odds.

explaining regimes in the cases of togo and benin

So what caused the divergent political pathways taken by Togo and Benin, and
what does this suggest more generally about the drivers of regime change and
the conditions most favorable to building sustainable democracies and lasting
peace?

Individual Leaders

Many historical accounts of the breakdown of autocracies emphasize the deci-
sive contribution made by individual leaders in government or opposition who
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(various years).

were committed to political liberalization and human rights, while unsuccessful
democratic transitions have been blamed on the failure of ruling elites to adjust
successfully to political change.12 Without the role of particular leaders, it is
often argued, countries would have followed a different track, as exemplified
by the impact of Adolfo Suarez in post-Franco Spain, Constantine Karamanlis’s
position after rule by the military junta in Greece, Lech Walesa’s leadership of
Solidarity in Poland, and Nelson Mandela’s statesmanship in post-apartheid
South Africa, to name just a few key historical figures. From this perspective,
the routes followed by Benin and Togo could possibly be explained by the con-
trasting actions and decisions of particular presidents: Kérékou, who obeyed
the constitution by standing down as president in 1991, and Eyadema, who
flouted any limitation on his power until he eventually died in office. Individual
actors can obviously play an important role in historical processes of regime
change, but if the Benin transition flowed simply from an idiosyncratic leader-
ship decision, this would not explain why the ruling party elite retired to the
opposition bench after the 1991 elections in Benin, while by contrast the Rally
of the Togolese People party, backed by the security forces, continues to rule
in Togo, even after Eyadema’s demise.
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Economic Development

What of alternative structural explanations, discussed in detail in Chapter 4,
emphasizing the underlying developmental, international, and cultural drivers
of regime change? The classic developmental thesis associated with the work
of Seymour Martin Lipset suggests that democracies flourish most in afflu-
ent societies with conditions of widespread literacy and education, and with
a substantial middle class.13 Both Benin and Togo remain among the poorest
countries in the world, with domestic economies based on subsistence agricul-
ture, employing about two-thirds of their workforce. Benin ranks 161st lowest
out of 177 states in the 2003 United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)
Human Development Index, with a per capita GDP (in purchasing power par-
ity [PPP]) of $1,115. One-third of the population lives with incomes below
the poverty level and two-thirds of the adult population is illiterate. Togo’s
economy is heavily dependent upon cocoa, coffee, cotton, and phosphate for
exports, currently ranking slightly better than Benin (143rd lowest) in the
2003 UNDP Human Development Index, with a $1,700 per capita GDP (PPP).
Living standards have deteriorated in Togo since the 1980s and the country
remains heavily in debt. Life expectancy is around 54 years in both countries.
Agrarian economies lack a propertied middle class, as well as organized labor
unions among urban workers, both of which are often thought to provide the
underlying conditions for civil society organizations connecting citizens and
the state. Lack of development may contribute toward Togo’s autocracy. But
if so, this explanation fails to account for the successful political liberalization
evident in even poorer Benin.

Natural Resources

The well-known ‘resource curse’ is another related economic explanation,
suggesting that countries with abundant reserves of non-renewable mineral
resources, such as Nigerian oil, Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC)
gold, or Sierra Leone diamonds, produce less diversified and less competitive
economies, more income inequality with lower investment in building human
capital, and heightened danger of state capture and rent-seeking by ruling
elites.14 Lootable resources, in particular, are thought to make a country par-
ticularly vulnerable to civil war, insurgency, and rebellion.15 Togo’s economy
was concentrated more narrowly on natural resources (phosphorus exports)
than Benin’s, but after prices for this commodity plummeted during the 1980s,
this potential explanation cannot account satisfactorily for divergent develop-
ments which occurred during the following decade. In general, the resource
thesis also needs to explain how oil-rich extractive industries can be an appar-
ent blessing for the Norwegian state but a curse in Saudi Arabia, and how
diamonds can contribute toward tensions in Sierra Leone and yet remain a
valuable source of national revenue for peaceful Botswana.16 In these cases,
the institutional arrangements that govern the distribution of revenue streams
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derived from natural resources and which promote political accountability and
state responsiveness, as much as the existence and concentration of natural
resources, seem important to the role of natural resources in conflict.17

Ethnic Divisions

Ethnic hatred is widely regarded as the root of much civil conflict.18 Deeply
divided societies with a high level of ethnic fractionalization among distinct reli-
gious, linguistic, nationalistic, or racial communities are often thought to be
most vulnerable to armed internal conflict.19 Multiethnic societies are widely
assumed to face particularly serious challenges in holding democratic elec-
tions, maintaining political stability, and accommodating rival communities.
For example, Mansfield and Snyder argue that holding early elections as part
of any peace settlement in poor and conflict-ridden states can exacerbate ten-
sions, by generating populist leaders seeking to heighten latent ethnic identities
to maximize their popular support.20 In this view, it is important to follow
a sequential process in this context, first reconstructing the core functions of
the state to maintain security and manage the delivery of basic public services
before subsequently moving toward elections. Tensions among different eth-
nic communities are generally thought to undermine government legitimacy,
social tolerance, and interpersonal trust, all of which are believed to lubricate
the give-and-take of political bargaining and compromise which characterize
democratic processes. In the worst cases, ethnic conflict may lead to deep-
rooted and prolonged civil wars, and occasional cases of outright state failure,
as exemplified by developments in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Rwanda, Sudan, Azer-
baijan, Chechnya, and Sri Lanka.21

But the degree of ethnic fractionalization alone also fails to explain divergent
developments in the particular cases under comparison. Both Benin and Togo
are multiethnic plural societies, with tensions between groups, although they
have escaped some of the severe ethnic conflict common in sub-Saharan Africa,
and the sort of civil wars that have produced state collapse in Angola, Sierre
Leone, Congo-Kinshasa, and Somalia. The Togolese population contains Ewe,
Mina, and Kabre tribes and languages. The main cleavages follow a north-
south division, with an estimated 70%–80% of the military forces drawn
from the north. The multiethnic population in Benin is divided among an
estimated 42 ethnic groups, distributed in different regions, with two main
linguistic groups each with dialect variations, as well as divisions between those
practicing different animist religions as well as the minority Christian and
Muslim groups. Parties in Benin are largely structured along ethno-regional
lines, facilitating group mobilization and interest representation in the political
system.22 The way that ethnic groups are represented in any political system is
a complex process, discussed later, depending in part upon the type of electoral
system used and the geographical distribution of ethnic groups within and
across electoral districts, as well as the mobilization and heightening of ethnic
identities through party politics, and the presence of cross-cutting cleavages
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(for example, regional, linguistic, and religious ties).23 It may well be the case
that ethnicity functions differently for politics in Benin and Togo, as a result
of the way that communal grievances are mobilized, the accommodation of
group interests, or the historical legacy of communal tensions. Ethnic diversity
is widely recognized as not equivalent to ethnic conflict.24 But simple measures
estimating the degree of ethno-linguistic and ethno-political fractionalization
suggest considerable similarities between both societies.25

Popular Demands from Radical Movements

The politics of economic inequality, and the way that this can generate rad-
ical demands for political change, is emphasized by other accounts, notably
in a sophisticated rational game theoretic model developed by Acemoglu and
Robinson.26 According to this view, the story of democracy is one in which,
faced with serious social unrest and the threat of revolution from below, the
affluent ruling elite faces three options. They can decide to grant redistribu-
tive policy concessions to ameliorate popular discontent. They may choose to
expand voting rights to poorer sectors of society, thereby conceding power.
Or they can engage in repression by actively putting down rebellions. Ace-
moglu and Robinson argue that in many European countries, such as Britain,
France, and Sweden, the extension of the universal male franchise during the
nineteenth century took place as a result of pressure from the credible threat
of popular violence, social turbulence, and chaos, arising from the radicaliza-
tion and organization of urban workers.27 Affluent elites conceded the voting
suffrage to men, in this view, because they calculated that this option was less
costly than letting loose the grapeshot on the streets of London, Paris, and
Stockholm. One can argue whether this theory fitted the timing and sequence
of historical developments which occurred with the expansion of the franchise
in European democracies.28 In Britain, for example, the threat of revolutionary
action appeared stronger and more credible during the radical Chartist move-
ment mass protests, which peaked with the 1848 petition signed by 6 million, at
a time when Louis Philippe had been removed from the French throne and rev-
olutions were soon to convulse other European capitals. By contrast although
there were mass rallies, British politics were more quiescent around 1867 or
1884, when the Second and Third Reform Acts were passed expanding the
franchise to adult male citizens living in urban and rural areas, respectively.29

The account by Acemoglu and Robinson does not seek to explain the expan-
sion of the universal franchise to the majority of the British population, when
there was no revolutionary threat, with passage of votes for women in 1918
and 1928.

Without pursuing the accuracy of the historical argument in more detail,
the ‘revolutionary threat’ thesis also fits most uneasily in the particular cases
under comparison. Regimes in both Benin and Togo faced internal and external
pressure for change during the early-1990s, including street protests and mobi-
lization by the opposition movement. In the Togolese case, the security forces
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did not hesitate to suppress protest by using brute force and armed repression.
Opposition activists were killed or fled to neighboring states. This led to some
financial loss of development aid but the financial penalty was insufficient to
force concessions from the military. In Benin, by contrast, the constitutional
concessions agreed in the early-1990s stabilized and, upon losing the 1991
election, the ruling party conceded power to the opposition. In short, the game
theoretic model of regime transition does not take us very far unless we know
why rulers choose either to concede power or to employ repression.

International Pressures

Another possible factor for the growth of democracy in Benin could lie in the
role of the international community, which has invested growing resources
involving a wide range of actors and initiatives in promoting and facilitat-
ing democratic governance, where this has come to be understood as a vital
component of human development.30 This includes multilateral agencies such
as the United Nations, the United Nations Development Programme, and the
Bretton Woods institutions, which have become increasingly active during the
last decade.31 Regional organizations have also served an important function,
such as the European Union, the Organization of American States, and African
Union, as well as international agencies and nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs) such as the International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assis-
tance (IDEA), the Inter-Parliamentary Union, and IFES (formerly the Inter-
national Foundation for Election Systems).32 Since the early-1980s, signifi-
cant bilateral development aid offered by the United States has been devoted
to democracy promotion, primarily channeled through the activities of the
United States Agency for International Development (USAID), the National
Endowment for Democracy, and the sister bodies, the National Democratic
Institute for International Affairs (NDI) and the National Republican Insti-
tute for International Affairs.33 Under the Bush administration, after 9/11, the
rhetoric of US foreign policy also gave increased emphasis to linking democracy
promotion with American interests, understood as a new doctrine of ‘demo-
cratic realism’. Hence at a presidential speech on the 20th anniversary of the
National Endowment for Democracy in November 2003, the Bush adminis-
tration directly related the global expansion of freedom to American security.
“As in Europe, as in Asia, as in every region of the world, the advance of free-
dom leads to peace.”34 In his second inaugural address, on 20 January 2005,
President Bush went further in expanding this instrumental or pragmatic claim
into a full-blown vision which the administration hoped would be capable of
guiding US foreign policy for many generations.35 Although the role of the
United States has perhaps attracted the most attention and controversy, espe-
cially after interventions attempting state-building in Afghanistan and Iraq, in
fact many other advanced industrialized countries have also channeled increas-
ing resources into the promotion of democracy, ‘good governance’, and human
rights, notably by development agencies such as Norway’s Norwegian Agency
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for Development Cooperation (NORAD), Canada’s Canadian International
Development Agency (CIDA), and UK’s Department for International Devel-
opment (Dfid).36

Development aid has been invested in programs seeking to foster inclu-
sive forms of participation, including elections as the most dramatic symbol of
democratic progress, but also multiple projects designed to strengthen civil soci-
ety associations and the independence of the news media. Other programs have
sought to build state capacity, notably by carrying out public administration
reforms designed to improve the transparency, accountability, and efficiency
of the executive branch at national and subnational levels; by strengthening
the power of elected legislatures; and by reinforcing rule of law through the
judiciary. Decentralization has proved a popular strategy, seeking to develop
the capacity of local communities to determine their own lives.37 Programs
have also emphasized the need to monitor and protect human rights, as well
as integrating principles of gender equality into the heart of democratic gov-
ernance.38 It remains difficult to measure the precise impact of these diverse
types of programs through standard econometric techniques, since any effects
are often gradual, indirect, and long-term. Levels of aid expenditure are also
a crude gauge of effectiveness; for example, the DRC transitional presidential
election in 2006 cost $248 million, a staggering expenditure compared with
the cost of a program directed at parliamentary strengthening in the same
country. The empirical comparative evidence based on cross-national devel-
opment aid has generated mixed results; for example, a study for the World
Bank examined the impact of spending on democratization in a large sample
of recipient nations over the 1975–2000 period and found no evidence that aid
promotes democracy.39 Nevertheless one of the most detailed studies analyzing
trends in patterns of USAID expenditure on democracy promotion indicates
that this was capable of generating tangible benefits in subsequent levels of
democratization.40

There are also many case studies of specific programs and countries assess-
ing the most effective strategies which the international community has used
to respond to challenges in democratic transitions.41 Cases suggest that these
activities can help to sustain democratic regimes, where the international com-
munity provides financial resources, capacity-building, and technical assistance
to support agencies and policies within each country seeking to promote human
rights, strengthen civil societies, and reform governance. This process is exem-
plified by the role of the European Union in contributing to the dramatic polit-
ical transformation of many post-Communist nation-states in Central Europe,
notably in Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic, where democratic gover-
nance was required as a condition of entry into the European Union.42 But there
are also many conflicting pressures in foreign policy, and international pres-
sures can also prove negative for democracy, for example, where the foreign
policies of Western countries have served to support oil-rich autocracies or rul-
ing elites which serve their own strategic interests.43 Carothers has emphasized
the inherent dualistic tensions within the Bush administration; the campaign
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against Al Qaeda means that the United States needs friendly allies, military
cooperation, and diplomatic ties with states such as Pakistan, Saudi Arabia,
Russia, and Uzbekistan, in contrast with the more idealistic desire to support
opposition reform movements and human rights campaigners seeking to over-
turn autocratic regimes.44

How do these factors influence the two cases under comparison? In terms of
international relations, both West African states are relatively minor players.
Neither serves a vital strategic role, whether for external military bases or for-
eign investors, or as trading partners with major industrialized nation-states. As
regional powers, in multilateral organizations, both are clearly outweighed by
Nigeria and Ghana. Benin and Togo could therefore differ today because of the
distribution of support from the international community. In particular, lack
of democratic reforms has halted aid flows to Togo from the European Union
and the United States. By contrast, with a more favorable human rights record,
Benin receives about six times the total official development assistance from the
international community. Nevertheless it is difficult to attribute Benin’s suc-
cess to international aid as the financial rewards have largely followed the shifts
toward democracy in the early-1990s, reinforcing developments in each coun-
try and perhaps acting as an incentive for ruling elites. Other than functioning
as a potential incentive, the timing of intervention and patterns of democratic
aid assistance cannot be used as a cause to explain satisfactorily the initial
regime transition which occurred in Benin during the early-1990s.

Regional Diffusion

Regional diffusion is another popular argument for processes of regime change,
for example, the dramatic toppling of Communist states throughout Central
Europe after the collapse of the Soviet Union.45 Diffusion is not simply devel-
opments spreading accidentally in lagged fashion within a region; instead it
requires that knowledge of innovation in one state spreads to others where sim-
ilar strategies or tactics are adopted, as illustrated by the electoral revolutions
which swept illiberal regimes from power since the mid-1990s in Bulgaria and
Romania and then moved to Slovakia, Croatia, Serbia-Montenegro, Georgia,
Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan.46 Other types of regional neighborhood effects are
suggested by the striking predominance of autocratic regimes throughout
the Arab world, where the third wave transition to democracy experienced
in many parts of the world bypassed political regimes.47 As noted earlier,
regional organizations have also played an important role by shaping political
developments within their sphere of influence, notably the European Union’s
impact over states both in the Mediterranean and in Central Europe, as well
as the Organization of American States’s impact in Latin America.48 In recent
years the African Union (AU) has given growing emphasis to human rights
and democratic governance, at least in official declarations, treaties, and
conventions.49 Hence at a meeting in Addis Ababa in January 2007, the AU
endorsed the African Charter on Democracy, Elections, and Governance,
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signed by 10 countries, including Benin.50 Nevertheless these developments are
relatively recent and the geographical explanation of regional diffusion remains
unsatisfactory in the West African cases, as patterns of regime change within
neighboring states remain checkered (see Figure 1.2); Togo and Benin are
surrounded on their borders both by autocracies (Burkina Faso, Niger, Cote
d’Ivoire) and by growing democracies (Mali, Ghana), as well as states which
veer uncertainly between the two (Nigeria). Both countries have a common
French colonial background, so this also rules out path-dependent historical
explanations focused on different colonial legacies. Togo is slightly smaller
than Benin in both size and population, so the relative advantages of gover-
nance and public administration which are often enjoyed by small and compact
nation-states are also implausible as a possible reason for Benin’s success.51

In short, several popular explanations of the underlying conditions leading
toward processes of regime change – emphasizing the role of individual actors,
levels of economic development, the resource curse, the existence of ethnic ten-
sions, pressures derived from revolutionary threats and from the international
community, and geographic patterns of regional diffusion – leave us with a
continuing puzzle as these factors fail to account satisfactorily for these cases.
Within the last decade, while initial attempts at liberalization stalled under
military rule in Togo, the neighboring state of Benin progressed a long way
down the road toward becoming a peaceful democratic regime with alternating
parties in power, where the military stayed in the barracks. At this stage, hav-
ing eliminated some of the usual suspects in the democratization literature as
unconvincing, we may be tempted to conclude that the divergent developments
in each country were simply accidental, explained by a particular configuration
of specific circumstances and contingent events which are not repeatable else-
where. Yet such a conclusion would be ultimately unsatisfactory and indeed
if Benin’s democracy is simply a one-off ‘accident’, how do we account for
similar political developments in equally poor democracies on the continent,
exemplified by Mali, Mauritius, Lesotho, Senegal, Namibia, and Ghana, as
well as the well-known case of South Africa? Regime change may be triggered
by many proximate catalysts, whether the death of a long-standing dictator,
a failed military coup d’etat, an upsurge of ‘people power’ deposing a dis-
credited regime, an external military invasion, or a sudden economic crisis or
outbreak of internal conflict which generated state collapse. Each transition
can be treated as sui generis, but the challenge for social scientists and for
policymakers is to distinguish the factors which are common in the simulta-
neous breakdown of autocratic regimes and the consolidation of sustainable
democratic regimes across many countries worldwide during the third wave.

Institutional Arrangements

The primary suspect, which has not yet been considered, concerns the type
of institutional arrangements created by the new constitutions introduced in
each country in the early-1990s. Togo opted for a strong presidency, with
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only weak legislative and judicial checks to counterbalance executive power.
The Togolese constitution specified majoritarian elections, following France
in using the second ballot electoral system (also known as the ‘two-round’ or
‘runoff’ system) for both presidential and legislative contests.52 This requires
50% of the vote or more to win, raising the threshold facing minor parties.
The ruling party holds 89% of the seats in the Togolese legislature, providing
a rubber-stamping body with no effective restriction on the president. In other
divided African states, the second ballot system has been blamed for the break-
down of the electoral process and renewed outbreaks of civil war, including in
Angola and in Algeria in 1992, and in the Republic of Congo in 1993.53 Benin
also adopted a presidential form of executive with a majoritarian second ballot
system, but with multiple contestants; for example, the first round election saw
13 candidates in 1991 and 7 in 1996. Moreover the country opted for a pro-
portional representation electoral system for the legislature, using closed party
lists, the Hare quota, and greatest average, with no minimum legal threshold,
producing a more competitive multiparty system. The judiciary also enjoys
greater independence with the Constitutional Court responsible for the final
announcement and validation of the election results, and an independent Elec-
toral Commission that organizes parliamentary and presidential contests since
1995. Both are unitary rather than federal states, but Benin also decentralized
more decision-making powers to regional and local elected bodies. Constitu-
tional guarantees of press freedom are also far more extensive in Benin, where
there are more than 50 newspapers, state and commercial TV channels, and
over 30 state or commercial radio stations. Reporters without Borders’s 2005
Index of Press Freedom ranked Benin as 25th worldwide, comparable to the
United Kingdom, and higher than France, Australia, and the United States.54

In Togo, by contrast, the government owns and controls the only significant
television station; the only regular daily newspaper, the Togo Presse; and many
of the radio stations.

The question – which is explored at the heart of this book – is whether
the constitutional structures established in the early-1990s can be credited as
the key element which led the countries down divergent political paths, par-
ticularly contrasts between power-concentrating regimes with few checks on
executive autonomy, exemplified by Togo, and the greater degree of power-
sharing among multiple stakeholders found in Benin. Of course, there are
many reasons to be cautious, and indeed skeptical, before accepting this poten-
tial explanation. In regarding institutions as providing durable constraints on
political actors, the precise timing of any rule changes must be carefully mon-
itored. The adoption and effective workings of power-sharing regimes can be
the product of a more democratic culture and society, as well as its endogenous
cause. Political elites make constitutional rules which then bind their hands.55

Some constitutional rules prove sticky; others prove malleable. Disentangling
the direction of causality needs close attention to tracing step-by-step devel-
opments and ‘before-and-after’ natural experiments in regime change. Issues
of effective implementation are also fundamental, since de jure constitutional
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restrictions on executive power can exist as parchment barriers which are
widely flouted in practice. We need to understand how power-sharing constitu-
tions arise and what process of bargaining and pact-making leads to their accep-
tance and implementation among elites, especially in negotiated and imposed
peace settlements. It would be premature to rule out other potential explana-
tions for democratization which have not yet been considered, or to confirm
at this stage that constitutional rules do indeed matter for regime change, in
these particular countries and across a wide range of other cases. But cer-
tainly an initial comparison of Benin and Togo suggests that the institutional
choices made in the early-1990s remain a prime suspect in any search for the
reasons for the different type of regimes existing today. If so, Benin’s power-
sharing constitution may hold important lessons for democracy promotion
strategies in other poor and divided societies, both in Africa and elsewhere in the
world.

trends in democracy worldwide

The timing of the breakdown of military rule in Benin in the early-1990s and
the subsequent development of a sustainable democratic regime over succes-
sive elections were far from accidental. Events in this country illustrate broader
trends, as the growing popularity of democratic regimes represents one of
the most striking and dramatic political transformations experienced world-
wide during our lifetimes. The broader phenomenon, popularly known as the
‘third wave’ of democratization as Huntington termed it, is conventionally
understood to have commenced with the toppling of dictatorships in Portugal,
Spain, and Greece during the early-to-mid-1970s.56 Spreading from Mediter-
ranean Europe, the movement toward democracy surged rapidly worldwide
during the late-1980s and early-1990s, after the fall of the Berlin Wall and the
collapse of Communist Party control throughout Central and Eastern Europe.
Autocracies lost their grip over governments in many Asian states, and a series
of elections in Latin America saw the end of military regimes in the region. The
Middle East remains the global region least affected by these developments,
although even here there have been growing pressures and some liberalization
of the regimes, for example, multiparty national elections held in Algeria, Iraq,
Palestine, and Egypt, and municipal elections held in Saudi Arabia; the expan-
sion of political information from independent television news channels in the
region; the formation of Human Rights Commissions in Egypt and Qatar; and
the moves toward women’s empowerment in Oman, Iraq, Afghanistan, and
Morocco.57

The net impact of the third wave of democracy has transformed the global
political map. There are many complex issues about how best to classify, mea-
sure, and categorize types of regimes, as discussed in Chapter 3. One of the
most common approaches uses the estimates provided by Freedom House,
a think-tank monitoring civil liberties and political rights worldwide. This
organization classifies three-quarters of all countries as ‘electoral democracies’
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figure 1.3. The Growth of Democracies Worldwide, 1972–2004. Note: The graph
shows the growth in the proportion of democratic regimes worldwide as moni-
tored using standardized 100-point scales by Freedom House, Cheibub and Gandhi,
Vanhanen, and Polity IV. See Chapter 2 for a discussion of these measures and trends.

today, compared with less than half before the start of the third wave.58 Nor
is this simply a product of the measure and typology employed; as Figure 1.3
illustrates, both Polity IV and Vanhanen report a similar surge in levels of
democratization, despite using different indicators and methodologies, as dis-
cussed fully in subsequent chapters.

During the early-1990s, stunned by developments, Francis Fukiyama antici-
pated ‘the end of history’ or at least the collapse of most authoritarian regimes
and the triumph of Western political values and liberal democracy.59 Subse-
quent events have made commentators, rightly, more cautious. After a few
heady years in the late-1980s and early-1990s, indicators suggest that the
tide of regime change lost momentum, despite the ‘color revolutions’, and the
pace of sustained progress in democratization slowed in the early twenty-first
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century. Indeed, although it remains too early to tell for certain, observers have
detected signs of a possible third reverse wave since 2000.60 Any backlash may
have been fueled by the Bush administration’s rhetorical emphasis on democ-
racy promotion while supporting strategic allies in the ‘war on terror’ such as
Pakistan, Uzbekistan, and Egypt.61 Trends may also have been influenced by
the failure of the Maliki government in Iraq to achieve political progress, reduce
conflict, and achieve a stable peace-settlement; as well as by the global price
of oil; the threat of terrorism; the new assertiveness of states such as China,
Russia, and Venezuela; and specific events undermining fragile democracies
in places such as Fiji, Thailand, and Bangladesh. Electoral autocracies, illus-
trated by the case of Togo, have stagnated and failed to make the ‘transition’
to becoming sustained democratic regimes, as earlier observers had hoped. In
this regard, many observers have detected the rise of the new type of regime,
although this category has proved difficult to pin down as it has been alter-
natively conceptualized as ‘hybrid regimes’, ‘semidemocracies’, ‘competitive
authoritarianism’, ‘illiberal democracies’, or ‘elected autocracies’.62 Overall it
is apparent that despite subsequent striking and important breakthroughs since
the early-1970s, the third wave revolution remains limited in its depth, uneven
in its breadth, and incomplete in its impact.

theories of power-sharing regimes

Questions about processes generating regime change, at the heart of this book,
raise significant and enduring intellectual puzzles, attracting an immense litera-
ture in the research community.63 Understanding these issues is a core challenge
for scholarship in the social sciences and it is also vital for establishing what
policy initiatives taken by the international community and by domestic reform-
ers will prove most effective in promoting and sustaining democratic reforms.
After more than three decades, like a complex series of natural scientific exper-
iments, global developments in regime change since the early-1970s present
major opportunities to understand and shape this important phenomenon.
This preliminary and brief comparison of recent developments in Togo and
Benin leads us to suspect, although these cases do not yet establish, that the
institutional rules may matter for this process, allowing flourishing of liberal
reforms and a reduction in conflict and instability, even in poor and divided
societies. At some level it is obvious that formal institutional rules matter for
regime change. Nevertheless reliable, systematic, and precise estimates of the
effects of different types of institutions on democracy are often lacking. It is
likely that societies that differ for a variety of reasons, such as geography, nat-
ural resources, and culture, will differ both in their political institutions and
in their level of democracy. If this initial hunch that formal institutions matter
is indeed correct, what specific institutions count, and what theories provide
insights to help understand and explore these issues more systematically beyond
these particular African cases?



What Drives Democracy? 23

This book builds upon, and updates, the theory of consociationalism,
which has dominated scholarly debates about the most appropriate regime for
democratic transition and consolidation, especially in deeply divided postcon-
flict societies.64 Consociational theory addresses the essential contrasts found
between power-sharing and power-concentrating regimes.

Power-sharing regimes are understood in this study most generally as those
states which are characterized by formal institutional rules which give multiple
political elites a stake in the decision-making process. Such arrangements are
most relevant for multiethnic societies, where each ethnic, linguistic, religious,
or national community acquires a stake in the political process, but they are also
potentially important for countries deeply divided by types of deep-rooted civil
conflict which are not ethnically based, such as the Nepalese peace-settlement
with the Maoist rebellion or an end to violence in Colombia between the state
and outlawed armed groups and drug cartels. By contrast, power-concentrating
regimes are characterized most broadly by more restrictive formal institutional
rules which limit office to a smaller range of actors. This study focuses upon the
formal institutional rules, notably the basic type of electoral system, the type
of presidential or parliamentary executive, and the division of powers between
the central state and regions, as well as freedom of the independent media,
which are at the heart of any regime.

These institutional rules are also referred to collectively in this study as the
‘constitutional arrangements’ characterizing the regime, although the rules are
not necessarily embodied in a written ‘constitution’, a ‘fundamental law’, or the
‘basic laws’ of a country.65 This usage echoes the view of Dicey: “Constitutional
law, as the term is used in England, appears to include all rules which directly
or indirectly affect the distribution or the exercise of the sovereign power in the
state.”66 The focus in this study is on the formal institutional rules governing
the regime, in part because in a few countries such as the United Kingdom
there is no single document representing the written constitution, but also,
more importantly, because in others the formal rules governing the electoral
system or the role of the independent media are determined by a range of
secondary laws, administrative practices, and judicial decisions, with only the
most general principles contained in the formal written constitution. Moreover
in the case of freedom of the press, the practical constraints and legal restrictions
which exist are sometimes totally at odds with the grand rhetoric embodied in
the official state constitution.

The book draws upon but then updates the classic theory of consociation-
alism, which was originally developed in the late-1960s and early-1970s to
explain stability in a few deeply divided European societies, including Austria,
Belgium, and the Netherlands. The scope of this idea was subsequently widened
considerably to cover several developing societies, such as Lebanon, South
Africa, and Malaysia. The concept was developed by several writers, including
Gerhard Lehmbruch, Jorg Steiner, and Hans Daalder.67 The seminal politi-
cal scientist, however, and the scholar who has continued to be most closely
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associated with developing and advocating the concept throughout his lifetime
is Arend Lijphart.68

In 1968, Lijphart published The Politics of Accommodation: Pluralism and
Democracy in the Netherlands. The book reflected upon the way that the
Netherlands was a stable European parliamentary democracy despite being a
deeply divided society with multiple cleavages or ‘pillars’ of religion and class.
At the time, this phenomenon was considered puzzling, because it was widely
assumed that the most stable representative democracies required the type of
institutions which characterized the British political system during this era.
Westminster was characterized by a two-party system in parliament, with the
regular electoral swing of the pendulum producing a rotation of the major
parties between government and opposition. The largest party with a parlia-
mentary majority was empowered to govern without coalition partners, with
the prime minister heading a collective cabinet and a well-disciplined parlia-
mentary party. Westminster was centralized with a strong unitary state across
the United Kingdom, although local governments administered parishes, coun-
ties, and municipalities. The British political system rested on the foundation
of single member plurality elections, a relatively homogeneous society with the
primary class cleavage reflected in the main parties, and a strong civic culture.
Lijphart theorized that the Netherlands had nevertheless developed a stable
democracy, despite social segmentation or ‘pillarization’, mainly due to the
power-sharing structures, which encouraged elite cooperation. Proportional
representation elections, multiparty parliament, and coalition cabinets gener-
ated multiple stakeholders in the political system, where community leaders
learned to work together to bargain and compromise and, in turn, this situa-
tion encouraged tolerance and accommodation at mass levels. Consociational
theory takes for granted the existence of social cleavages and rivalry among
distinct communities for economic, social, and political goods and suggests
that stable political systems overcome these rivalries by encouraging consen-
sus, negotiation, and compromise among community elites.

Broadening the theory beyond the specific case of the Netherlands, Lijphart’s
consociationalism emphasizes the importance of governing incentives which
work through a ‘top-down’ two-stage process. First, power-sharing arrange-
ments are thought to mitigate conflict among leadership elites. “Consociational
democracy means government by elite cartel designed to turn a democracy with
a fragmented political culture into a stable democracy.”69 These arrangements
are designed to maximize the number of ‘stakeholders’ who share an interest
in playing by the rules of the game. This process is exemplified by proportional
electoral systems with low vote thresholds which usually produce multiparty
parliaments, with many minor parties each representing distinct segmented
communities. In this context, party leaders have an incentive to bargain and
collaborate with other factions in parliament in order to gain office in governing
coalitions. Executive power-sharing is theorized to temper extreme demands
and dampen expressions of ethnic intolerance among elites. In segmented soci-
eties, the leaders of all significant factions at the time of the settlement are
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guaranteed a stake in national or regional governments. This is thought to
provide a strong enticement for politicians to accept the legitimacy of the rules
of the game, to moderate their demands, and to collaborate with rivals. By
making all significant players stakeholders, it is hoped that they will not walk
away from constitutional agreements. In turn, to preserve their position in
government, in the second stage of the process, community leaders are thought
to promote conciliation among their followers and to encourage acceptance
of the settlement. Under these arrangements, each distinct religious, linguistic,
or nationalistic community, it is argued, will feel that their voice counts and
the rules of the game are fair and legitimate, as their leaders are in a position
to express their concerns and protect their interests within the legislature and
within government.

Lijphart identified four characteristics of ‘consociational’ constitutions as
an ideal-type: executive power-sharing among a ‘grand coalition’ of politi-
cal leaders drawn from all significant segments of society; a minority veto
in government decision-making, requiring mutual agreement among all par-
ties in the executive; proportional representation of major groups in elected
and appointed office; and considerable cultural autonomy for groups.70 These
arrangements, Lijphart suggested, have several benefits over majority rule in
any society, generating ‘kinder, gentler’ governance with more inclusive pro-
cesses of decision-making, more egalitarian policy outcomes, and better eco-
nomic performance.71 But the potential advantages of power-sharing institu-
tions are nowhere more important for democracy and good governance, it is
suggested, than in segmented societies which lack cross-cutting cleavages. In
the most heterogeneous societies, Lijphart argues, “Majority rule spells major-
ity dictatorship and civil strife rather than democracy. What such regimes need
is a democratic regime that emphasizes consensus instead of opposition, that
includes rather than excludes, and that tries to maximize the size of the ruling
majority instead of being satisfied with a bare majority.”72 Lijphart argues that
power-sharing regimes encourage group cooperation (at best) and avoid out-
right ethnic rebellion (at worst), in plural societies divided into distinct linguis-
tic, religious, nationalistic, and/or cultural communities. If true, this represents
an important claim that may have significant consequences. Power-sharing
regimes can be regarded as, at minimum, a realistic initial settlement achieving
the widest consensus among all factions engaged in postconflict negotiations.
Proponents suggest that such regimes are also the most effective institutions
for establishing democracy and good governance.

In subsequent work, Lijphart amended the core concept to draw a line
between ‘consensus’ and ‘majoritarian’ democracies, extending the compara-
tive framework to include 10 institutions divided into two dimensions. The
‘executive-parties’ dimension compared the concentration of executive power
in single party or coalition cabinets, the use of dominant or balanced executive-
legislative relations, two-party versus multiparty systems, majoritarian or pro-
portional electoral systems, and pluralist or corporatist interest group systems.
The federal-unitary dimension included unitary or federal systems, unicameral
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or bicameral legislatures, flexible or rigid constitutions, judicial review, and
central bank independence. On the basis of this conceptual map and the com-
parison of 36 democracies, Lijphart argues that consensus democracies have
many advantages. Where parties and politicians representing diverse ethnic
communities are included in the governing process, Lijphart theorizes that seg-
mented societies will more peacefully coexist within the common borders of
a single nation-state, reducing pressures for succession. In this claim, Lijphart
cites the conclusions drawn from early work by W. Arthur Lewis on the fail-
ure of ‘Westminster’-style democracy when it was exported to post-colonial
West African states.73 For more systematic evidence, Lijphart shows that, with
any prior controls, significantly fewer violent riots and political deaths were
recorded in consensus rather than majoritarian democracies (measured by the
executive-parties dimension).74 Consensus democracies, Lijphart suggests, also
have many other benefits, notably in the quality of democracy (for example, by
generating a larger proportion of women in elected office, greater party com-
petition, higher voting turnout, and stronger public satisfaction with democ-
racy), as well as by producing more successful macroeconomic management
(in terms of the record of inflation, unemployment, and economic inequality).
As Bogaards notes, in making this argument, the description and classifica-
tion of consociational institutions evolve in Lijphart’s work into normative
prescriptions of the best type of regime for divided societies.75

The power-sharing model was originally established as an alternative to
‘Westminster’-style majoritarian or power-concentrating regimes, character-
ized by unitary states and majoritarian-plurality elections. Consociationalism
claims that winner-take-all regimes are more prone to generate adversarial poli-
tics in a zero-sum power game. Even critics would not dispute that majoritarian
democracies can work well under certain conditions: in relatively homogeneous
societies, as well as in cultures characterized by deep reservoirs of interpersonal
trust and social tolerance, and in stable democracies with regular alternation
among the main parties in government and opposition. In this context, losing
factions in one contest will accept the outcome of any single election as fair and
reasonable because they trust that, in due course, a regular swing of the pen-
dulum will eventually return them to power in subsequent elections. But these
conditions may well be absent in societies with a legacy of bitter and bloody
civil wars, factional strife, or intercommunity violence, and in transitional
post-authoritarian states, such as Benin, with little or no experience of elec-
toral democracy. Where minority groups are persistently excluded from office
in the legislature or in executive government, majoritarian systems dilute the
incentives for community leaders to compromise their demands, to adopt con-
ciliatory tactics, and to accept the legitimacy of the outcome. These prob-
lems can be exemplified by sporadic outbreaks of sectarian violence and the
lack of sustained progress toward democracy evident in Kenya, Nigeria, and
Zimbabwe.76 The worst-case scenario of civil war, ultimately leading to geno-
cide, is illustrated by Burundi’s 1993 election held under majoritarian rules,
where Sisk suggests that the fears of the minority Tutsi were exacerbated by
the ascendance to power of a party representing the more populous Hutu.77



What Drives Democracy? 27

Majoritarian regimes fail to incorporate minorities into government, encour-
aging excluded communities to resort to alternative channels to express their
demands, ranging from violent protest to outright rebellion and state failure.

Lijphart emphasizes that power-sharing regimes are not only best for creat-
ing a durable long-term accommodation of cultural differences; in reality these
are the only conditions which are broadly acceptable when negotiating any
postconflict settlement. Consociationalism can be regarded as, at minimum,
the most realistic perspective, representing the necessary conditions to secure
peace-agreements among all parties.78 Lijphart reasons that considerable uncer-
tainty surrounds the implementation and outcome of any new constitutional
agreement. Groups may have partial information about the strength of their
support and thus the outcome of any contest. Political actors are also assumed
to be relatively risk-averse. Majoritarian rules of the game raise the stakes of
any negotiated peace-settlement: some parties will win more; others will lose
more. The risks are therefore higher; if one faction temporarily gains all the
reins of government power, few or no effective safeguards may prevent them
from manipulating the rules to exclude rivals from power on a permanent
basis. Established democracies have developed deep reservoirs of social trust
and tolerance which facilitate the give-and-take bargaining, compromise, and
conciliation characteristic of normal party politics. Yet trust is one of the first
casualties of societal wars. Under majoritarian rules, without any guarantees of
a regular swing of the electoral pendulum between government and opposition
parties, losing factions face (at best) certain limits to their power, potential
threats to their security, and (at worst), possible risks to their existence. For all
these reasons, Lijphart argues that the only realistic type of settlement capable
of attracting agreement among all factions in postconflict divided societies are
power-sharing regimes which avoid the dangers of winner-take-all outcomes.
More inclusive power-sharing regimes are likely to develop stronger support
from stakeholders and thus to generate stable institutional equilibrium. Empir-
ical evidence supporting this argument is presented by Linder and Baechtiger,
who compared 62 developing countries in Asia and Africa and report that
a summary index of power-sharing is a significant predictor of democratiza-
tion.79 Nevertheless in the longer term power-sharing institutions may also
produce certain undesirable consequences for good governance, including the
potential dangers of policy-stalemate, immobility, and deadlock between the
executive and legislature; the lack of an effective opposition holding the gov-
ernment to account and providing voters with a clear-cut electoral choice; a
loss of transparency in government decision-making; and the fragmentation of
party competition in the legislature, while federalism is accompanied by the
dangers of secession.

critics of power-sharing regimes

Despite the popularity of the theory that power-sharing regimes are the most
effective for sustaining democracy, especially in divided multiethnic societies,
critics have challenged the core assumptions and claims.
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The strongest charges are that power-sharing regimes which recognize exist-
ing community boundaries assume that ethnic divisions in mass society, such
as those between rival communities in Northern Ireland, are intractable and
persistent. Understood in this light, the major challenge becomes how best to
reflect and accommodate such social cleavages within the political system. An
alternative constructive perspective emphasizes instead that ethnic identities are
not fixed and immutable; instead they have social meanings which can be rein-
forced or diluted through political structures and through elite leadership.80

Donald Horowitz articulated perhaps the most influential critique by argu-
ing that power-sharing regimes may in fact serve to institutionalize ethnic
cleavages, deepening rather than ameliorating social identities. In particular,
he suggests, the lower vote thresholds characteristic of proportional represen-
tation electoral systems provide parties and politicians representing minority
groups with minimal motivation to appeal for voting support outside their
own community.81 In this context, in deeply divided societies, leaders may
use populist rhetoric to exploit, and thereby heighten, social tensions, ethnic
hatred, and the politics of fear. Indeed, moderate leaders who seek to coop-
erate across ethnic lines may find that they lose power to counter-elites who
regard any compromise as a ‘sellout’. By failing to provide leaders with an
effective electoral incentive for cross-group cooperation, Horowitz suggests
that in the longer term proportional representation (PR) may serve to institu-
tionalize and thereby reinforce ethnic tensions in society, generating greater
political instability, rather than managing and accommodating communal
differences.

The clearest illustration of these dangers can be found in the case of the post-
Dayton power-sharing arrangements introduced to govern Bosnia and Herze-
govina. The division of government among the Bosnians, Croats, and Serbs was
implemented with an intricate set of constitutional arrangements balanced at
every level. Proportional elections for the lower house were held in 1996 when
the major leaders of each community mobilized support within each of the
three national areas by emphasizing radical sectarian appeals, and electors cast
ballots strictly along ethnic lines. Studies suggest that after Dayton, subsequent
population shifts led to fewer multiethnic communities, not more.82 In this
perspective, power-sharing regimes based on formal recognition of linguistic
or religious groups may magnify the political salience of communal identities,
by institutionalizing these cleavages and by providing electoral incentives for
politicians and parties to heighten appeals based on distinct ethnic identities.
Snyder presents a strong argument that in the early stages of democratization,
weak politicians may decide to fan the flames of ethnic hatred and nation-
alism to build popular support: “Purported solutions to ethnic conflict that
take predemocratic identities as fixed, such as partition, ethno-federalism, eth-
nic power-sharing, and the granting of group rights, may needlessly lock in
mutually exclusive, inimical national identities. In contrast, creating an institu-
tional setting for democratization that de-emphasizes ethnicity might turn these
identities towards more inclusive, civic self-conceptions.”83 In this perspective,
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explicit recognition of ethnic rights may make it more difficult, not easier, to
generate cross-cutting cooperation in society, by reducing the electoral incen-
tives for elite compromise.84 PR electoral systems, in particular, lower the vote
threshold to electoral office; as a result parties and politicians may be returned
to power on the basis of electoral support from one religious or linguistic
minority community, rather than having to appeal to many segments of the
broader electorate.

By contrast, Horowitz theorizes that the higher vote thresholds characteris-
tic of electoral rules where the winner needs to gain an absolute majority of the
vote (50% + 1) give politicians and parties a strong incentive to seek popular
support (vote-pooling) across groups. Both the alternative vote (also known
as the preferential vote or ‘instant runoff’, used for the Australian House of
Representatives) and the second ballot (used for many presidential elections,
such as in France) require parties and candidates to win an absolute majority of
the votes, so politicians must seek support among a broad cross section of the
electorate. Majoritarian electoral systems are thought to encourage ‘bridging’
cross-identity appeals, targeting rich and poor, women and men, as well as
diverse ethnic communities.85 More moderate electoral appeals should thereby
foster and encourage the cultural values of social tolerance, accommodation,
and cooperation in society. Along similar lines, Ben Reilly argues that the alter-
native vote electoral system is more effective at providing incentives for parties
and politicians to seek multiethnic votes, generating moderating compromises
with members of other communities for the sake of electoral success.86 Nev-
ertheless few countries have adopted an alternative vote electoral system, and
when this system was used in Fiji it failed spectacularly in the May 2000 coup
led by George Speight.87 Barkan also suggests that in agrarian African societies,
PR often does not produce electoral results that are significantly more inclusive
than majoritarian elections with single-member districts.88 Moreover, he sug-
gests that under PR multimember constituencies, the weaker links connecting
citizens with elected members and the loss of constituency service and public
accountability of elected officials reduce the prospects for long-term democratic
consolidation in Africa.

Another challenge arises from Lijphart’s claim that power-sharing regimes
are the only realistic way to achieve a voluntary peace settlement and a consen-
sus about the constitutional rules among rival factions in divided societies. This
is not necessarily the case, however, because of the trade-off values involved
in the choice of any new institutional framework and the need to balance
competing demands.89 This is shown, for example, by the contrasts between
the new constitutions in Iraq and Afghanistan. Both countries have differed
in their priorities; Afghanistan selected a majoritarian electoral system (sin-
gle nontransferable vote) with provincial constituencies for the lower house
(Wolesi Jirga) and the second ballot system for the presidential election (sec-
ond ballot). By contrast, the Iraqi parliament uses proportional representation
elections (regional party lists with a Hare quota) plus compensatory seats for
minority parties. In Iraq, PR elections generated a multiparty legislature and a
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multiparty coalition government was established with a mixed type of execu-
tive, where powers were divided between the prime minister, Nuri al-Maliki,
and an indirectly elected three-person presidential council, headed by Jalal
Talabani. By contrast, in Afghanistan the constitutional agreement following
the Loya Jirga concentrated considerable decision-making power in the presi-
dency and executive, checked by a weak legislature.

Another important issue in postconflict agreements, such as in Bosnia, East
Timor, Kosovo, and Sudan, is how power-sharing arrangements are brokered,
and in particular whether they arise from negotiated pacts among all major
parties, from one side achieving a decisive victory and seizing control of the
state following an armed struggle, or from a peace settlement generated by
the international community and external forces. Power-sharing constitutions
which are imposed by external powers on a country after intense ethnic conflict
seem least likely to survive and to provide durable peace-settlements, particu-
larly once the outside powers withdraw and cease to enforce the arrangement.90

The chances of a durable peace remain relatively poor; for example, Collier
estimates that 40% of civil wars recur within a decade and thus, on average, a
country that has terminated civil war can expect the outbreak of a new round
of fighting within six years.91 The civil wars that end with an outright vic-
tory – as compared to a peace agreement or a ceasefire – are three times less
likely to recur, possibly because one party is sufficiently subdued or deterred
from fighting again.92 Furthermore, in civil wars where third parties intervene
by economic, diplomatic, or military means, conflict persists, except when the
intervention clearly supports the stronger party, in which case it mainly short-
ens conflict.

Given these estimates, consociational theory may underestimate certain
practical realities about achieving durable power-sharing agreements in soci-
eties such as Sri Lanka, Rwanda, Timor Leste, or Iraq, which are emerging from
years of violent rebellion, prolonged militant hostilities, and armed uprisings.
The initial period of peace-building in such a society is one fraught with con-
siderable uncertainties and risks, where a few spoilers may use violent tactics
to block full implementation of any constitutional settlement. In the immediate
aftermath of conflict, the public is likely to place considerable priority upon
restoring security, repairing the basic infrastructure, and encouraging the con-
ditions for economic regeneration. Newly elected legislatures and governments
engaging in lengthy periods of internal negotiation and partisan squabbling
in the allocation of government portfolios may prove incapable of achieving
a consensus and taking effective action in a timely fashion, for example, in
determining national priorities about restoring basic services. In these circum-
stances, the public may well become impatient and blame the constitutional
settlement for the perceived lack of progress. In this context, constitutional
settlements which generate power-concentrating regimes may be preferable, by
strengthening the capacity of elected government leaders to take difficult but
necessary actions to improve security and rebuild the state.
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In a related argument, both Roeder and Rothschild and Mansfield and Sny-
der suggest that a sequencing process is necessary for the peaceful consolidation
of democracy.93 In the early stages of the initial transition from autocracy, when
political institutions remain weak, states remain highly unstable and vulnerable
to increased likelihood of violence and war. Power-sharing is one of the easiest
ways to arrive at a multiparty negotiated peace-settlement but nevertheless this
arrangement may tend to freeze in the divisions already present in a country.
The peaceful transition to democracy, Mansfield and Snyder argue, requires
that states first need to establish national boundaries, administrative capacity,
and rule of law, concentrating power in strong central state institutions, for
example, in the public sector and police force, before taking the step of encour-
aging mass political participation and elections. The strength of domestic insti-
tutions is measured by the degree to which domestic authority is concentrated
in the state’s central government, or the antithesis of power-sharing. If this
sequence is not followed, the authors argue, the danger is that rising populist
pressures, and lack of state capacity to mediate conflicting pressures from dif-
ferent interests, may fuel internal conflict and a bellicose nationalism which
triggers war. There may also be a contagion effect at work; Tull and Mehler
suggest that Western efforts to solve violent conflict in African states through
power-sharing peace-settlements may encourage rebel leaders elsewhere across
the continent to embark upon the insurgent path, challenging the state through
violent uprisings, in the hope of gaining power.94 Overall in failed states,
where basic services have broken down, the public may prioritize government
effectiveness in the delivery of basic public services, such as security, housing,
and electricity, rather than constitutions requiring lengthy debate, negotiation,
and bargaining among multiple parties, bodies, and agencies to arrive at deci-
sions. Power-sharing may thereby reduce confidence in the new constitution
and undermine the long-term process of democratic consolidation. By contrast,
power-concentrating regimes may prove more effective at taking decisive and
timely actions to prevent war or to restore the infrastructure devastated by
conflict.

the plan of the book

To summarize, given the divergent theoretical perspectives and empirical find-
ings in the research and policymaking communities, it is important to reexamine
the arguments put forward by consociational theorists about the suitability of
power-sharing constitutional arrangements for successful democratic consoli-
dation, especially in divided societies. Many claims are based upon specific case
studies, exemplifying both the success and the failure of these arrangements, but
it remains difficult to generalize from these systematically to broader patterns
found elsewhere. We also need to analyze the relative importance of political
institutions compared with alternative explanations for democratic consolida-
tion, and how institutions work under different social and cultural conditions.
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The book therefore sets out to reexamine whether political institutions, partic-
ularly power-sharing arrangements, explain the divergent pathways taken by
autocratic and democratic regimes.

Part I of the book lays the foundations for the study by considering the
most appropriate research design, comparing alternative measures of democ-
racy, and examining the social and cultural conditions which underpin and
reinforce the impact of institutions on democratic consolidation. Chapter 2
summarizes and critiques the methods and approaches which have been used
to examine consociational theory in the previous literature and then describes
the research design adopted by this study. One reason why the debate remains
unresolved is the difficulty of operationalizing many of the core concepts in
consociational theory. This study seeks to clarify the argument by establishing
consistent and reliable comparative evidence about power-sharing arrange-
ments used in a wide range of countries. Lijphart’s theory of power-sharing
suggests that these arrangements provide more stable democracies, which ben-
efit in terms of a number of social and economic outcomes, for example, in
terms of gender equality and social welfare. He emphasizes that these arrange-
ments are generally desirable for all states but that they are also vital for those
seeking accommodation in multiethnic societies, where linguistic, religious, or
national communities coexist within the borders of a single nation-state.

This study therefore adopts a large-N approach by comparing time-series
cross-sectional data (CSTS) covering 191 contemporary countries around the
globe, including both ethnically heterogeneous and relatively homogeneous
nation-states. This strategy is also important because in this study ethnicity
is not treated as ‘given’ and immutable; instead it is understood as at least
partially politically constructed, so that focusing upon only the contempo-
rary multiethnic or divided societies would distort the results of the analysis
by introducing a systematic bias. The analysis covers political developments
occurring from 1972 to 2004, years that are widely recognized as the period of
the ‘third wave’ of democratization. The cross-sectional time-series data analy-
sis compares institutions across all societies and then runs the models again for
multiethnic (plural) societies, measured by the Alesina index of ethnic fraction-
alization. The models for all societies also control for ethnic fractionalization.

In addition, the specific case studies explore these relationships in more depth
by examining how ethnic minorities are accommodated under power-sharing
arrangements, for example, for the Maoris in New Zealand, along with the mul-
tiple linguistic and religious communities in India. No single approach is wholly
persuasive by itself, however, and there are limits to the analysis of panel data,
so this quantitative analysis is supplemented by qualitative paired case studies
illustrating processes of historical development within particular nation-states.
The research design does not make any assumptions using the conventional
distinction made between indigenous (homeland) minorities and immigrant
minorities, and the political consequences of each, because it is not self-evident
that this is the most important aspect of ethnicity which leads toward demands
for self-government. In addition, this conventional dichotomy fails to capture
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the complexity of ethnic identities in many parts of the world. Hence some cases
under comparison examine the politics of indigenous minorities (for example,
in New Zealand), while others examine multiple dimensions of ethnicity.

Chapter 3 considers the most suitable indicators of democracy. Four mea-
sures are compared: Freedom House’s index of liberal democracy, the Polity IV
project’s measure of constitutional democracy, Vanhanen’s indicator of par-
ticipatory democracy, and Przeworski and colleagues’ classification based on
notions of contested democracy. These represent the most widely cited stan-
dard indicators of democracy which are commonly used by scholars and policy
analysts in comparative research. Each has several strengths and weaknesses.
The pragmatic strategy, adopted by this book, is to compare the results of ana-
lytical models using alternative indicators, to see whether the findings remain
robust and consistent irrespective of the specific measure of democracy which is
employed for analysis. If so, then this generates greater confidence in the relia-
bility of the results. Comparison of these indicators also identifies major trends
in the democratization process during the third wave period. These indicators
are distinct from notions of ‘good governance’ which are also widely used, for
example, measuring levels of corruption or rule of law, and the concluding
chapters explore the relationships of democracy, indicators of the quality of
governance, and broader issues of human development.

Before testing the impact of any constitutional arrangements, the study first
needs to consider the most appropriate controls for properly specified mul-
tivariate models, since institutions represent only part of any comprehensive
explanation of the process of democratization. Chapter 4 examines the under-
lying social conditions believed to sustain democracy, notably the impact of
wealth and poverty. An extensive literature, following the seminal work of
Seymour Martin Lipset, has emphasized the overwhelming importance of eco-
nomic development for democratic consolidation. Economic accounts are prob-
abilistic; it is not claimed that democracies can never be established in poor
states, such as Benin, but it is implied that this type of regime rarely flour-
ishes for long in inhospitable environments. Despite the extensive literature,
the precise reasons for the relationship between wealth and democracy remain
poorly understood. Moreover previous studies often do not examine political
developments occurring since the early-1990s in many poorer African, Asian,
and Latin American nation-states. To reexamine the evidence, to update the
literature, and to establish suitable controls for subsequent models, this study
analyzes how far patterns of democracy are systematically related to economic
development. Building upon a range of studies in the literature, other structural
conditions which are also analyzed in this chapter include the extent to which
democracy is related to the size of nation-states, the role of colonial legacies,
patterns of regional diffusion, and the degree of ethnic heterogeneity. The East
Asian cases of South Korea and Singapore help to illustrate the strengths and
limitations of economic explanations alone.

Having laid the preliminary groundwork, Part II analyzes the evidence for
the consociational claim that power-sharing regimes are more effective than
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power-concentrating regimes for sustaining democracy. Successive chapters in
this section focus upon four central aspects of power-sharing arrangements
which have widely featured in contemporary constitutional debates, each of
which provides potential checks on the autonomy and power of the single-party
executive, namely, the type of electoral system, presidential versus parliamen-
tary executives, federalism and decentralization, and regulation of political
communications.

Chapter 5 considers the most appropriate typology of electoral systems,
how these rules generate patterns of party competition which are important
for power-sharing within legislatures and coalition governments, and whether
the type of electoral system is systematically related, as consociational theory
claims, to democratic consolidation. Multiple rules shape electoral systems and
scholars have focused on several major aspects: the basic type of electoral sys-
tem, the vote-seats allocation formula, the mean district magnitude, the ballot
structure, the use of legal minimal vote thresholds for parties qualifying for
seats, the existence of positive action strategies for women and minorities,
and the regulation of state funding and campaign communications for political
parties. In established democracies electoral rules are often regarded as endoge-
nous, but elsewhere these institutions have sometimes proved far less sticky,
and, as Colomer emphasizes, it is usually politicians who make the rules.95

Where electoral reforms are introduced, in order to disentangle the direction of
causality, studies need to pay careful attention to the ‘before’ and ‘after’ tem-
poral sequence, for example, the effective number of parliamentary parties in
the elections immediately preceding and succeeding the implementation of any
reform. Established democracies have also sometimes experienced pressures
for major revisions to their electoral systems, and Britain and New Zealand
provide illustrative cases here. Both these nation-states once exemplified clas-
sic majoritarian or ‘Westminster’ parliamentary democracies, sharing strong
cultural bonds and historical ties, yet with different experiences of electoral
reform since the early-1990s.

Beyond elections, the type of executive, determining horizontal linkages in
government decision-making, is often regarded as important for democratic
consolidation. Chapter 6 analyzes the systematic contrasts found between
presidential and parliamentary executives. Parliamentary systems headed by a
prime minister are commonly regarded as more effective for political stability,
through binding together the executive and legislature. Cabinet governments
are collegial bodies where the classical notion suggests that the prime minister
is ‘first among equals’ (primus inter pares). By including representatives from
minority parties in cabinet office, coalition governments facilitate bargaining
and compromise among parties within the executive. Presidential systems, by
contrast, are winner take all as executive power is concentrated in the hands of
a single leader. Some evidence supports the notion that parliamentary systems
are superior for strengthening democratic regimes. Stepan and Skach compared
types of executives during the early-1990s and concluded that parliamentary
executives were more effective for democratic consolidation than presidential
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systems. The reasons, they suggest, are that parliamentary democracies are
more likely to allow the largest party to implement their program, even in
multiparty systems. Moreover unpopular prime ministers can be replaced
without destabilizing the whole administration through the impeachment
process or through calling fresh elections. By facilitating leadership turnover
and thereby providing an outlet for popular disaffection, a parliamentary sys-
tem is also thought less susceptible to military coups.96 And parliamentary
democracy also encourages long-term party-government careers, strengthening
the partisan bonds and legislative experience of political leaders.97

Still no scholarly consensus exists about the supposed virtues of parliamen-
tary executives for sustaining democracy, in large part because much of the pre-
vious evidence was limited to comparing presidential systems in Latin America
with parliamentary systems in Western Europe, making it difficult to compare
like with like.98 Presidential systems used to be relatively rare, although these
arrangements have now been adopted in a wide range of newer democracies.
Moreover research on post-Communist states suggests that what matters may
be less the formal structure of a presidential or parliamentary executive than
the strength or weakness of the legislature, and thus the ability of this body to
check the executive.99 Rather than simple dichotomies of parliamentary versus
presidential systems, there are many different types of checks on the power
of presidential executives, so we need to consider the impact of these institu-
tional variations. In the light of this debate, this chapter reexamines the global
evidence for the relationship between types of executives and the democracy
indicators.

Another institutional feature, influencing vertical channels of decision-
making, concerns how far power is concentrated in the nation’s central gov-
ernment and how far it is devolved downward to subnational and local levels.
Chapter 7 examines federalism and decentralized structures of decision-
making. The second half of the twentieth century saw a proliferation of fed-
erations, and a variety of related forms of decentralization designed for mul-
ticultural societies, most recently in the constitutional reforms occurring in
Belgium (1993), South Africa (1997), and Spain (since 1978) and devolution
in Britain (in 1999).100 These arrangements are often believed to be critical
for democratic consolidation, especially in divided societies, by allowing ethnic
minorities considerable self-determination over their own affairs on culturally
sensitive matters, such as linguistic and educational policy. Partition which
separates groups and redistributes populations into distinct regions, allowing
each minority group to exercise self-government and gain security in the areas
where it forms the majority, has been argued to be the only realistic solution to
intense civil wars where ethnic loyalties have calcified into ethnic hatreds.101

Yet critics of federalism fear that this process can result in succession and
the breakup of nation-states, such as in the shattered former-Czechoslovakia
and Yugoslavia, especially if boundaries are drawn to reinforce ethnic identi-
ties and regional parties.102 Treisman examines a range of empirical evidence
and suggests that decentralizing powers from central to local governments
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does not necessarily produce more effective and responsive rule, as advocates
claim.103

Chapter 8 turns to the role of the fourth estate, as independent journal-
ism can provide another vital check by reporting the abuse of power by the
executive, as well as providing a channel of expression for dissident forces
and opposition movements, strengthening the transparency of government
decision-making, and revealing problems of corruption in the public sector.
Commonly regarded as part of the public sphere, rather than a classic insti-
tution of government, nevertheless the regulation of the primary channels of
political communications, particularly the independent news media, should be
seen as an important part of the institutional reforms for strengthening and
consolidating democratic regimes. For example, Besley and Burgess found that
in the Indian case, governments proved more responsive to shocks, such as falls
in crop production and crop flood damage, in states where newspaper circu-
lation was higher and electoral accountability greater.104 Cases examining the
role of the press are selected from post-Communist Eurasia, a region which
has registered some important gains for electoral democracy following the fall
of the Berlin Wall, but which also contains some strongman autocracies, such
as Belarus and Turkmenistan, where practices such as censorship, persecution
and intimidation of independent journalists, and disinformation campaigns by
the state remain common. Ukraine and Uzbekistan are selected for in-depth
comparison.

Part III concludes by focusing upon the consequences of institutional choices
for development and for public policy, with important lessons both for domestic
reformers as well as for the international community. If power-sharing regimes
are important for sustaining democracy, as the evidence indicates, how can they
be developed? The conclusion in Chapter 9 summarizes the main findings of the
book, reflects upon challenges to the argument, considers the broader policy
implications for reducing conflict and for developing sustainable democracies
worldwide, and discusses the lessons both for domestic actors as well as for
the international community.
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Evidence and Methods

Establishing systematic evidence to assess the impact of power-sharing arrange-
ments is important, both theoretically and politically. Whether these arrange-
ments serve the long-term interests of peace-building, durable conflict manage-
ment, and democratic consolidation in multiethnic societies remains an open
question. Despite the desirability of establishing practical guidelines for craft-
ing new constitutions, and the extensive literature which has developed, the
evidence available to compare the performance of power-sharing on democ-
racy and the management of ethnic conflict remains limited. Several approaches
have been used in previous research, including in-depth treatment of selected
national case studies, historical-institutional accounts of political development
within particular countries, comparative cross-sectional approaches based on
analyzing a subset of democracies (Lijphart) or minorities at risk (Gurr), and
analogies drawn between the experience of the legislative underrepresentation
of women with that of ethnic minorities. Unfortunately this literature remains
inconclusive as a result of inconsistent results, with certain limitations in each
approach. Given the inherent flaws of any single method taken in isolation,
this study opts for a mixed research design, combining the virtues of rich and
detailed studies of contrasting paired cases with the advantages of comparing
large-N time-series cross-sectional data.1 Understanding both the methodology
and its limitations is important in order to evaluate the results, but those wish-
ing to focus upon the meat-and-potatoes findings may wish to skip ahead to
Chapter 4.

Small-N Case Studies

Small-N national case studies have often been discussed to illustrate the pros
and cons of power-sharing regimes. This approach is invaluable as a way to
explore the complex processes of regime change, using historical narrative to
examine detailed changes within each nation-state.2 Cases allow researchers to
develop theories, to derive hypotheses, and to explore causal mechanisms. This
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approach is particularly useful with outliers, such as the wealthy autocracy of
Singapore and the poor democracy of Benin, which deviate from the generally
observed pattern. This method fails to resolve the debate between proponents
and critics of power-sharing, however, since the danger of potential selection
bias means that different cases can be cited on both sides. There are also
arguments about which cases best fit the consociational ideal type. The classic
exemplars among established democracies are generally agreed to include the
Netherlands, Belgium, and Austria (and possibly Switzerland),3 all plural soci-
eties containing distinct ethnic communities divided by language, religion, and
region, with constitutions characterized by multiple veto-points and extensive
power-sharing. Lijphart also highlights equivalent cases in many developing
societies which are deeply segmented, including South Africa since 1994, India
since 1947, Lebanon from 1943 to 1975, and Malaysia from 1955 to 1969.
Colombia, Czechoslovakia (1989–1993), and Cyprus (1960–1963) are other
potential cases, along with the European Union and Northern Ireland. These
cases provide successful examples of ethnic power-sharing in plural societies
as diverse as Belgium, India, Switzerland, and South Africa but there are also
many well-known ‘failed’ cases.4 The breakdown of consociational democracy
is exemplified most clearly in Lebanon, where the 1943 National Pact divided
power among the major religious communities, a system which collapsed in
1975 when civil war erupted. Other notable cases of malfunction include the
consociational system in Cyprus, before civil war in 1963 and subsequent par-
tition between the Greek and Turkish communities disrupted these arrange-
ments. Another case which can be regarded as a potential failure concerns
the intricate consociational arrangements for power-sharing along ethnic lines
developed in the new constitution for Bosnia and Herzegovina set up by the
Dayton Agreement, which seem to have reinforced ethnic homogeneity within
each area, although also eliminating bloodshed.5 Czechoslovakia also experi-
mented with these arrangements briefly in 1989–1993, before the ‘velvet rev-
olution’ produced succession into two separate states. Studies have compared
countries as diverse as Afghanistan, Cyprus, Kosovo, Macedonia, and South
Africa, where these arrangements have been proposed or implemented.6 What
often remains unclear from selected case study comparisons which focus upon
states which have experienced power-sharing institutions or those which focus
upon recent peace-building settlements, however, are the counterfactual cases
which may have adopted majoritarian institutions decades or even centuries
ago and thereby generated greater contemporary social cohesion. Consensus
democracy may not be the root cause of the political problems experienced
by societies such as Cyprus and Lebanon; nevertheless examples which have
clearly failed temper strong claims that these arrangements, by themselves, are
sufficient for managing ethnic conflict. Moreover it is also not clear whether
consensus democracy is necessary for political stability in divided societies; we
can also identify certain contemporary cases of newer democracies in multi-
ethnic societies with majoritarian arrangements, including Mali and Botswana,
which are classified by Freedom House as relatively successful at consolidating
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political rights and civil liberties, compared with many equivalent African
nation-states.7

Constitutional Reforms as ‘Natural Experiments’

An extension of the case study method uses historical explanations of constitu-
tional reforms occurring within particular countries to provide an alternative
way to examine changes in regimes, patterns of democratic consolidation,
and the degree of conflict in multiethnic states. This is perhaps most effective
with occasional ‘natural experiments’ allowing researchers to utilize ‘before’
and ‘after’ studies of the longitudinal impact within particular societies when
political institutions change. The breakdown of regimes and the wholesale
construction of new constitutional settlements, such as those which occurred
in contemporary Iraq and Afghanistan, provide the most dramatic cases. But
this approach is also illustrated in older democracies which have altered some
fundamental aspects of their political arrangements, with a narrower reform
which makes it easier to isolate specific institutional effects, as exemplified by
comparison of the representation of the Maori community in New Zealand
when the electoral system moved from majoritarian single-member districts
to a combined system (mixed member proportional).8 Other natural experi-
ments include monitoring the impact of varying degrees of regional autonomy
on conflict in the Basque region, for example, whether this prompted ETA to
renounce terrorist violence and end their bombing campaign in March 2006.9

Other cases include evaluating the impact of constitutional reforms on the lin-
guistic communities and nationalist feelings in Belgium.10 Studies have also
monitored changes in national identity in the United Kingdom and attitudes
toward separatism following the establishment of the Scottish Parliament and
Welsh Assembly.11

The most common approach here has examined changes over time to elec-
toral systems. These institutions used to be regarded as fairly stable, with only
minor adjustments in the basic electoral formula translating votes into seats. In
recent years, however, a range of minor and major reforms to electoral systems
and processes have been more widely recognized. Hence Reynolds, Reilly, and
Ellis noted that 27 countries worldwide changed the basic electoral formula
used for their national parliamentary elections over the decade 1993–2004;
for example, South Africa switched from first-past-the-post to list proportional
representation (PR), Venezuela moved from list PR to a combined-dependent
system, while Japan changed from single nontransferable vote to a combined-
independent system.12 During a far longer period, Colomer’s study of electoral
systems in democracies in 94 countries since the early nineteenth century moni-
tored no fewer than 82 major changes in the electoral system used for legislative
contests (for example, from majoritarian to mixed or from mixed to propor-
tional formula).13 Considerable instability was evident in some countries; for
example, Colomer reported that Greece experienced nine major changes in the
electoral system, France had seven, and Italy and Portugal each had six changes.
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A comparison by Goldner suggests that more than half the 125 countries that
have held democratic elections since 1946 have experienced a change in their
electoral system, based on a broader definition of what counts in this regard,
including any shifts in district magnitude or assembly size of 20% of more,
the introduction of presidential elections, alterations to electoral tiers or elec-
toral formula, or the breakdown or reintroduction of democratic regimes.14

The estimated total number of reforms would rise even further if changes to
the nomination and campaigning process were added to this list, including the
widespread introduction of gender quotas into candidate recruitment processes
or the use of new regulations governing party finance.

Electoral reforms represent natural experiments which are invaluable for
understanding processes of political change in any one society over time. One
important problem facing analysts, however, is that historically much else
often alters simultaneously alongside these institutional reforms; for example,
successive contests often produce shifts in patterns of party competition and
in the composition of the governing coalition. These simultaneous changes
make it difficult to isolate the specific impact of constitutional reforms, for
example, on levels of democracy, the strength of ethnic identities, the degree of
political stability, or patterns of multiethnic cooperation at community level.
In addition, there are also problems in disentangling the direction of causality;
negotiated peace-settlements which are the result of reduced intercommunal
violence may also generate proportional electoral systems.15

Understanding particular case studies, and processes of constitutional reform
occurring within each nation, is therefore unlikely to provide definitive answers
and more systematic analysis is required to generalize causal inferences across
nation-states and over time. Even in large-N comparisons, however, involving
multiple cases, the reliability and meaning of the results are heavily dependent
upon the selection of the most appropriate sample of nation-states. Potential
bias arises where the observations are restricted to a nonrandom set of obser-
vations. For example, Lijphart’s work provides the most extensive attempt
to operationalize and measure ‘consensus’ democracies – defined in terms of
their institutional characteristics.16 Lijphart classified three dozen ‘long-term
democracies’, defined as those states which had been democratic from 1977 to
1996, in terms of 10 institutions and then compared their performance. Unfor-
tunately by committing the sin of ‘selecting cases on the dependent variable’,
this comparative framework is inherently flawed for any analysis of patterns of
political stability and democratic consolidation. The universe excludes compar-
ison of unstable states, whether they subsequently failed in violent internal wars
(Lebanon, Yugoslavia, Cyprus), experienced a coup d’etat (Gambia, Fiji), split
with peaceful succession (Czechoslovakia), or simply gradually became more
repressive and authoritarian (Russia, the Maldives, Bhutan, Egypt, Liberia).17

Similar systematic sampling biases are often found in many other attempts to
generalize about the institutions common in democracies, for example, Gold-
ner’s and Colomer’s studies of electoral reform, which exclude any comparison
of autocracies.
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Minorities at Risk

Another common approach utilizes the comparative dataset derived from the
Minorities at Risk (MAR) project. Initiated by Ted Robert Gurr, this project
compares politically active communal groups.18 The evidence has been widely
used in the literature on ethnic conflict, including incidents of nonviolent
protest, violent protest, and political rebellion (the latter ranging from spo-
radic acts of terrorism to cases of protracted civil war). For example, Frank
Cohen employed this data to compare patterns of behavior among 233 eth-
nic groups in 100 countries. The study concluded that both federalism and PR
electoral systems were significantly related to lower levels of rebellion by ethnic
groups, confirming that consensus democracies are more effective at managing
ethnic conflict. Nevertheless, the comparison of ‘minorities at risk’ remains
problematic for this task mainly because sample bias is also inherent in the
methodology employed in selecting cases for observation. A ‘minority at risk’
is defined by the codebook as an ethno-political group that (i) “collectively
suffers, or benefits from, systematic discriminatory treatment vis-à-vis other
groups in a society” and/or (ii) “collectively mobilizes in defense or promotion
of its self-defined interests.”19 Religious, linguistic, and regional minorities
are therefore systematically excluded from the dataset if they are successfully
integrated or assimilated into society so that they do not organize separately
as a political association. Multiple cleavages exist in society, but MAR only
recognizes those which become and remain politically salient. The traditional
deep division between Catholics and Protestants remains critical to the Good
Friday Peace Agreement in Northern Ireland, for example, and the imprint of
this cleavage continues to mark party politics in many nation-states in con-
tinental Europe. In Britain, by contrast, although many people continue to
express a religious affiliation, the political difference between Protestants and
Catholics, which was critical to British politics from the Reformation until the
late-nineteenth century, gradually faded as a salient party cleavage and elec-
toral cue during the early twentieth century.20 Unfortunately, therefore, the
MAR data also suffers from serious problems of systematic selection bias, by
monitoring contemporary cases of ethno-political conflict but excluding the
most successful cases of ethnic accommodation, where minorities have been
politically integrated or assimilated into the majority population.

Gender and Ethnicity

Rather than examining direct indicators, an alternative strategy for studying
ethnic minority representation seeks to generalize by analogies with the expe-
rience of the role of women in elected office, where this is regarded as a proxy
indicator of ‘minority’ representation in general.21 Certainly both women and
ethnic minorities are commonly some of the most underrepresented groups
in legislative office in most established democracies.22 A considerable body of
evidence has also now accumulated suggesting that female representation is
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commonly greater under PR party lists compared with majoritarian electoral
systems.23 But is it legitimate to generalize from the experience of women to
the representation of ethnic minorities? In fact, there are many reasons why
this strategy may prove seriously flawed. After reviewing the literature, Bird
concludes that substantial differences exist in the reasons underlying the under-
representation of women and ethnic minorities.24 In particular, concentrated
ethnic communities are clustered geographically within certain areas, allow-
ing territorial groups to make local gains in particular minority constituen-
cies within majoritarian electoral systems, even in heterogeneous plural soci-
eties; for example, African-American representatives are elected to Congress
in minority-majority districts in New York City, Detroit, and Los Angeles.25

By contrast, the male-to-female ratio in the population is usually fairly uni-
formly distributed across different electoral constituencies. Htun also points
out that positive action strategies often differ substantially in the opportuni-
ties they provide for women and ethnic minorities.26 Statutory gender quotas
mandating the minimal proportion of women that parties adopt as legisla-
tive candidates are common in many established democracies, for example,
although none of these nation-states have adopted similar quota laws to com-
pensate for the underrepresentation of ethnic minority candidates. By contrast,
reserved seats in parliament are used for ethnic, racial, national, linguistic, or
religious communities in more than two dozen countries, including guaran-
teeing the inclusion of specified minorities in legislatures through the creation
of separate electoral rolls, the allocation of special electoral districts, or provi-
sions for direct appointment to the legislature.27 Most countries adopting these
mechanisms have majoritarian electoral systems which are unable to guarantee
adequate minority representation through other means. For all these reasons,
direct comparisons of women and ethnic minority representation are a flawed
research strategy, and alternative approaches are needed to explore the cross-
national evidence on a more systematic basis.

Cross-Sectional Large-N Comparisons

Another common large-N approach within the quantitative tradition has
sought to classify political institutions in many countries worldwide, developing
typologies of electoral systems, public sector bureaucracies, patterns of interest
group politics, party systems, or presidential and parliamentary executives, and
then comparing how far the contemporary performance of democracy varies
systematically by institutional types. Ever since Aristotle, analytical typologies
have always been a vital part of comparative politics, with recent attempts to
classify membership of each type using the logic of fuzzy sets.28 By selecting a
larger range of cases using a random sample of countries, or the universe of
independent nation-states worldwide, the cross-sectional comparative strategy
overcomes many of the potential problems of selection bias which limit case-
study approaches, but it also raises important methodological questions. The
next chapter discusses the challenge of establishing appropriate operational
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measures of core concepts, notably how we develop indicators of democracy
which are generally regarded as valid and reliable, and which are genuinely
independent from the variables thought to explain democracy. Serious dif-
ficulties also relate to many other aspects which are central to comparative
studies of the relationship between institutions and democratization, including
measures of ethnic fractionalization, federalism, and corruption. In addition,
cross-sectional comparisons taken at one point in time face the challenge of
establishing the endogeneity of political institutions.

Political institutions can be understood as the formal rules and the infor-
mal social norms which structure the workings of any regime. Formal rules
include the legislative framework governing constitutions, as embodied in offi-
cial documents, constitutional conventions, legal statutes, codes of conduct,
and administrative procedures, authorized by law and enforceable by courts.
Institutions provide incentives and sanctions which constrain human behavior.
It is neither necessary nor sufficient for rules to be embodied in the legal system
to be effective; social norms, informal patterns of behavior, and social sanctions
also create shared mutual expectations among political actors. Nevertheless this
study focuses most attention upon the formal rules as these represent the core
instruments of public policy.29 These rules are open to reform and amendment
by the political process, whether by legislation, executive order, constitutional
revision, administrative decision, judicial judgment, or bureaucratic decree.
Although there is a ‘gray’ overlapping area, by contrast most social norms
are altered gradually by informal processes such as social pressures, media
campaigns, and cultural value shifts located outside the formal political arena.
Drawing upon the distinction first suggested by Duverger, institutional changes
to the formal rules can be understood to exert both mechanical effects, includ-
ing those brought about by the legal system, as well as psychological effects,
shaping social norms and beliefs.30 In societies characterized by rule of law, the
impact of mechanical effects can be expected to be manifested relatively fast,
for example, the introduction of a lower formal vote threshold for elections
to the legislature. By contrast, the psychological effects of such a legal change
may only become evident over a long-term process, as people gradually learn to
adapt their behavior to the new rules, for example, in their perceptions about
whether casting a ballot for a minor party represents a wasted vote.

If institutions are regarded as relatively durable, exemplified by the basic
division of powers between the executive and legislative branches established
in the US Constitution, then the formal rules governing the political system can
be understood as shaping the incentives governing the behavior of lawmakers
and presidents. Nevertheless there are also complex issues of reciprocal causal-
ity; political actors make the rules which then tie their hands. The problem of
institutional endogeneity is least serious in established democracies which have
not altered their basic constitutional arrangements for many decades, perhaps
for more than a century, even if there are a series of more minor adjustments
in administrative procedures and political roles.31 In this regard, institutions
can be regarded as persistent constraints influencing subsequent patterns of
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political behavior and social norms. The difficulty of disentangling cause and
effect arises with greater urgency in established democracies which have expe-
rienced more fundamental reforms, such as devolution in Scotland and Wales,
decentralization in Catalonia and Galicia, and electoral reform toward com-
bined systems in New Zealand and Italy. Here the conventional story suggests,
for example, in Scotland, that growing nationalist identities in the postwar era
led gradually toward the creation of the Scottish Parliament in 1999, but that
in a reciprocal effect, devolution has also served to slightly strengthen Scottish
identities.32 Similarly, the standard account emphasizes that discontent with
the power of the executive generated pressures for electoral reform in New
Zealand, and, once the electoral system altered from first-past-the-post (FPTP)
to mixed member proportional (MMP), this facilitated fragmentation in the
party system.33 Attention to developments over time is critical to understand-
ing the causal process under analysis.

The problem of treating political institutions as endogenous factors causing
democratization is most acute in countries which have undergone fundamen-
tal constitutional changes where institutions are not sticky, including in many
newer democracies. As Colomer emphasizes, parties make electoral rules.34 It
follows that plural societies engaging multiple parties and factions in peace-
negotiations, for example, are probably more likely to adopt PR electoral
systems and federal power-sharing, since this arrangement makes establishing
agreement easier among many participants and minor parties. If we assume
that political actors are risk-averse, and that new rules are established under
conditions of considerable uncertainly about their outcome, power-sharing
agreements reduce the risks of losing.35 Given their recent history and experi-
ence of internal conflict, some countries using power-sharing institutions may
therefore have a far worse historical legacy of political stability and internal
conflict, a pattern which spills over into contemporary politics, in comparison
with homogeneous societies which may have adopted power-concentrating
rules. Although there is a growing literature on the causes of electoral system
change, the reasons why countries select one or another constitutional arrange-
ment remain poorly understood. Rational calculations about the potential con-
sequences of these choices are hampered by the limited information and uncer-
tainty surrounding the consequences of each constitutional option. A ‘mixed
scanning’ approach may be adopted, where policymakers consider a limited
range of constitutional options, based on past histories and comparisons with
neighboring states. Countries continue to reflect an imprint from their colonial
legacies; for example, about 60% of ex-British countries adopted first-past-
the-post for the lower house of parliament, while about the same proportion
of ex-Spanish colonies adopted PR.36 Cultural proximity, influential regional
models, and learning across national borders are also part of the process, as
illustrated by the way that many Latin American countries adopted presiden-
tial executives, while by contrast Central European states were more likely to
adopt parliamentary systems.
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Problems of establishing the direction of causality are equally severe when
understanding the relationship between ethnic identities and political institu-
tions. On the one hand, essentialist perspectives assume that ethnic identities
reflect fixed and stable psychological orientations.37 These assumptions lie at
the heart of the consociational thesis that political institutions will reduce ethnic
tensions most effectively by incorporating stakeholders from rival communi-
ties into decision-making processes. Ethnic identities and separate communal
boundaries are regarded in consociational arguments as the enduring social
base upon which political institutions arise to form the superstructure. The
boundaries drawn between Protestant and Catholic communities in Belfast,
black-white racial tensions in Los Angeles, or violent conflict between Arab
militias and black African farmers in Darfur, for example, are seen to reflect
long-standing cultural dissimilarities which precede the construction of the
modern nation-state, making them difficult to alter and manipulate, for exam-
ple, through assimilation policies. Hence the logic of the post-Dayton peace
agreement which sought to balance the interests of the Bosniak, Serbian, and
Croatian communities by a careful allocation of seats in the new parliament
governing Bosnia and Herzegovina, for example, with the office of the speaker
rotating among members drawn from each community.38

By contrast, constructivist perspectives challenge the basic assumption that
ethnic identities and community boundaries are fixed and stable. This view
emphasizes that the design of political institutions and public policies can either
heighten or weaken latent ethnic identities, so that social cleavages based on
language, religion, race, or nationality should not be regarded as endogenous
to the political system.39 In Serbia, for example, Gagnon shows how Slo-
bodan Milosevic was elected to office on a public platform which deepened
ethnic hatred and intercommunity rivalry, manipulating symbols and myths
to maximize popular support.40 Snyder argues that elites in democratizing
states have incentives to manipulate and exploit nationalist conflict, a process
exacerbated by electoral pressures.41 Colonial powers have drawn boundaries
creating nation-states and provinces which cut across or which reflect exist-
ing community boundaries.42 Byman argues that policies of assimilation are
capable of breaking down communal boundaries, although they also conflict
with recognition of minority rights, for example, when Turkey attempts to
repress the Kurdish language in all schools and mass media, or where states
attempt to encourage more positive opportunities for minority integration into
the majority culture.43 Given the constructivist perspective, studies examin-
ing the relationship between ethnic identities and constitutional arrangements
therefore need acknowledge the potential problem of treating the former as
endogenous to the political system. To disentangle the direction of causality
involved in this relationship, ideally time-series data is needed, as well as his-
torical case studies tracing the dynamics of the process of democratization,
institutional change, and the waxing and waning strength of ethnic identities
within particular countries.
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the mixed research design

The unresolved debate between consociationalism and its critics has therefore
received widespread attention in the extensive body of scholarly research, as
well as within the policymaking community. The cases of Benin and Togo
suggest the need to explore these issues further. Subsequent chapters go on to
compare countries around the globe more systematically to see whether institu-
tions matter for democracy, controlling for a wide range of social and cultural
factors which may also contribute toward democratization. To overcome the
shortcomings of each of the methods already discussed, this study supplements
large-N quantitative comparisons with in-depth paired case studies.

Time-Series Cross-Section (CSTS) Data

The period of analysis focuses upon patterns of regime change occurring dur-
ing the third wave of democratization, for 30 years from 1973 to 2004 (or the
end point of the series, if slightly earlier). The research design relies on cross-
sectional time-series (CSTS) data facilitating comparison over space and time.
This sort of data consists of repeated observations on a series of fixed (nonsam-
pled) units (all contemporary nation-states worldwide), where the units are of
interest in themselves. The country-year is the basic unit of analysis, generat-
ing 5,680 observations across the whole period. This produces a large enough
time-series to model the dynamics for each unit. The comparison covers 191
contemporary nation-states (excluding dependent territories and states which
dissolved during this period).

The analysis of cross-sectional longitudinal data needs to address certain
important challenges and analysis of any panel datasets raises complex issues.44

Ordinary least squares regression estimates assume that errors are independent,
normally distributed, and with constant variance. This type of data violates
these assumptions and raises potential problems of heteroskedasticity, auto-
correlation, robustness, and missing data. Heteroskedasticity is produced if
the range of variations in the scatter of nation-states around the regression
line is not uniform across different levels of democracy. Autocorrelations are
generated because, with time-series data, the same countries are being counted
repeatedly and the additional observations do not provide substantially new
information. The danger is that the study will fail to identify the lack of inde-
pendence between cases and will subsequently reach false conclusions. The
beta coefficients in any regression analysis will remain unbiased but the distur-
bance terms from the errors (i.e., omitted variables) are likely to be correlated.
The use of ordinary least squares regression models leads to estimates of stan-
dard errors, used for evaluating the significance of the relationship, which are
less accurately measured than they appear. In other words, the significance of
any coefficients will be inflated, suggesting that significant relationships exist
when they do not. Various options are available to overcome the problem of
both autocorrelated and heteroskedastic disturbances found in cross-sectional
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time-series datasets, such as feasible generalized least squares that estimate
errors with an ARH1 model, or the use of robust regression.

Following the advice of Betz and Katz, when comparing relationships across
countries, the study uses ordinary least squares (OLS) linear regression with
panel-corrected standard errors (PCSE) to measure the impact of the indepen-
dent variables on levels of democratization across each nation.45 This approach
is particularly suited to the dataset as the number of countries under compari-
son (N = 191) is far greater than the number of years (T = 30). Nevertheless this
form of data analysis needs considerable care to double-check the robustness of
the results given different specification issues, alternative models, and diagnos-
tic tests.46 When computing the standard errors and the variance-covariance
estimates, OLS regression analysis models with PCSE assume that disturbances
are, by default, heteroskedastic and contemporaneously correlated across pan-
els. One important advantage of this approach is that the results are relatively
easily interpretable, as OLS regression is the most widely familiar statistical
technique in the social sciences. The use of panel-corrected standard errors is
the most appropriate approach where the data contains all contemporary coun-
tries worldwide, rather than a sample of countries drawn from a larger universe,
where estimating the random effects may be more suitable.47 Moreover with
a large time-series, the results of fixed and random effects models usually con-
verge, so there is no substantial difference in the use of either approach. The
use of fixed effects has its costs, however, since it forces us to drop any indepen-
dent variables from the model that are unchanging attributes of each country,
such as region. Fixed effects models also make it hard for any slowly changing
variables to appear substantively or statistically significant, making a rigorous
test for estimating the impact of any institutional reforms.48

To check the robustness of the results under different specifications, the
regression analysis models are presented for the Freedom House data. The
results are then replicated using the other three standard indicators of democ-
racy discussed in the next chapter, provided by Polity IV, Vanhanen, and
Cheibub and Gandhi, to examine whether the key findings are confirmed and
the results hold irrespective of the particular measure selected for analysis.
The large-N comparison produces systematic patterns which hold across many
instances but this process loses the depth which is derived from examining
the process of democratization through intensive case studies. Nevertheless all
regression analysis is subject to certain well-established pitfalls, such as unit
heterogeneity, autocorrelation, and the use of different time lags, and con-
clusions relying solely upon this method would not be wholly satisfactory or
convincing.

Case Studies

To put more flesh on the bones, the large-scale econometric analysis is supple-
mented by selected case-study narratives, illuminating the dynamics of regime
change from a more qualitative perspective. No single method or technique
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can be regarded as wholly convincing but the combination of approaches pro-
vides a more plausible story. To illustrate the theory and analysis with more
concrete examples, paired cases are selected within each region to compare
leaders and laggards in the process of democratization during the third wave.
This process is exemplified by the West African cases already described briefly,
including the contrasts between the end of military rule and the transition to
stable multiparty democracy and a free press experienced in Benin, compared
with persistent repression found in Togo. Beninese and Togolese shared a com-
mon history for many centuries and both countries remain among the poorest
nation-states in the world. Both societies are divided ethnically by cleavages of
religion and language. Despite all that these neighboring states share, during
the last decade Benin has established the conditions for the peaceful rota-
tion of governing power, while Togo remains an unreconstructed autocracy.
Similar paired case-study comparisons are discussed to illustrate contrasting
political developments in other regions, including contrasts among Costa Rica
and Venezuela, Taiwan and Singapore, Hungary and Belarus, and Turkey and
Egypt.

Classifying Institutions

The comparison also needs to classify the core institutions at the heart of
consociationalism. In practice, executive power-sharing can take many insti-
tutional forms, making the ideal type notoriously difficult to test empirically;
for example, it may involve a coalition of ethnic parties in cabinet (as in
South Africa), the allocation of ministerial portfolios based on explicit recog-
nition of major religious or linguistic groups (as in Belgium), a presidency
made up of a committee of three representing each nation, with a rotating
chair (as in Bosnia and Herzegovina), or (as in Lebanon) the division of the
presidency (Maronite Christian), prime minister (Sunni Muslim), and speaker
(Shi’a Muslim). Other arrangements used to secure the election of minorities
to the legislature, even within majoritarian electoral systems, include reserved
seats (used in New Zealand), overrepresentation of minority districts (such as
smaller electoral quota used for Scottish constituencies at Westminster), and
minority redistricting (exemplified in the United States). Territorial autonomy
can also take multiple complex forms, with the powers and responsibilities
for services such as education, taxation, and domestic security divided among
multiple layers of government and administrative units.

In Democracies and Patterns of Democracy, Lijphart refined and built upon
his earlier work in the attempt to operationalize consociationalism as an ideal
type and to classify established democracies into two categories: ‘consensus’
(power-sharing) or ‘majoritarian’ (power-concentrating) democracies.49 The
major institutions are understood to cluster into two main dimensions. The
‘parties-executive’ dimension for consensus democracies rests on the existence
of proportional representation elections, multiparty competition, coalition gov-
ernments, executive-legislative balance, and interest group corporatism. The
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‘federal-unitary’ dimension for consensus democracies includes federalism
and decentralization, balanced bicameralism, constitutional rigidity, judicial
review, and central bank independence. Rather than attempting to test the
impact of all the institutions of consensus democracy, this study focuses upon
comparing the role of four important pillars, namely, proportional representa-
tion electoral systems (leading, in turn, toward multiparty legislatures and coali-
tion governments), the type of parliamentary or presidential executive (leading
toward horizontal patterns of unified or divided government), federalism and
decentralization (leading toward vertical patterns of regional autonomy and
the protection of minority rights for territorial groups), and the regulation of
channels of political communication (as one of the primary channels available
for opposition movements in civil society). Many other institutional reforms
have been associated with strengthening democracy; for example, beyond the
electoral process, Carothers notes that the standard democracy assistance tem-
plate usually includes improving the integrity of governance and reducing cor-
ruption; expanding the capacity of public sector management; strengthening
the rule of law, human rights, and the role of an independent judiciary; and
building an active range of civil society organizations and NGOs.50 These
are all potentially important reforms which are worth exploring in a broader
study of the full impact of democracy assistance, but this study focuses upon
a narrower set of institutions. Reforms designed to achieve power-sharing in
executive-legislative relations and in the decentralization of decision-making
are likely to have a strong impact on promoting democratic consolidation in
divided societies. The conceptualization, classification, and measurement of
each of the main types of institutions compared in this study are discussed in
subsequent chapters.

Some have sought to examine the impact of power-sharing arrangements
by constructing single indicators. The concept of ‘veto points’, developed most
fully by Tsebelis, is an attempt to identify the functionally equivalent checks
and balances within any political system and to aggregate these into a sin-
gle index.51 Linder and Bachtiger adopt a similar measure, the power-sharing
index, which includes a horizontal dimension through the use of proportional
representation electoral systems as well as institutional veto points (such as a
strong separation of powers and multiparty governing coalitions) and a vertical
dimension based on the degree of federalism.52 The study found that the hori-
zontal dimension of power-sharing, but not the vertical dimension, was more
strongly related to democratization in Africa and Asia than economic devel-
opment. These combined measures may be useful for some analytic objectives,
but they can be problematic from a policymaking perspective, since any analy-
sis of the impact of power-sharing arrangements on democracy will be unable
to identify the specific institutions which produced these effects. The measure
may be particularly sensitive to the aggregation process and it is not at all
obvious how best to proceed in this regard, for example, whether a political
system with a strict division between the judiciary and executive is function-
ally equivalent in power-sharing terms to another system which has minority
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vetoes guaranteed in the constitution. Both provide a form of power-sharing
but how should these rules be counted? Another potential problem is that the
veto point indicators may be measuring some of the same components that are
used for the construction of certain indicators of democracy, such as the crite-
ria used by Polity IV, contaminating the independent and dependent variables.
By contrast, examining the separate effects of the types of electoral systems,
executives, federalism, and the mass media on democracy provides a cleaner
and more policy-relevant interpretation of the results of the analysis. These
institutions are also independent of the selected indicators of democracy. For
example, as discussed in the next chapter, although Polity IV incorporates the
use of elite competition or direct elections as part of its measure of limitations
on executive authority, the project does not monitor the particular type of
electoral system used for this purpose. In the same way, Cheibub and Gandhi
define regimes as democratic if those who govern are selected through contested
elections, but the type of electoral rules, whether majoritarian or proportional,
is not part of their measure.

Measuring Ethnic Fractionalization

One of the most complex issues facing empirical research on consociationalism
concerns the most appropriate concept and measurement of ethnic fraction-
alization. Cross-national studies of the evidence have been hindered by the
difficulties of establishing robust and consistent measures of ethnic identities
that are applicable across many different types of societies. States often contain
multiple cultural cleavages and forms of social identity, some overlapping, and
studies need to choose the one that is most salient politically and most relevant
theoretically to the issue under consideration. Ethnic groups are defined here
as a community bound by a belief in common ancestry and cultural practices,
whether based on religion, language, history, or other cultural customs and
ties. Debate continues to surround the origins and nature of ethnic identities.
The essentialist perspective regards ethnic identities as largely fixed at birth or
in early childhood, due to the physical characteristics of groups, such as their
racial skin color or facial features, or based on enduring social conventions and
cultural norms. By contrast, as discussed earlier, the constructivist perspective
regards ethnic identities as socially created, where the salience of alternative
identities is open to manipulation. In this view, community differences can be
exacerbated (for example, where politicians preach the heated rhetoric of eth-
nic hatred and nationalism to maintain their popularity) or ameliorated (where
there are successful attempts to assimilate groups). In practice, there are sub-
stantial difficulties in comparing ethnic identities across nation-states. Nigeria,
for example, contains an estimated 250 tribal groups, as well as sharp regional
divisions between northern Muslims and southern Christians. Language is
important in Switzerland, which splits into the predominant German and the
minority French- and minority Italian-speaking regions. Belgium divides into
the Fleming and Walloon segments. By contrast, the United Kingdom divides
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by nationalist identities into England, Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland
(the latter subdivided into Protestant and Catholic communities), while the
United States uses the idea of racial characteristics and language as the defining
basis of the major ethnic cleavages. Given that the meaning and form of identi-
ties are so culturally diverse, it remains unclear whether cross-national studies
can compare like with like, or whether they can even compare functionally
equivalent groups, across societies.

Moreover the available data to estimate ethnic identities is often limited and
unreliable. Aggregate sources drawn from official population censuses, house-
hold surveys, and general social surveys facilitate analysis of the distribution
of religious, linguistic, national origin, or racial groups in each country. But
not all surveys seek to incorporate these items, in part because of their cultural
sensitivity, and, unlike measures of occupational class and socioeconomic sta-
tus, no standard international practices maintain consistency across sources.
Where religious, linguistic, racial, national, or other forms of ethnic identities
are systematically monitored in official surveys, the data usually allows us to
monitor the distribution of these populations, but far fewer survey questions
seek to measure the salience or meaning of these identities. What may matter
is less ethnic fractionalization, as commonly measured, than ethnic polariza-
tion, meaning the distance between groups. Clearly, given these limitations,
the measurement of ethnic diversity needs further research.53 Many previous
studies of linguistic cleavages have also had to rely upon badly flawed aggre-
gate sources, exemplified by the Soviet-era Atlas Narodov Mira (1964), the
original dataset used to construct the ethno-linguistic fractionalization (ELF)
index.54 The index has been widely employed by economists, following Easterly
and Levine’s study showing that economic growth was negatively related to
ethno-linguistic fractionalization.55 ELF is computed as 1 minus the Herfindahl
index of ethno-linguistic group shares, and it estimates the probability that two
randomly selected individuals from a population belong to different groups.
Nevertheless it is now recognized that the atlas contains some basic coding
inaccuracies, the material is also badly dated, and the linguistic cleavage rep-
resents only one dimension of ethnic identities, and not necessarily the most
important one.56

This project compares systematic cross-national evidence worldwide to clas-
sify nation-states according to the degree of ethno-linguistic fractionalization,
based on a global dataset created by Alesina and his colleagues.57 This study
classifies 201 countries or dependencies on the basis of the share of the popula-
tion speaking each language as their ‘mother tongues’. The dataset was usually
derived from census data, as collated in most cases by the Encyclopaedia Bri-
tannica, with a few cases of missing data supplemented by the CIA World Fact-
book. Religious fractionalization is also calculated for 215 nation-states and
dependencies, drawing upon the same sources. The relationship between these
indicators, and the distribution of countries under comparison, is illustrated
by the scatter-plot in Figure 2.1. As expected, certain societies in the top-right
quadrant emerge as highly heterogeneous on both measures, notably many
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sub-Saharan African nation-states (such as South Africa, Uganda, Kenya, and
Nigeria). At the same time, many Arab states such as Saudi Arabia, Libya, and
Jordan, located in the bottom-left quadrant, are very homogeneous according
to these indicators. Because the underlying data sources used for construct-
ing these indicators are fairly imprecise, and they depend heavily upon the
categorization scheme used and the underlying population estimates, modest
differences in the position of countries on the ethnic fractionalization indices
are probably unreliable. Nevertheless the indices can be used to make broad
classifications and each is therefore dichotomized, with scores from 50 and
above on the 100-point scales defined as plural societies.

It should be noted that this index estimates the objective distribution of dif-
ferent linguistic and religious groups in the population, but it does not seek to
measure the subjective meaning or societal importance of these forms of iden-
tity. In this regard, analogies can be drawn between the ‘objective’ indicators
of occupation and income used to gauge socioeconomic status and the ‘sub-
jective’ identifications which respondents offer when asked in surveys where
they feel that they belong in terms of social class. In the same way, ‘objective’
and ‘subjective’ indicators of ethnic identities may coincide or they may differ
sharply. For example, Canada is classified as relatively heterogeneous in reli-
gion, divided between Protestants and Catholics, but as this society has become
fairly secular, these forms of formal religious identity may carry few significant
consequences beyond the completion of official forms for the government cen-
sus or birth certificates. On the other hand, France is classified as fairly homo-
geneous in religious identities, as it remains predominantly Catholic, although
the expression of religious identities has aroused heated debate in recent years,
exemplified by legal bans passed against the wearing of Muslim headscarves
in schools. The evidence within this study only seeks to compare the existence
of objective indicators of religious and linguistic cleavages, not their subjective
salience. A constructivist perspective emphasizes that people possess multiple
social identities, and the salience of these latent characteristics may rise or fall
in response to situational factors, including the role of parties and politicians
competing for power, and how far they ‘play the ethnic card’ in whipping up
ethnic hatred through manipulating symbols and myths.58 These are important
insights but nevertheless the strength of ethnic identities remains extremely dif-
ficult to measure and compare with any degree of accuracy in the absence of
representative surveys, especially any changes occurring over time in response
to the cues provided by political elites, and hence beyond the limitations of
this study. On this basis, we can go on to consider the alternative indicators of
democracy and what these reveal about trends in democratization during the
third wave.



3

Democratic Indicators and Trends

Before proceeding to examine the evidence, the notion of democracy and the
most appropriate measure of this concept need to be considered.1 In particu-
lar, what philosophical concepts of ‘democracy’ underline alternative empirical
indicators? Is it best to adopt a minimalist approach toward measurement by
selecting a few key indicators, or is it preferable to provide a more compre-
hensive set of benchmarks? When operationalizing the concept of democracy,
should indicators be continuous, implying subtle gradations in levels of democ-
ratization? Or should they be categorical, suggesting that regimes cross a spe-
cific threshold, such as holding a competitive multiparty election, after which
they can then be considered democratic? Should the evidence rest on observable
regularities from ‘objective’ data, such as official levels of voter turnout, the
frequency of national elections, or the number of parties contesting legislative
seats? Or should such benchmarks be supplemented by subjective evaluations,
exemplified by expert judgments used by Freedom House to evaluate condi-
tions of political rights and civil liberties in each country, or the Polity IV
project’s coding of institutional restrictions on the executive? What are the
major sources of random and nonrandom measurement error arising from
these decisions that could potentially bias estimates of effects and generate
misleading comparisons? What are the problems of missing data limiting these
measures and how does this restrict the country coverage and comparative
framework? What is the relationship between notions of democracy and of
‘good governance’, a concept which has become increasingly common in the
developmental literature.2

To explore these issues, four measures of democracy are compared, each with
a different focus and measure: Freedom House’s index of liberal democracy,
the Polity IV project’s assessment of constitutional democracy, Vanhanen’s
indicator of participatory democracy, and Przeworski and colleagues’ classifi-
cation based on the notion of contested democracy. These represent the most
widely cited standard indicators commonly used by scholars and policy ana-
lysts in comparative research. They each have broad cross-national scope and a

54
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lengthy time-series, with data based on annual observations classifying regimes
worldwide.3 After reviewing their pros and cons, the chapter concludes, agnos-
tically, that no single best measure of democracy exists for all purposes; instead,
as Collier and Adcock suggest, specific choices are best justified pragmatically
by the theoretical framework and analytical goals used in any study.4 The most
prudent strategy, adopted by this book, is to compare the results of analytical
models using alternative indicators, to see whether the findings remain robust
and consistent irrespective of the specific measures of democracy employed for
analysis. If so, then this generates greater confidence in the reliability of the
results since the main generalizations hold irrespective of the particular mea-
sures which are used. If not, then we need to consider how far any differences
in the results can be attributed to the underlying concepts which differ among
these measures. The chapter concludes by summarizing the research design,
comparative framework, and cross-sectional time-series dataset used in this
book.

measuring democracy

Two criteria – validity and reliability – are particularly important for evaluat-
ing the construction of any empirical indicators in the social sciences.5 Valid
empirical measures accurately reflect the analytical concepts to which they
relate. The study of the origin and stability of democratic regimes requires
attention to normative concepts in democratic theory, as well as to the con-
struction of appropriate operational empirical indicators. Invalid measures miss
the mark by producing unconvincing inferences, for example, if the operational
indicators fail to capture important aspects of the underlying concept. Reliable
empirical measures prove consistent across time and place, using data sources
which can be easily replicated to allow scholars to build a cumulative body
of research. Scientific research makes its procedures public and transparent,
including the steps involved in selecting cases, gathering data, and performing
analysis. For Karl Popper, the classic hallmark of the scientific inquiry is the
process which subjects bold conjectures to rigorous testing, allowing strong
claims to be refuted, if not supported by the evidence.6 While repeated confir-
mations cannot prove inductive probabilities, attempts to refute findings can
advance the body of scientific knowledge. Scientific progress arises from succes-
sive attempts to prove ourselves wrong. This process requires reliable empirical
measures which are easily open to replication in cumulative studies conducted
by the scientific community.

Multiple approaches to measuring democracy exist in the literature and
these broadly divide into either minimalist or maximalist conceptualizations,
each with certain strengths and weaknesses (see Table 3.1). Indeed, it can be
argued that trade-offs often exist, with minimalist approaches usually strongest
in terms of their reliability, and maximalist indicators commonly more satis-
factory in terms of their measurement validity. Much debate in the literature
therefore revolves around which criteria should be regarded as more important,
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table 3.1. Indicators and Measures

Liberal
Democracy

Constitutional
Democracy

Participatory
Democracy

Contested
Democracy

Source Freedom House Polity IV Vanhanen Przeworski
et al./ Cheibub
and Gandhi

Core attributes Political rights
and civil
liberties

Democracy and
autocracy

Electoral
competition
and electoral
participation

Contestation of
executive and
legislature

Measurement
of attributes

Continuous
7-point scales
for each

Continuous
20-point scale

100-point scales Dichotomous
classification

Annual
observations

1972 to date 1800 to 1999 1810 to 2000 1946 to 2002

Main strengths Comprehensive
scope

Extended time
period

Replicable data
sources

Clear coding rules

Main
weaknesses

Problems of
conflation
and
measurement

Exclusion of
mass
participation;
aggregation
problems

Inappropriate
indicators

Exclusion of mass
participation;
weakly related
to state
repression

with theorists employing econometric models often preferring the elegance and
parsimony of replication, and more policy-oriented and qualitative approaches
usually giving greater priority to comprehensive if less easily replicated
measures.

Minimalist measures of democracy focus attention upon just one or two
key benchmarks, notably by concentrating on the rules governing party com-
petition for government office. Reflecting Schumpeterian conceptions, where
democracy is seen to exist in the competitive struggle for the people’s vote,
this type of regime is commonly defined procedurally as a political system
where two or more parties or candidates contest executive office through pop-
ular elections.7 The advantage of minimalist definitions, proponents argue, is
that this process helps to develop clear and unambiguous empirical indica-
tors, precise operational definitions, and reliable and consistent classification
procedures. This facilitates scientific replication, to test whether key findings
reported by one study hold true in other contexts, leading toward well-founded
general theories in the social sciences. Minimalist approaches emphasize that
coding decisions need to be transparent, leaving little room for the subjective
judgments of individual researchers or the personal evaluations of independent
observers and national experts. By focusing upon a narrow range of bench-
marks, this approach reduces the risks of including theoretically irrelevant
attributes and redundant elements in composite measures.
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The advantages of reducing the potential errors which arise from inconsis-
tency and misclassification of cases are thought to outweigh the potential limi-
tations of minimalist definitions. The most commonly acknowledged danger is
leaving out certain important dimensions of the concept of liberal democracy
which are included in more comprehensive measures. For example, minimal-
ist definitions may not attempt to measure the quality of democratic perfor-
mance, such as how far states achieve inclusive representation, accountable
leaders, freedom of expression, and equality of participation, on the grounds
that these factors are difficult or even impossible to gauge systematically with
any degree of reliability and consistency. Yet stripping the concept of democ-
racy down to its bare essentials may thereby neglect certain vital aspects; for
example, Cheibub and Gandhi focus on electoral competition for executive
office but thereby leave out any consideration of mass participation as a central
characteristic of democratic regimes.8 Marshall and Jaggers acknowledge the
importance of civil liberties for all citizens in their conception of democracies,
and the rule of law, systems of checks and balances, and freedom of the press,
but in practice Polity IV never attempts to code data on any of these aspects.9

The primary danger of minimalist procedural approaches is that certain crit-
ical aspects of democracy may thereby be excluded from consideration. In
particular, many countries have multiparty competition for the executive and
legislature, with processes of election contested by more than one party or
candidate which observers report are conducted under conditions which are
reasonably free and fair. Nevertheless the quality of democracy in these states
often varies greatly in many other important regards, such as in the treat-
ment of dissident minorities and opposition reform movements, restrictions on
basic human rights, respect for the rule of law and judicial independence, or
accountability of the executive to the legislature.

These problems are particularly dangerous in categorizing regimes such as
Togo, Belarus, Egypt, Malaysia, Uzbekistan, or Zimbabwe, which use multi-
party competitive elections for the legislative and executive office as a façade to
legitimate autocratic regimes. This important type of regime which is neither
fully autocratic not fully democratic exists in an ambiguous gray zone which has
been conceptualized by different authors alternatively as either ‘electoral autoc-
racies’ (Diamond), ‘illiberal democracies’ (Fareed), or ‘competitive authori-
tarian regimes’ (Levitsky).10 Other common terms include ‘hybrid’ regimes,
‘competitive authoritarianism’, ‘transitional democracies’ (implicitly assuming
that these regimes will eventually adopt broader institutional and political
reforms in a progressive trend), or ‘semi-free’ states (Freedom House). Unfor-
tunately the expansion in alternative typologies has added confusion rather
than clarity.11 Electoral autocracies are characterized by some of the formal
trappings of liberal democracy, but genuinely free and fair multiparty compe-
tition, human rights, and civil liberties are restricted in practice by the ruling
elites. Traditional autocracies usually maintain their grip on power through
different means, such as one-party states (Cuba, North Korea), military dicta-
tors (Burma, Thailand), or traditional monarchies (Saudi Arabia, Qatar). By
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contrast, electoral autocracies bow to pressures to hold elections but use more
subtle and complex techniques to stifle dissent and deter opposition. Com-
mon techniques which limit genuine electoral competition, often reported by
observer missions, include coercion, intimidation, and fraud in the attempt to
ensure electoral victory; major restrictions on access to the ballot for opposition
parties and legal or physical threats used against challengers; widespread use
of intimidation, coercion, or bribery of voters by security forces at the polling
station; and strong pro-government bias and limits on independent journalism
in campaign coverage in the media airwaves.12 The number of these regimes
has expanded in recent years, where elections have been adopted as a result of
international or domestic pressures but where this has not been accompanied
by any subsequent effective change in autocratic rule. If a single criterion is
adopted as a benchmark to classify regimes by minimalist definitions, then the
danger is that regimes in the gray zone can be easily misclassified. This is most
common where holding the first multiparty competitive elections in postcon-
flict peace-settlements is widely regarded by journalists, popular commentators,
and the international community as indicative that a regime is transitioning to
becoming more stable and on the road to becoming democratic, irrespective of
subsequent developments and ineffective institutional checks and balances on
elite power.

By contrast, maximalist or ‘thicker’ approaches to defining and measuring
liberal democracy as a regime type have been strongly influenced by Robert
Dahl’s body of work published in Politics, Economics, and Welfare (1953), in A
Preface to Democratic Theory (1956), and in Polyarchy (1971).13 Dahl argued
that liberal democracies are characterized by two main attributes – contestation
and participation. In practice, Dahl suggested that democratic regimes or ‘poly-
archies’ can be identified by the presence of certain key political institutions: (1)
elected officials, (2) free and fair elections, (3) inclusive suffrage, (4) the right
to run for office, (5) freedom of expression, (6) alternative information, and (7)
associational autonomy.14 Polyarchies use competitive multiparty elections to
fill offices for the national legislature and the chief executive. Contests in this
type of regime are free and fair, with an inclusive suffrage allowing widespread
voting participation among all citizens, and citizens have the unrestricted right
to compete for elected offices. For electoral competition to be meaningful,
polyarchies allow freedom of expression, availability of alternative sources of
information (freedom of the media), and associational autonomy (freedom to
organize parties, interest groups, and social movements).

Dahl’s approach attracted widespread acclaim but empirical indicators
which attempt to measure polyarchy have employed alternative indicators of
participation and contestation, and not all studies have treated both compo-
nents with equal weight. For example, Freedom House’s approach to regime
classification monitors, among other indicators, self-determination for eth-
nic minorities, freedom of religious expression, academic freedom, freedom of
assembly and association, equal opportunities and gender equality, and rights
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to private property.15 Polity IV’s measure of democracy emphasizes the exis-
tence of constraints on the powers of the executive, the openness of exec-
utive recruitment, and the regulation of participation.16 By contrast, Hade-
nius’s specification focuses upon freedom of organization and freedom from
coercion.17 Foweraker and Krznaric go even further in seeking to integrate
21 measures of liberal democratic performance, although for a smaller range
of 40 nation-states as a result of constraints in data availability.18 What these
‘thicker’ conceptualizations of liberal democracy share is the attempt to develop
comprehensive scales which facilitate fine-grained distinctions across diverse
regimes and subtle gradations of states classified by levels of democratization.
For example, levels of democracy can be gauged by monitoring equal opportu-
nities for political participation, the channels of expression available through a
free press, freedom of organization and assembly for opposition movements, a
universal franchise for all adult citizens, as well as the institutions of the rule of
law and an independent judiciary, a functioning and effective bureaucracy, and
the protection of civil liberties. The aim is to include all the relevant aspects of
contestation and participation.

Therefore tensions exist in the literature. Minimalist approaches emphasize
the values of reliability and consistency, but at the expense of potentially omit-
ting vital components of democratic regimes and thus misclassifying types of
regimes. Maximalist approaches prioritize using richer and more comprehen-
sive multiple indicators, but with the danger of relying upon softer data and
less rigorous categories. Both these approaches are common in the research,
where there have been multiple attempts to measure democracy; indeed a recent
review noted almost four dozen separate indicators of democratic performance,
differing in their geographic and temporal scope.19 Many of these, however, are
restricted in the number of states they cover, the frequency of the measures, or
the years to which they apply. Time-series which end prior to the early-1990s
cannot fully capture the dynamics of the third wave democracies in Central
Europe, nor more recent developments occurring elsewhere. We can also set
aside for our purposes those datasets which only concern advanced industrial-
ized societies, indicators applying to particular regions such as Latin America,
those which arbitrarily exclude smaller states falling below a certain popula-
tion minimum (thereby skewing the results with a systematic bias), or mea-
sures where data limitations exclude important periods or many nation-states
(including autocratic states) worldwide. Publicly available indicators which are
widely used in the comparative literature are also those which reflect the pre-
vailing consensus among researchers, excluding more idiosyncratic approaches.
Using these criteria reduces the longer list to four measures, each reflecting dif-
fering conceptions of the essential features of democracy. Table 3.1 summarizes
the key dimensions of each. Let us consider the construction and meaning of
each of the main indicators that are selected for detailed comparison – by
Freedom House, Polity IV, Vanhanen, and Przeworski et al. – to consider the
strengths and limitations of each.
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Freedom House: Liberal Democracy

One of the best-known measures of liberal democracy, and one of the most
widely used in the comparative literature, is the Gastil index of civil liberties
and political rights produced annually by Freedom House. The measure has
been widely employed by practitioners; for example, its results are incorporated
into the benchmark data employed by the US Millennium Challenge Account
to assess the quality of governance and award aid in poorer societies. It has
also been employed by many comparative scholars, such as in recent publi-
cations by Diamond, Barro, and Inglehart and Welzel.20 Freedom House, an
independent think tank based in the United States, first began to assess political
trends in the 1950s with the results published as the Balance Sheet of Freedom.
In 1972, Freedom House launched a new, more comprehensive annual study
called Freedom in the World. Raymond Gastil developed the survey’s method-
ology, which assigned ratings of their political rights and civil liberties for
each independent nation-state (as well as for dependent territories) and then
categorized them as free, partly free, or not free. The survey continued to be
produced by Gastil until 1989, when a larger team of in-house survey analysts
was established. Subsequent editions of the survey have followed essentially
the same format although more details have recently been released about the
coding framework used for each assessment.

The index monitors the existence of political rights in terms of electoral
processes, political pluralism, and the functioning of government. Civil liber-
ties are defined by the existence of freedom of speech and association, rule of
law, and personal rights. The research team draws upon multiple sources of
information to develop their classifications, which are based on a checklist
of questions, including 10 separate items monitoring the existence of political
rights and 15 on civil liberties. These items assess the presence of institutional
checks and balances constraining the executive through the existence of a rep-
resentative and inclusive legislature, an independent judiciary implementing the
rule of law, and the existence of political rights and civil liberties, including to
reasonable self-determination and participation by minorities, and the presence
of free and fair election laws.21 Each item is allocated a score from 0 to 4 and
all are given equal weight when aggregated. The raw scores for each country
are then converted into a 7-point scale of political rights and a 7-point scale
for civil liberties, and in turn these are collapsed to categorize each regime
worldwide as either ‘free’, ‘partly free’, or ‘not free’. As a result of this process,
Freedom House estimate that out of 193 nation-states, roughly two-thirds or
123 (64%) could be classified as electoral democracies in 2007 (defined as ‘free’
or ‘partly free’).22 This represents a remarkable advance during the third wave,
but nevertheless they estimate that the balance of regime types has largely sta-
bilized during the last decade; for example, Freedom House reported that in
1995 there were 117 electoral democracies around the globe (around 61%).

The emphasis of this measure on a wide range of civil liberties, rights, and
freedoms means that this most closely reflects notions of liberal democracy.
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The index has the advantage of providing comprehensive coverage of nation-
states and independent territories worldwide, as well as establishing a long
time-series of observations conducted annually since 1972. The measure is also
comprehensive in its conceptualization and it is particularly appropriate for
those seeking an indicator of liberal democracy.

Despite these virtues, the index has been subject to considerable criticism on
a number of methodological grounds.23 The procedures used by the team of
researchers employed by Freedom House lack transparency, so that scholars
cannot double-check the reliability and consistency of the coding decisions;
nor can the results be replicated. The questions used for constructing the index
often involve two or three separate items within each subcategory, allowing
ambiguous measurement and aggregation across these items. The process of
compositing the separate items is not subject to systematic factor analysis, so
it remains unclear whether the items do indeed cluster together into consistent
scales of political rights and civil liberties. The multiple dimensions included in
the index provide a broad-ranging attempt to monitor human rights, for exam-
ple, concerning owning property, freedom of religious expression, choice of
marriage partners, and absence of economic exploitation. These are all widely
regarded as important dimensions of human rights, with intrinsic value, but it
is not clear that these are necessarily essential components or valid measures of
democracy per se. The concepts of freedom and democracy are not equivalent.
It remains an empirical question whether democratic regimes promote these
sorts of values, for example, whether they are associated with free market cap-
italist economies or whether some prefer protectionist economic policies and a
greater role for the government in economic planning and the welfare state.24

If the separate scores for the individual components of the Gastil index were
publicly released, then researchers could construct narrower measures reflect-
ing their chosen specification of democracy, but unfortunately only composite
scores are available. Moreover since the index contains such a broad range of
indicators, this also makes it less valuable as an analytical tool useful for poli-
cymakers; for example, if it is established that the Freedom House measure of
democracy is consistently linked to the protection of human rights, economic
growth, peace, or the provision of more generous welfare services, it remains
unclear what particular aspect of the index is driving this relationship.25 The
construction of the measure therefore suffers from certain problems of confla-
tion and redundancy, and although it is widely used, it essentially reflects
liberal notions of democracy, and other approaches emphasize alternative
concepts.

Polity IV: Constitutional Democracy

Another approach commonly used in the comparative and international rela-
tions literature is the classification of constitutional democracy provided by the
Polity project.26 This project was initiated by Ted Robert Gurr in the 1970s
and it has evolved over the past three decades. The latest version, Polity IV,
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provides annual time-series data in country-year format covering 161 countries
from 1800 to 1999.27 Coders working on the Polity IV project classify democ-
racy and autocracy in each nation-year as a composite score of different char-
acteristics relating to authority structures. Democracy is conceived of concep-
tually as reflecting three essential elements: the presence of institutions and
procedures through which citizens can express preferences about alternative
policies and leaders, the existence of institutionalized constraints on the power
of the executive, and the guarantee of civil liberties to all citizens (although not
actually measured). The classification emphasizes the existence or absence of
institutional features of the nation-state. For example, competitive executive
recruitment is measured by leadership selection through popular elections con-
tested by two or more parties or candidates. The openness of recruitment for
the chief executive is measured by the opportunity for all citizens to attain the
position through a regularized process, excluding hereditary succession, force-
ful seizure of power, or military coups. By contrast, autocracies are seen as
regimes which restrict or suppress competitive political participation, in which
the chief executive is chosen from within the political elite, and, once in office,
leaders face few institutional constraints on their power. The dataset constructs
a 10-point democracy scale by coding the competitiveness of political partici-
pation (1–3), the competitiveness of executive recruitment (1–2), the openness
of executive recruitment (1), and the constraints on the chief executive (1–4).
Autocracy is measured by negative versions of the same indices. The two scales
are combined into a single democracy-autocracy score varying from −10 to
+10. Polity has also been used to monitor and identify processes of major
regime change and democratic transitions, classified as a positive change in the
democracy-autocracy score of more than 3 points.

The Polity IV scores have the virtue of providing an exceptionally long
series of observations stretching over two centuries, as well as covering most
nation-states worldwide. The provision of separate indices for each of the main
dimensions allows scholars to disaggregate the components. The emphasis on
constitutional rules restricting the executive may be particularly valuable for
distinguishing the initial downfall of autocratic regimes and the transition to
multiparty elections. Unfortunately the democracy-autocracy score also suffers
from certain important limitations. Polity IV emphasizes the existence of con-
straints upon the chief executive as a central part of their measure. As Munck
and Verkulian point out, however, there is a world of difference between those
restrictions on the executive which arise from democratic checks and balances,
such as the power of the elected legislature or an independent judiciary, and
those which arise from other actors, such as the power of the military or eco-
nomic elites.28 Although more information is now released in the user’s code-
book, the processes which the Polity team uses to classify regimes continue to
lack a degree of transparency and therefore replicability by independent schol-
ars. Moreover although acknowledging the importance of civil liberties as part
of their overall conceptualization of democracy, Polity IV does not actually
attempt to code or measure this dimension. The Polity IV index was originally
conceived by Gurr for very different purposes, to monitor notions of political
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stability and regime change, and the growing use of this measure to assess
constitutional forms of democracy represents a newer development.

Vanhanen: Participatory Democracy

A more minimalist approach is exemplified by Tatu Vanhanen, who developed
a scaled measure of democracy in each country according to two criteria: the
degree of electoral competition (measured by the share of the vote won by the
largest party in the national legislature) and the degree of electoral participa-
tion (the proportion of the total population who voted in national legislative
elections), which he combines to yield an index of democratization.29 Both
these indicators use measures which are straightforward to calculate and the
empirical data can be compiled from various publicly available sources. These
criteria reflect both of Dahl’s key dimensions of polyarchy, namely, contes-
tation and participation. In a series of publications, Vanhanen develops this
scale to classify levels of democracy in 187 nation-states worldwide on an
annual basis from 1810 to 2000. The author argues that the level of electoral
turnout in each country, gauged by the total valid votes cast in an election
as a proportion of the voting-age population (Vote/VAP), is usually regarded
as an important indicator of democratic health, hence the widespread popu-
lar concern about any indication of falling electoral participation. Moreover
the measure of Vote/VAP also provides an indirect indicator of the extent of
universal adult suffrage, highlighting states where major sectors of the adult
population are denied the franchise on the basis of citizenship requirements,
literacy qualifications, social class, sex, race, ethnicity, religion, mental capac-
ity, imprisonment, or other related characteristics which disqualify residents
from voting rights.30

It is true that the universal suffrage is an important component of democracy
and a major part of the historical fight for equal rights. Official data on voter
turnout is readily available from standard reference sources, for example, from
International IDEA; hence this provides a reliable empirical indicator.31 Never-
theless the question is whether this measure is a valid indicator of democracy,
and there are several reasons to doubt this. If isolated from other conditions
which are important for meaningful and fair electoral contests, by itself the
comparison of voter turnout statistics may prove a highly misleading measure
of democratization. In plebiscitary elections held to legitimize authoritarian
rule, even in one-party states, voters may be successfully mobilized through
intimidation and manipulation by government forces, rigged voting, ballot
stuffing, vote buying, pressures on opposition politicians, and state control of
the media. In such cases, turnout may be far higher than in elections held under
free and fair conditions; for example, voter turnout in national elections was
usually greater in the one-party Soviet Union than in countries such as the
United States, India, and Switzerland. International IDEA’s worldwide com-
parison of countries ranked by levels of turnout (measured by the average ratio
of votes cast to registered voters in national elections to the lower house held
from 1945 to 2001), ranks Singapore second and Uzbekistan third (both with
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93.5% turnout). This suggests that levels of voter turnout are meaningless by
themselves as indicators of democracy unless the prior conditions of multiparty
competition and civil liberties are specified, requiring other indicators. More-
over turnout is produced by multiple factors which are only loosely related to
democracy per se; for example, if we just compare postindustrial nation-states,
it would seem odd to argue that high turnout generated by the strict use of
compulsory voting laws meant that Australia (with an average Vote/VAP since
1945 of 84.2%) should be regarded as automatically more democratic than the
United Kingdom (73.8%), or, for the same reasons, that Italy (92%) should
be seen as more democratic than France (67.3%). Indeed certain aspects of
democratization are inversely related to patterns of turnout, such as holding
more frequent elections and broadening the voting franchise to younger age
groups, which both expand opportunities and yet also usually dampen levels
of participation.32

Party contestation has been operationalized in the literature in different
ways. In countries holding multiparty national legislative elections, Vanhanen
assesses competition by the share of the votes won by the largest party, arguing
that if the combined share of the vote for all the other smaller parties is very
low (for example, less than 30%), then the dominance of the largest party is
so overpowering that it is doubtful whether such a country could be regarded
as a democracy.33 This measure is based on objective data which is transpar-
ent and easily replicable by cross-referencing various standard compilations of
election results. Nevertheless the proposed procedure introduces a systematic
bias from the electoral system, because the winning party may be predominant
over successive contests as a result of the exaggerative quality of majoritarian
electoral rules, even if they receive only a relatively modest share of the popu-
lar vote. Moreover there are also difficult cases under this rule where there are
many parties, and the conditions of elections free of manipulation, fraud, and
intimidation, and yet one party attracts overwhelming popular support, exem-
plified by the 70% share of the vote received by the African National Congress
party in April 2004 elections to the National Assembly. It would have been
preferable to gauge party competition using standard indicators such as the
Laakso and Taagepera measure of the ‘effective number of parliamentary par-
ties’ (ENPP), and the ‘effective number of electoral parties’ (ENEP), both of
which take account of not only the number of parties but also the relative
size of each.34 Finally, the degree of party competition in the legislature does
not tell us anything about the frequency with which parties alternate between
government and opposition over a certain period. Indeed in pluralist societies
with very fragmented party systems, with a high ENEP, multiple opposition
parties exist but for this very reason, through ‘divide and rule’, the governing
party can continue in power for decades.

Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi: Competitive Democracy

The fourth alternative measure under comparison, which is the most minimal-
ist, was originally developed by Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi
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and subsequently extended by Cheibub and Gandhi.35 This approach defines
democratic states as those regimes where citizens have the power to replace
their government through contested elections. This conception reflects the long
tradition established by Joseph Schumpeter, followed by many subsequent
commentators, which regards the presence of competitive multiparty elections
as the key feature of representative democracy.36 There is a broad consensus
that at a minimum all democratic regimes require regular elections providing
alternative party choices at the ballot box. Contestation is one of the essential
aspects of Dahl’s notion of polyarchy, alongside participation.37 Regular free
elections for all major government offices provide opportunities for citizens to
discipline their leaders. The credible threat of losing power compels elected
representatives to pay attention to citizens’ interests. For the threat of elec-
toral defeat to be credible, effective party competition is essential to facilitate
opposition scrutiny of the government during interelectoral periods and party
choice among citizens at the ballot box. Countries are clearly recognized as
autocratic if they fill national legislative offices and the chief executive office
through appointment, patronage, or inheritance, rather than by popular elec-
tions. One-party states which hold elections for the national legislature, but
which ban any other party from organizing and from contesting elections, such
as Cuba, also fall unambiguously into the autocratic category. In some cases
a limited degree of electoral choice is maintained where individual candidates
from within the same party run for office, as exemplified by local elections
among alternative Communist Party candidates in China or among Move-
ment candidates in Uganda. But in general the presence of competition from
alternative parties is widely regarded as essential for genuine electoral choices
and democratic contestation. Only parties can present voters with a choice
of leadership teams and programs representing a coherent set of policies, and
thus allow collective responsibility. As Schattschneider claimed, modern rep-
resentative democracy is unworkable without parties.38 Parties are necessary
to build and aggregate support among a broad coalition of citizens’ organi-
zations and interest groups; to integrate multiple conflicting demands into a
coherent policy program; to select and train legislative candidates and politi-
cal leaders; to provide voters with a choice of governing teams and policies;
and, if elected to office, to organize the process of government and to stand
collectively accountable for their actions in subsequent contests. For all these
reasons, political parties thereby form the cornerstone of a democratic society
and serve a function unlike that of any other institution.

But how can party competition and contestation for government offices best
be measured? The essential feature of democratic states, Przeworski et al. argue,
is that they provide regular electoral opportunities for removing those in power.
More than one party has to compete in regular elections for the lower house
of the national legislature and for executive office in presidential systems. An
opposition party has to have some chance of winning elected office as a result
of popular elections, and there must be some uncertainty about the outcome, so
that the incumbent party may lose power. If the incumbent party loses, there has
to be the assurance that they will leave office and the winning party will succeed
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them.39 Through this mechanism, governing parties can be held accountable
for their actions, and, if they fail to prove responsive to public concerns, they
face a realistic chance of being replaced by the opposition in a regular and
orderly constitutional process. Following this conceptualization, Przeworksi
et al. classify all states as either a democracy or an autocracy according to
certain institutional rules, namely:

1. The lower house of the legislature must be elected.
2. The chief executive must be elected (directly in presidential systems

and indirectly by members of the elected legislature in parliamentary
systems).

3. There must be more than one party.
4. And (if states pass all these rules), if the incumbent party subsequently

held, but never lost an election, such regimes are regarded by default
as authoritarian. Regimes which fail any of these rules are classified as
autocratic.

They therefore examine whether government offices (both for the chief exec-
utive officer and the legislative body) are filled as a consequence of contested
elections. Contestation is understood to occur where there are at least two
parties and an opposition party has some chance of winning office as a result
of elections. If the incumbent party loses an election, democracies require that
they leave office. If no alternation occurs, then regimes are classified as auto-
cratic. On the basis of this series of rules, Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and
Limogi categorize all regimes every year from 1950 to 1990, supplemented with
data by Cheibub and Ghandi which updates the series to 2000. This dataset
represents a major advance in the literature by clearly specifying a limited
set of decision rules defining party contestation and proposing a transparent
process of applying these procedures to develop a typology of regimes. This
process is also easily replicable from published sources, allowing the dataset to
be extended by other scholars to test their key findings in other contexts and
periods.

The main limitation of this approach, however, is that, while parsimonious,
this stripped-down measure is open to the charge of neglecting certain impor-
tant dimensions which are integral to the conception of liberal democracy. The
most notable omission from the Przeworski et al. definition is any consideration
of mass participation; in particular, they do not seek to code whether elections
are held under conditions of a universal adult suffrage. Yet most would regard
any state as undemocratic if it held elections which systematically excluded cer-
tain major categories of its adult population from voting rights. All countries
have some categories of the population who are disqualified from exercising
the franchise, for example, resident noncitizens, citizens living overseas, those
declared mentally disabled, or people convicted of certain criminal offenses
or undergoing a sentence of imprisonment. The conditions for citizenship and
any residency requirements for voting also vary cross-nationally.40 In princi-
ple, however, universal adult suffrage is necessary for democracy, although
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it is not sufficient by itself. Contestation without universal adult suffrage can
be confined to a coterie of competitive oligarchies and their band of follow-
ers.41 If we simply rely upon Przeworski et al.’s rules, for example, Britain
would qualify as a democracy after the Glorious Revolution of 1688, which
established the rule of law, parliamentary sovereignty, and limited power for
the monarchy, after which the Whig and Tory parliamentary parties rotated
in government and opposition, despite the fact that opportunities to vote in
many corrupt boroughs were restricted to a small group of property-owning
middle-class men, prior to the Reform Acts of 1832, 1867 and 1884, 1919,
and 1927. In the same way, the United States would be classified as demo-
cratic from the era of the Jacksonian party system, when the competition from
Democrats and the Whig opposition emerged around 1828, well before the
enfranchisement of slaves in 1870, the passage of female suffrage in 1919,
and the Voting Rights Act of 1965, which swept away restrictive practices
for African-American citizens. Przeworski et al. argue that they are only seek-
ing to monitor contemporary democracies since 1945, when most states had
established the universal adult franchise. But nevertheless some major omis-
sions remained in this period, notably in Switzerland, which only introduced
the female suffrage for national elections in 1971, while South Africa retained
apartheid until 1994, and the franchise continues to be withheld from women
in contemporary Saudi Arabia.

The lack of attention to mass participation is a major problem with the
validity of the Przeworski et al. approach, but, along similar lines, concern is
also raised by the way that party competition is measured in a minimal way
without taking account of other conditions which may make it meaningful.
For example, without the protection of human rights, freedom of the press,
free and fair elections, and civil liberties, parties cannot compete effectively for
electoral support, and citizens cannot evaluate government performance and
party policies to arrive at an informed choice at the ballot box. These problems
are exemplified by pro-state bias in the campaign television news and limits on
the independent media, reported by Organization for Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe (OSCE) observers as occurring in Belarus. Elsewhere there are
problems of overt censorship and severe repression of journalists, noted by the
Committee to Protect Journalists as occurring in Algeria, Iraq, Colombia, and
Russia.42 As noted earlier, the cases of ‘electoral autocracies’ are particularly
difficult regimes to classify, for example, Russia, which classified as continu-
ously ‘democratic’ since 1992, according to the Przeworski rules, yet which
has seen a subsequent progressive deterioration in civil liberties, according to
Freedom House and Polity IV. One way to test how far the Przeworski mea-
sure taps any broader indication of civil liberties is to examine the correlation
between this measure and the Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) Database monitoring
a range of human rights, including civil liberties (the extent of freedom of asso-
ciation, movement, speech, religion, and participation), women’s rights (in the
economic, political, and social spheres), and the worst abuses arising from state
repression (through the use of extrajudicial killings, political imprisonment,
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torture, and disappearance).43 The Przeworski et al. measure of competitive
democracy was fairly strongly related to civil liberties (R = .75∗∗∗) but was far
more weakly linked to indicators of state repression (R = .36∗∗∗). For example,
among the regimes classified by Przeworski as democratic, torture was found
to be practiced frequently by 31% and extrajudicial killings were frequently
employed by 15%. In this regard, the measure of competitive democracy is
far more generous in its interpretation of a democratic regime than the stricter
monitoring of human rights provided by the Freedom House index.

Another potential difficulty with this measure is that contested multiparty
elections appear relatively straightforward and unambiguous to code from pub-
lic sources because of the presence of more than one party on the ballot. In prac-
tice, however, degrees of party competition in the process of nomination, cam-
paigning, and election vary substantially from one country to another. The fact
that more than one party contests an election does not imply, by any means, the
existence of a level playing field so that all parties stand an equal chance of win-
ning seats, let alone government. This is most problematic in the cases of ‘elec-
toral democracies’ or ‘competitive authoritarian regimes’, such as Zimbabwe
and Belarus. Even among the clearer cases of established democracies, few ban
any parties outright, but some party organizations are occasionally declared
illegal, for example, radical right parties are restricted by the German consti-
tution and limited by Belgian laws against hate speech. Parties associated with
violent terrorist tactics have been banned in Spain (Batasuna, the political wing
of ETA in the Basque region) and France. The Turkish Constitutional Court
shut down the Welfare Party, a radical Muslim organization with considerable
popular support. More commonly, most democracies have a range of regula-
tions restricting candidate and party access to the ballot, sources of campaign
funds, and the media. In every nation, the type of electoral system, notably the
effective threshold, limits which candidates win seats. All of these rules make
party systems more or less competitive. Although free and fair elections are
contested, where the opposition remains divided, predominant parties may be
returned with a plurality of the vote for decades, such as the Liberal Democrats
in Japan. The fact that multiple parties campaign in Japanese elections does
not mean that the allocation of government offices rotates regularly between
government and opposition parties. While accepted limits on multiparty com-
petition do not raise major concern in categorizing long-established democratic
states such as Germany, Belgium, and Japan, legal restrictions on the ability
of opposition parties and reform movements to campaign and challenge the
ruling elites pose far more difficulty in classifying regimes such as Russia.

Last, Przeworski et al. classify all regimes as either democracies or autocra-
cies, yet in reality regimes do not shift from autocracies one year to democracies
the next, as dichotomous measures suggest. Mexico, for example, did not auto-
matically become democratic the day after Vincente Fox was elected president
by defeating the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) candidate; instead the
country experienced a series of steps which allowed opposition parties to make
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gains on some local states, which allowed the Electoral Institute to clean up
political bribery and ballot stuffing, and which generated freer criticism of the
governing PRI in the mass media. Recognizing that important distinctions may
be lost by the idea of a strict dichotomy dividing the world into democracies and
autocracies, there have been numerous attempts to introduce categories in the
gray zone which have been conceptualized as, alternatively, ‘semidemocracies’,
‘competitive authoritarianism’ (Levitsky and Way), and ‘illiberal democracies’
(Zacharia). Each of these qualifying terms suffers from certain ambiguities,
implying subcategories. The democratization process refers to the stages which
regimes go through in order to become democratic. The process can be pro-
gressive (where regimes become more democratic) or degenerative (where states
become more autocratic).

Good Governance. The last decade has seen a proliferation of alternative ini-
tiatives which have sought to operationalize the related notion of ‘good gov-
ernance’. The World Bank has used assessments of government performance
in allocating resources since the mid-1970s. Focusing at first on macroeco-
nomic management, the assessment criteria have expanded to include trade
and financial policies, business regulation, social sector policies, effectiveness
of the public sector, and transparency, accountability, and corruption. These
criteria are assessed annually for all World Bank borrowers. Among these, the
issue of corruption has moved toward the center of the World Bank’s gover-
nance strategy, as this is regarded as a fundamental impediment to reducing
poverty.44

The most ambitious attempt to measure all the dimensions of ‘good gover-
nance’ are the indices generated by Kaufmann and colleagues for the World
Bank Institute. The Kaufmann-Kray indicators (also known as ‘The World-
wide Governance Indicators’) are some of the most widely used measures of
good governance. Compiled since 1996, these composite indices measure the
perceived quality of six dimensions of governance for 213 countries, based on
31 data sources produced by 25 organizations. The underlying data is based
on hundreds of variables and reflects the perceptions and views of experts, firm
survey respondents, and citizens on various dimensions of governance. The
World Bank does not generate these separate assessments; rather it integrates
them into composite indices. The measures specify the margins of error associ-
ated with each estimate, allowing users to identify a range of statistically likely
ratings for each country. The Worldwide Governance Indicators measure the
quality of six dimensions of governance: voice and accountability: the extent
to which a country’s citizens are able to participate in selecting their govern-
ment, as well as freedom of expression, freedom of association, and free media;
political stability and absence of violence: perceptions of the likelihood that the
government will be destabilized or overthrown by unconstitutional or violent
means, including political violence and terrorism; government effectiveness:
the quality of public services, the quality of the civil service and the degree
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of its independence from political pressures, the quality of policy formulation
and implementation, and the credibility of the government’s commitment to
such policies; regulatory quality: the ability of the government to formulate
and implement sound policies and regulations that permit and promote private
sector development; rule of law: the extent to which agents have confidence
in and abide by the rules of society, and in particular the quality of contract
enforcement, the police, and the courts, as well as the likelihood of crime and
violence; control of corruption: the extent to which public power is exercised
for private gain, including both petty and grand forms of corruption, as well
as ‘capture’ of the state by elites and private interests.

Related well-known attempts to monitor several aspects of ‘good gov-
ernance’ include the Corruption Perception Index generated annually since
1995 by Transparency International. The International Country Risk Guide is
another measure, which has been assessing financial, economic, and political
risks since 1980 for about 140 countries. Global Integrity, based in Washing-
ton, DC, assesses the existence and effectiveness of anticorruption mechanisms
that promote public integrity, using more than 290 indicators to generate the
Global Integrity Index for more than 40 countries. The Cingranelli-Richards
(CIRI) Database monitoring a range of human rights, such as civil liberties,
women’s rights, and state repression, has already been discussed.45 Percep-
tual assessments using expert surveys and subjective judgments may prove
unreliable for several reasons, including reliance upon a small number of
national ‘experts’, the use of business leaders and academic scholars as the
basis of the judgments, variations in country coverage by different indices,
and possible bias toward more favorable evaluations of countries with good
economic outcomes. Nevertheless in the absence of other reliable indicators
covering a wide range of nation-states, such as representative surveys of public
opinion, these measures provide some of the best available gauges of good
governance.

These and many associated projects have greatly expanded the number of
political indicators which are now widely available and often used by analysts
and policymakers. This study integrates selected Kaufmann-Kray good gov-
ernance indicators as part of the analysis. Nevertheless the primary focus of
this book rests on the four indicators of democratic governance which have
already been discussed. The reasons are that the core concept of ‘good gov-
ernance’ contains a number of distinct dimensions, it is often overloaded and
conflated with multiple meanings and measures, and it remains undertheorized
compared with the work on democratic governance.46 As Grindle has argued,
the ‘good governance’ agenda is poorly focused, overlong, and growing ever
longer, depending upon the emphasis given to nostrums for reform.47 More-
over, equally importantly, the Kaufmann-Kray indicators started in the mid-
1990s and so observations are simply unavailable for the longitudinal study,
which examines trends since the start of the third wave in the early-1970s. For
all these reasons, this study emphasizes understanding the primary drivers of
democratic governance, not good governance.
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table 3.2. Correlation among Democratic Indicators

Liberal
Participatory ConstitutionalDemocracy
Democracy Democracy

Freedom
House Vanhanen Polity IV

Participatory
democracy
(Vanhanen)

Correlation .730(∗∗∗)
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 3006

Constitutional
democracy (Polity)

Correlation .904(∗∗∗) .751(∗∗∗)
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 4382 4051

Contested democracy
(Cheibub and
Gandhi)

Correlation .826(∗∗∗) .681(∗∗∗) .856(∗∗∗)
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 5076 4661 6784

Notes: N = Number of cases. ∗∗∗ All correlations are significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

the pragmatic choice and comparison of indicators

To summarize the debate about measures and indicators, prominent scholars
continue to disagree about the merits of the main minimalist and maximalist
concepts of democracy most commonly used in the literature, as well as the
value of adopting either dichotomous classifications (such as the Przeworski
categorization) or graded measures (such as the 20-point Polity index). There is
no consensus about the most appropriate criteria used to measure democratic
regimes, the weighting which should be given to separate components, the
reliability of the coding procedures used by different researchers, and the way
that these indicators should be translated into regime typologies.

In practice, however, despite all the differences in the construction of demo-
cratic indices, it is striking that the four alternative measures most commonly
used in the comparative literature correlate strongly with each other.48 For
comparison, the Polity IV scale of democracy-autocracy was recoded to a pos-
itive 20-point scale, and the Freedom House index was recoded so that a score
of 1 represented the least democratic regimes, while a score of 7 represented the
most democratic. Table 3.2 shows that the Freedom House rating was strongly
and significantly related to the Polity IV score (R = .904∗∗), the Cheibub clas-
sification of the type of democratic-autocratic regime (R = .826∗∗), and the
Vanhanen index of democratization (R = .730∗∗).

A visual examination of the trends since 1972 documented by each of
these indicators also shows considerable agreement among the series, despite
differences in their conceptualization, measurement, and periods (see Fig-
ures 3.1 to 3.5). This suggests that there is an underlying consensus about
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figure 3.1. Trends in Cheibub and Gandhi’s Classification of Regime Types, 1945–
2002. Source: José Cheibub and Jennifer Gandhi. 2004. ‘Classifying political regimes: A
six-fold measure of democracies and dictatorships.’ Presented at the American Political
Science Association Annual Meeting. Chicago, September 2–5.

historical developments, generating confidence about the reliability and robust-
ness of measures. The trends monitored in each series differ in their starting
points, with Polity IV presenting the longest period, from 1800 onward. As
shown in Figure 3.1, the Cheibub and Gandhi series since the end of the
Second World War suggests a steady and substantial rise in the number of
dictatorships worldwide from 1960 until the late-1970s (the period iden-
tified by Huntington as the second reverse wave of democratization), then
demonstrates a fairly steady fall which continues to their most recent obser-
vation. The parallel rise in the number of democratic regimes appears to
occur in this series from the early-1980s onward (later than the Hunting-
ton periodization of the third wave) and continues to the end of their series in
2002.

The Freedom House series monitoring political rights and civil liberties
in liberal democracy starts in 1972. Their tripartite classification of regime
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figure 3.2. Trends in Freedom House Classification of Regime Types, 1972–2004.
Source: Freedom House. Freedom in the World. www.freedomhouse.org (various years).

types, shown in Figure 3.2, also suggests that a gradual rise in free nation-
states occurs from the mid- to late-1970s, experiencing a sharp surge in the
1989–1991 period, then registers a continuous more steady growth to date.
The number of ‘not free’ nation-states remains steady throughout the 1970s
and 1980s, only dropping precipitously in the 1989–1990 period (with the
fall of the Berlin Wall) and then hitting an erratic plateau at a lower level.
In this series, the number of ‘partly free’ states rises sharply in the period
1989–1990. The mean Freedom House rating on the Gastil index, shown in
Figure 3.3, shows a steadier picture of developments with rising levels of liberal
democracy in countries around the world.

The mean Polity IV autocracy-democracy 20-point score of constitutional
democracy provides the longest time-series, extending over two centuries. Fig-
ure 3.4 shows a steady erosion of autocracy from roughly 1820 until the first
peak reached a century later. In Europe this era saw multiple developments
with the growth of parliamentary democracies independent of the monarchy,
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figure 3.3. Trends in Freedom House’s Measure of Liberal Democracy, 1972–2004.
Source: Freedom House. Freedom in the World. www.freedomhouse.org (various years).

the evolution of competitive party systems, the expansion of the universal fran-
chise to broader sectors of society, including the working class and eventually
to women as well. After the initial advance, according to Polity IV, the interwar
era saw the first substantial reverse wave, with the rise of Hitler and Mussolini,
but also a reversal of democracy in many Latin American nation-states. The end
of the Second World War registered a second sharp wave of democratization,
notably the new constitutions established in Germany and Poland, and fragile
democratic constitutions established in many ex-colonies which were achiev-
ing independence. The era from 1950 to 1980 displayed the sharp erosion in
democratic states worldwide which Huntington terms the second reverse wave.
It is only from the early- to mid-1970s, with the end of dictatorships in Spain,
Portugal, and Greece, that democracy expands again around the globe in the
Polity IV series, with the sharpest rise registered during the 1989–1991 period
following the fall of the Berlin Wall.

Finally, trends in the Vanhanen index of participatory democracy, illustrated
in Figure 3.5, also extend from 1810 onward. The series suggests a slow rise
in participatory democracy during the nineteenth century, with a sharp expan-
sion in the 1920s, in large part because of the expansion of the franchise to the
working class and women in many countries. The interwar years register strong
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figure 3.4. Trends in Polity IV Measure of Constitutional Democracy, 1800–2000.
Source: Monty Marshall and Keith Jaggers. 2003. Polity IV Project: Political Regime
Characteristics and Transitions, 1800–2003. http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/polity/

setbacks for democracy, which is sharply reversed in the late 1950s, creating a
more volatile picture during these years than the other indicators under com-
parison. The Vanhanen series also confirms the rise in democratization which
occurs during the third wave, registering here from the mid-1970s onward.

It remains possible that systematic bias may affect all these measures, where
similar data sources and reference works are used to construct these scales,
or if subjective evaluations of each country are influenced by the published
results derived from other indices. Yet despite the important differences in
the conceptualization and measurement used in each of these scales, which
might have been expected to produce considerable inconsistencies, in fact there
appears to be considerable consensus about the overall classification of regime
types. The most sensible approach to the analysis in this book, therefore, is
not to pick any one of these indicators arbitrarily as the core way to measure
democracy, but rather to test whether the results of the different models used for
analysis remain consistent using each measure. If there are similar results – as we
would expect, given the strong correlation among measures – then this suggests
that the generalizations derived from the analysis remain robust irrespective of
the particular measure which is adopted. If there are important differences,
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figure 3.5. Trends in Vanhanen’s Measure of Participatory Democracy, 1810–1998.
Source: Tatu Vanhanen. 2000. ‘A new dataset for measuring democracy, 1810–1998.’
Journal of Peace Research 37 (2): 251–265.

however, then we need to consider the reason for such inconsistencies and
whether they arise from the differing underlying meanings associated with
each measure.

methods and research design

Research on democratization draws on a mélange of intellectual disciplines
derived from development economics, political sociology, contemporary his-
tory, international relations, area studies, and political science. Ideally general
theories about the process of democratization should meet multiple criteria.49

They need to achieve comprehensiveness to apply across a wide range of con-
ditions, nation-states, eras, and contexts. Integration with the previous liter-
ature is important to build cumulative knowledge rather than attempting to
start de novo. Thick depth is valuable to penetrate beyond truisms and over-
simple banalities. Relevance to the policy community allows research to be
utilized in the real world. Rigor, accuracy, and precision let theories gener-
ate a series of specific hypotheses which are potentially falsifiable when tested
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against a body of empirical evidence. Awareness of the extent to which ana-
lytical theories are rooted in a broader set of normative assumptions enriches
and deepens research. Parsimony facilitates intellectual elegance and logical
clarity. And creative innovation provides insights which go beyond previous
knowledge.

Inevitably in practice research involves trade-offs from these ideals, with
individual scholars and disciplines prioritizing different approaches. Contem-
porary historians and scholars of area studies, for example, commonly opt for
thick and detailed narrative case studies, utilizing descriptions of sequential
developments in countries which experienced regime change. Such accounts
often provide persuasive and comprehensive explanations of specific events in
each nation; for example, Nancy Bermeo used compelling narratives of the
breakdown of 13 parliamentary democracies in the interwar years to examine
the role that ordinary citizens and elites played in this process.50 The in-depth
case study approach is valuable, but it can limit our ability to generalize across
different countries and regions, political systems, and cultural contexts; for
example, Guillermo O’Donnell drew heavily upon the experience of Argentina
in developing his influential account of bureaucratic authoritarianism, but with
the benefit of hindsight it appears that the experience of this country was an
outlier compared with that in many others throughout Latin America.51 As
the literature has broadened the comparative framework, so this has generated
greater challenges of generalizing across diverse regions such as Latin America,
post-Communist Europe, Asia, and Africa. Studies have often used evidence
drawn from a small sample of cases, or from a narrow set of explanatory vari-
ables, raising doubts about the validity of causal general theories when attempts
have been made to apply these explanations elsewhere.52

By contrast, scholars from disciplines such as developmental economy, polit-
ical economy, and comparative politics typically prefer large-N statistical com-
parisons, testing empirical regularities statistically using multiple observations
drawn from cross-sectional or time-series data to examine simple propositions
which are more narrowly conceived and more easily measured. This process,
exemplified most recently in a series of publications by Adam Przeworski, José
Antonio Cheibub, and their colleagues, prioritizes rigor and replicability in
empirical generalizations, but at the loss of the richness and depth derived
from national or regional case studies.53 The range of causal factors which
could potentially contribute to democratization is also so great that rather
than generating robust generalizations, any results remain heavily dependent
upon the specific choice of control variables, time periods, and cross-national
frameworks. The emphasis upon analytical clarity, parsimony, and theoret-
ical elegance is also shared with formal rational choice and game theoretic
approaches, building a sophisticated series of logical propositions, for exam-
ple, about the preferences for key actors engaged in regime transition, based on
a few core axioms. As Green and Shapiro suggest, however, many of the core
theoretical conjectures generated by rational choice accounts have not been
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tested empirically, or else they generate testable propositions which may prove
banal and irrelevant to real world problems.54

No single approach is entirely satisfactory, but a combination of method-
ologies holds great promise for adopting the best features, and ideally avoiding
the limitations, of each. As discussed in the previous chapter, the research
design in this book therefore seeks to combine large-N quantitative studies
with a series of selected case studies. To generalize across the conditions lead-
ing toward durable democracies, as mentioned earlier, the study draws upon
cross-sectional time-series (CSTS) data, consisting of annual observations of
each regime worldwide, from 1973 to 2005, in 191 independent nation-states.
The research examines trends since the early-1970s, understood as the con-
ventional start of the third wave. Following the approach of Betz and Katz,
multivariate ordinary least squares regression analysis is employed with panel-
corrected errors.55 In this dataset, the ‘regime-year’ is the primary unit of the
comparison, providing over 5,000 observations. Data is derived from a wide
variety of sources, including aggregate indicators collected from official gov-
ernment statistics by international agencies such as the UNDP and World Bank,
and cross-national survey data based on representative samples of the general
public, for example, from the World Values Study. The Technical Appendix
provides details of the core variables used in the analysis, described in more
detail in each chapter. On this basis, the next section of the book goes on to
examine whether institutions are related to trends in democratization, consid-
ering the cross-sectional time-series analysis as well as particular case studies
of leaders and laggards in each region, providing thicker descriptive narratives
of the process of regime change.



4

Wealth and Democracy

Can formal democratic institutions succeed if they are built in societies with
inhospitable social and economic conditions? In particular, will attempts to
hold competitive elections fail to strengthen democracy in poor and divided
nation-states, as well as in regions such as the Middle East which are domi-
nated by autocracy? Skeptics point to an earlier wave of institution building,
when European-style parliaments were transplanted to many African societies
during the era of decolonization, including in Benin and Togo, only to collapse
as the military usurped their powers.1 We first need to establish the influence
of certain underlying economic and social conditions on democratic consoli-
dation before proceeding to examine the impact of power-sharing institutions
in subsequent chapters. As Dahl points out, where the underlying conditions
are highly unfavorable, then it is improbable that democracy could be pre-
served by any constitutional design. By contrast, if the underlying conditions
are highly favorable, then democratic consolidation is likely with almost any
constitution.2 But many cases fall into the muddy middle ground. The anal-
ysis of cross-sectional time-series data illuminates the general patterns and
which conditions count, focusing upon examining the role of wealth, the size
of nation-states, colonial legacies, regional diffusion, and the degree of ethnic
heterogeneity. All of these factors can be regarded as ‘structural’ constraints on
political development, meaning that it is difficult for domestic policymakers or
the international community to alter these conditions in the medium to short
term, if at all; for example, countries cannot change their histories or choose
their neighboring states, although they can attempt to grow their economy. The
East Asian cases of South Korea and Singapore provide further insights into
how certain structural factors facilitate, but do not determine, democratic con-
solidation. Both Asian societies have experienced rapid economic transfor-
mation in recent decades, yet South Korea has adopted multiparty elections
and strengthened human rights, with the regimes rated by Freedom House as
equivalent to Greece or Israel, while Singapore is rated only ‘partly free’ by

79
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Freedom House. The contrasts help to explain the strengths – and limits – of
socioeconomic explanations of democratization.

theories of wealth and democracy

The proposition that wealthy societies are usually also more democratic has a
long lineage. Political philosophers have suggested this proposition; for exam-
ple, John Stuart Mill, reflecting upon the British colonies, theorized that democ-
racy was not suitable for all nation-states.3 Exactly a century later, the politi-
cal sociologist Seymour Martin Lipset laid the groundwork for the systematic
empirical analysis of the complex relationship between wealth and democracy.4

The original claim, subsequently referred to as the Lipset hypothesis, speci-
fied that “The more well-to-do a nation, the greater the chances that it will
sustain democracy.”5 Development consolidates democracy, Lipset theorized,
by expanding levels of literacy and schooling and media access; broadening
the middle classes; reducing the extremes of poverty; facilitating intermediary
organizations such as labor unions and voluntary organizations; and promot-
ing the values of legitimacy and social tolerance. The shift from agrarian to
industrial capitalist production was thought to weaken the power of the tra-
ditional landed estates. Newly unionized urban workers and the middle-class
professional groups each mobilized around parties reflecting their interests and
demanded access to the voting franchise. Lipset emphasized that extreme social
inequality maintained oligarchy or tyranny, but more egalitarian conditions,
and in particular the expansion of the educated middle class, facilitated mod-
eration and mass participation: “Only in a wealthy society in which relatively
few citizens lived in real poverty could a situation exist in which the mass
of the population could intelligently participate in politics and could develop
the self-restraint necessary to avoid succumbing to the appeals of irresponsible
demagogues.”6 Dankwart Rustow reinforced the argument that the transi-
tion to democracy could be attributed to a predictable series of social changes
accompanying economic development and societal modernization, as predicted
by measures such as per capita energy consumption, literacy, school enroll-
ments, urbanization, life expectancy, infant mortality, the size of the industrial
workforce, newspaper circulation, and radio and television ownership.7

Following in the footsteps of Lipset and Rustow, the relationship between
wealth and democracy has been subject to rigorous empirical inquiry. For more
than half a century the association has withstood repeated empirical tests under
a variety of different conditions, using cross-sectional and time-series data with
a large sample of countries and years, and with increasingly sophisticated sta-
tistical tests, as well as in many historical accounts of political developments
within particular nation-states. Many have reported that wealth is associated
with the standard indicators of democratization, although the precise esti-
mates of effects are sensitive to each study’s choice of period, the selection
of control variables specified in causal models, and the basic measurement of
both democracy and economic growth.8 The Lipset hypothesis has been con-
firmed by studies conducted by Jackman (1973); Bollen (1979, 1983); Bollen



Wealth and Democracy 81

and Jackman (1985); Brunk, Caldeira, and Lewis-Beck (1987); Buckhart and
Lewis-Beck (1994); Vanhanen (1997); Barro (1999); and Przeworski, Alvarez,
Cheibub, and Limongi (2000), among others, as well as more recent work by
Lipset (1993, 2004).9

Adam Przeworski, Michael Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub, and Fernando
Limongi provide the most thorough recent analysis, which compared the expe-
rience of economic and political development in 141 countries from 1950
to 1990, in a pooled sample where the unit of analysis was the country-
year.10 Democratic and autocratic regimes were classified by electoral contes-
tation, based on the Schumpeterian rules discussed in Chapter 2.11 Przeworski
et al. confirmed the conventional empirical observation that wealthier coun-
tries were more likely to sustain democracy. But the authors emphasized that
this relationship operated through a threshold effect, rather than as a linear
process. Above a certain minimal level of economic development (estimated at
a GDP per capita of around $4,000), they argue, democracies are impregnable
and endure. Below this level, the study found that democracies may prosper
or they may falter and die. Wealth remained strongly related to democracy
even after controlling for levels of ethnic fractionalization, the predominant
type of religion, the type of colonial legacy in each society, and the type of
presidential or parliamentary executive. Przeworski et al. also found that the
reverse relationship did not hold: that is, democracies were no better (and no
worse) than dictatorships at generating economic growth.12 Przeworski et al.
concluded that wealth therefore helps to sustain and consolidate democracy,
but gradual economic growth does not create a transition from autocracy.
Indeed the authors remain strictly agnostic about the multiple contingent rea-
sons why autocracies may fail, whether triggered by the death of a dictator,
external military intervention, regional contagions, domestic economic crisis,
a military coup, people power uprising, or many other particular events. This
is an equifinal event, they imply, where the same result can be produced by
various causes. Despite establishing the strong correlation between wealth and
democracy, the authors remain agnostic about the precise causal mechanisms
underlying this relationship, as well as the policy implications.

The claim that wealth sustains democracy has therefore become one of the
most widely recognized generalizations in the social sciences, but nevertheless
it is important to test whether this relationship is confirmed by the dataset
used in this study because, although often replicated, certain issues remain
unresolved in the previous literature. In particular, the relationship between
wealth and democracy is probabilistic and even a casual glance at the standard
indicators reveals many important outliers. Affluent autocracies are exemplified
by Singapore, Saudi Arabia, and Kuwait, with high per capita GDP, and today
there are also many poor democracies such as Benin, Ghana, Costa Rica, Nepal,
Hungary, and Turkey, plus the classic case of India. These outliers suggest that
economic development is neither necessary nor sufficient for democratization.
The exceptions to the rule can provide important insights, both for scholars
and for policymakers, into the precise conditions under which this relationship
fails to operate. As well as highlighting and scrutinizing cases which do not
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fit the Lipset hypotheses, the analysis needs to be updated to take account of
dramatic developments occurring in the post–cold war world. Most previous
research has only examined the evidence in the period prior to the early-1990s,
so the contemporary pattern needs analyzing to see whether the correlation has
weakened during recent years, particularly if many low-income nation-states in
Africa and Asia have managed to sustain substantial gains in human rights and
civil liberties during the last decade, as some suggest.13 The Latin American
experience since World War II is also thought to undermine the claim that
economic development is a determinant cause of democratic change.14

Equally important, for those interested in political institutions, previous
econometric models are also commonly underspecified. Many fail to consider
the impact of a wide range of institutional variations in democratic and auto-
cratic regimes, central to the consociational thesis; for example, Przeworski
et al. do not control for the effects of the type of electoral system or federal
arrangements. Questions also remain about the most appropriate interpreta-
tion of the direction of causality in any relationship between wealth and polit-
ical institutions and democratic consolidation. In the standard view, economic
factors are usually regarded as endogenous, the foundation upon which demo-
cratic regimes arise as superstructure. But it is equally plausible to assume, as
Persson and Tabellini argue, that constitutional arrangements such as electoral
systems and the incidence of coalition government have the capacity to influence
economic policies and economic performance, for example, patterns of gov-
ernment spending, budget deficits, and labor productivity, and thus patterns of
socioeconomic development.15 This argument reverses the assumed direction of
causality, as certain types of democratic institutions may impact upon a coun-
try’s stock of wealth, as well as its level of democracy. For all these reasons, we
need to unpack the correlation between wealth and democracy to understand
the conditions under which the relationship does, and does not, hold.

evidence of the relationship between wealth
and democracy

Before considering the evidence, we first need to determine the best way to
model the association between wealth and democracy. Scholars differ as to
whether this should be understood as a linear pattern (implying that progres-
sive economic development gradually leads eventually to growing democrati-
zation), a logarithmic relationship (suggesting that the early stages of industrial
development are the most important for democracy), a stepped-shift (a thresh-
old effect, where democracy is stabilized above a certain level of income),
or a more complex ‘N’ curve (related to stages of agricultural and industrial
development, exemplified by O’Donnell’s argument that democracies in South
America are most common in societies at intermediate levels of development).16

A curve-fit regression model was used to explore the best way to model the
relationship between wealth (measured by per capita GDP in current US$) and
the Freedom House measure of liberal democracy, comparing the results of
alternative linear, logarithmic, quadratic, cubic, and power transformations.
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figure 4.1. Wealth and Liberal Democracy, 1973–2000. Note: The figure shows the
mean standardized liberal democracy 100-point scale by Freedom House, and the logged
per capita GDP in current prices (United Nations), for the selected years, 1973, 1980,
1990, and 2000. The R2 summarizes the strength of the relationship in each year. Source:
Freedom House. Freedom in the World. www.freedomhouse.org (various years).

The curve-fit results suggested that a logarithmic relationship provided the best
fit of the data, and accordingly a natural log transformation of per capita GDP
was selected for subsequent analysis.

Wealth and Democracy

As a first visual eyeballing of the evidence, Figure 4.1 illustrates the relation-
ship between wealth (measured by logged per capita GDP in purchasing power
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parity) and democracy (measured by the standardized 100-point Freedom
House measure of liberal democracy, ranging from low [0] to high [100]). For
comparison of the strength of the relationship over time, the correlations are
shown in selected years every decade, namely, in 1973, 1980, 1990, and 2000.
The simple correlations, without any prior controls, show that the relationship
remains moderately strong and significant in each year. Far from weakening,
the relationship between wealth and democracy (measured by the R2) strength-
ened in more recent years. Many countries cluster on the diagonal, meaning
that greater wealth is associated with stronger political rights and civil liberties.
But there are also clear groups of outliers, notably the rich Arab autocracies
in the bottom-right corner, as exemplified by the United Arab Emirates, Saudi
Arabia, and Bahrain. At the same time a scatter of poor democracies are located
in the top-left corner, for example, Jamaica, Costa Rica, and Gambia in 1973;
Nigeria and Nepal in 1980; Senegal and the Solomon Islands in 1990; and
Benin and Malawi in 2000.

Multivariate analysis is needed, including a series of structural controls,
for more reliable and systematic analysis of the patterns. Table 4.1 provides
estimates for the impact of wealth (measured as previously) on democracy.
The models use cross-sectional time-series (CSTS) data where the country-year
is the unit of analysis. Ordinary least squares regression analysis is employed
with panel-corrected standard errors, which Beck and Katz suggest is the most
appropriate way to model this type of data.17 The estimates are run for all
four standardized 100-point scales of democracy, to test whether the results
remain robust irrespective of the particular indicator selected for analysis. The
standardized scales facilitate comparison across the results of each indicator,
as well as simplifying the interpretation of substantive meaning of the beta
coefficients. The democracy scales are each lagged by one year, which Beck
recommends as a simple way to model the dynamics.18

The models monitor the impact of the size of the population and the physical
area of each country. Ever since Dahl and Tufte, the idea that size matters for
democracy has been widely assumed, and Alesina and Spolaore have provided
the most detailed recent examination of this proposition.19 Smaller nation-
states, both in physical geography and in the number of citizens, are expected
to be easier to govern democratically: for example, the smaller the state, the
greater the potential for citizen participation in key decisions. The physical and
population sizes of states can be regarded as structural conditions which are
endogenous both to economic growth and to democracy. Indeed it is hard to
imagine a variable which is more immutable than geography; at least in peace-
time, the physical boundaries of a nation-state are rarely altered historically
except through cases of annexation or merger with neighboring territories (as
occurred in East and West Germany), or the dissolution of federal states and
associations (such as the breakup of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
[USSR] and the former Republic of Yugoslavia, and the independence from
Indonesia gained by East Timor). In the long term, government policy can also
attempt to modify the size of the population, whether through the availability
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of contraception and abortion, or through implementation of welfare incen-
tives either to restrict or to boost fertility rates. But the impact of such policies
on basic demographic trends of fertility and mortality rates is expected to be
relatively modest and slow. To explore the effects of size on democracy, the
models entered the total population per annum and the physical size of each
country (in square miles).

The study also tests the effects of the historical pattern of colonial legacies.
An association between the past type of colonial rule and contemporary pat-
terns of democracy has been noted by several observers; for example, Clague,
Gleason, and Knack report that lasting democracies (characterized by con-
testation for government office) are most likely to emerge and persist among
poor nation-states in ex-British colonies, even controlling for levels of eco-
nomic development, ethnic diversity, and the size of the population.20 Under
British rule, they suggest, colonies such as Canada, Australia, and India gained
experience with electoral, legislative, and judicial institutions, in contrast with
countries under French or Spanish rule. Arguing along similar lines, Lipset and
Lakin also suggest that what mattered in ex-colonial states was whether the pre-
vious occupying power was itself democratic.21 Settlers in the British colonies,
they argue, inherited a pluralist and individualist culture and legislative insti-
tutions of self-government, which would prove critical to the development of
democracy, notably in the United States, Canada, India, and New Zealand.
By contrast, colonists in Latin America were strongly influenced by the Span-
ish and Portuguese culture, with a more centrally controlled, hierarchical, and
paternalistic form of rule, at a time when the Spanish monarchy had few insti-
tutionalized checks on their power. To examine the path-dependent role of
colonial legacies, countries are coded for whether they were ex-British colonies
or not.

The models also examine the impact of regional patterns of democratic
diffusion; Starr and Lindborg emphasize the influence of regime transitions
experienced by states within each world region, most dramatically exemplified
by the rapid downfall of dictators and the spread of multiparty elections in Cen-
tral Europe following the fall of the Berlin Wall and the collapse of the Soviet
grip over states.22 Another example would be the November 2003 people-
power rose revolution that deposed veteran president Eduard Shevardnadze in
Georgia, which seems to have inspired the orange revolution which followed
the next year in Ukraine. It is suggested that countries learn from each other,
particularly where there is a shared culture and language, and this is particularly
important for regional hegemonic powers which influence their neighbors, such
as the role of the United States in Latin America. Another example concerns the
growth of democracy in postapartheid South Africa, which may have helped
to shape politics among neighboring states in the southern cone. Conversely,
despite some recent moves toward liberalization, the predominance of a vari-
ety of autocratic regimes throughout the Arab world also suggests a regional
effect.23 To examine their impact, regional factors are measured in two ways.
For diffusion effects, the mean strength of democracy (measured by each of
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the four indicators used in this study) is entered into the models. In addition,
since the Middle East seems to be the region most isolated from democratic
developments elsewhere, this region is entered as a dummy variable.

Last, the degree of ethnic heterogeneity is also entered into the models, on the
grounds that deeply divided societies are widely assumed to experience greater
problems of democratic consolidation. As discussed in Chapter 2, one of the
most complex issues facing empirical research on consociationalism concerns
the most appropriate concept and measurement of ethnic fractionalization, and
the available data to estimate ethnic identities is often limited and unreliable.24

The models compare systematic cross-national evidence worldwide by classify-
ing nation-states according to the degree of ethnic fractionalization, based on a
global dataset created by Alesina and his colleagues.25 It needs to be emphasized
that this index estimates the objective distribution of different linguistic and
religious groups in the population, but it does not seek to measure the subjec-
tive meaning or the political importance of these forms of identity. Thus plural
societies may have multiparty competition which closely reflects divisions into
multiple languages and religions, or they may have a few large parties where
these social identities are less salient political cleavages. In the long term, the
objective distribution of ethno-linguistic and ethno-religious groups in the pop-
ulation can be strongly shaped by government policies, and thus reinforced or
weakened by political actors, for example, by language policy used to deter-
mine the school curricula or by the degree of religious freedom and by official
subsidies for established religions. As a constructionist perspective emphasizes,
the social meaning and political relevance of these ethnic identities can also
be reinforced by rhetorical appeals and party platforms which focus on these
forms of identity. Nevertheless in the short term the distribution of the lin-
guistic and religious populations can be regarded as endogenous constraints
on political developments. The relationships of ethnicity, economic develop-
ment, and democracy also commonly remain undertheorized. Economists have
demonstrated that ethnic fractionalization has a direct relationship to economic
growth; Easterly and Levine found that more ethnically divided societies in
sub-Saharan Africa were also characterized by greater poverty, low school-
ing, political instability, underdeveloped financial systems, distorted foreign
exchange markets, high government deficits, and insufficient infrastructure.26

It is commonly assumed that ethnic fractionalization has a direct impact upon
democracy (for example, by producing greater intercommunal violence and
instability). What remains unclear is whether ethnicity also has an indirect
impact (by lowering economic growth and therefore undermining the social
conditions thought conducive to democracy).

The results of the analysis presented in Table 4.1 confirm that wealth (log
GDP per capita) was significantly and positively associated with each measure
of democracy, as many others have found. The unstandardized beta coefficient
estimating the impact of wealth on democracy proved significant across each of
the OLS models. Moreover each of the structural controls (except physical size)
also proved significant and with signs pointing in the expected direction; hence
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democracy was usually more probable in countries which shared an ex-British
colonial legacy, in regions which had seen the spread of democracy, in states
outside the Middle East, in ethnically homogeneous societies, and in coun-
tries with smaller populations. Contrary to our initial assumption, however,
geographically larger countries proved slightly more democratic than physi-
cally smaller states. These coefficients proved consistent across each indicator
of democracy, lending greater confidence to the results, which remain robust
independently of their specific measurement. The models explained between
half and two-thirds of the variance in democratization across the comparison,
suggesting a relatively good fit, although, as observed earlier, many outlier
cases can also be found among both rich autocracies and poor democracies.

Human Capital and Democracy

Despite confirming the previous literature, the meaning and interpretation of
the commonly observed relationship between wealth and democracy continue
to generate heated debate.27 We still understand remarkably little about the
underlying causal mechanisms which are at work. Is it widespread literacy
among the population which is critical, and thus the spread of education
and the availability of mass communications, as Lipset and Rustow origi-
nally emphasized? Or does the relationship depend upon the social structure
and inequalities among classes, as others suggest? Rueschemeyer, Stephens,
and Stephens argue that industrialization reduced the power of the landed gen-
try in comparison with the middle classes and the organized working class.28

More egalitarian societies, with a growing middle class, are also thought to pro-
vide the stability most conducive to successful and enduring political lib-
eralization.29 The organizational capacity of the middle classes and urban
working class may function as a buffer between citizens and the state. Or
alternatively is it the effects of industrialization processes more generally, as
world trade in manufactured goods generates greater international contact and
openness with the global economy, and thus pressures on states to conform to
international standards of human rights and political liberties?

The limited time-series data measuring cross-national patterns of economic
inequality, social status, and occupational class with any degree of reliability
prevents us from examining the impact of these plausible candidates on the
growth of democracy. Nevertheless we can look at the evidence testing the
original Lipset hypothesis, which placed considerable emphasis on the role
of human capital in the democratization process, a pattern also suggested by
Borro.30 In particular we can see whether democracy is associated with growing
levels of literacy and schooling (measured by the number of secondary school
enrollments per capita). As a result of problems of multicollinearity and prob-
lems of missing data, it is not possible to test the combined effects of wealth,
education, and literacy on democracy, but each of these can be entered into
separate models. As shown in Table 4.2, the results of the analysis suggest that
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each of these factors proves a significant predictor of levels of democratiza-
tion, with the overall fit of the model strengthening slightly through the role
of education. This suggests that societies which invest in the human capital
of their populations are more likely to sustain democratic regimes, as literacy
and education help to generate the access to political information and the cog-
nitive skills needed to process this information. The results therefore serve to
confirm the findings reported in much of the previous literature, irrespective
of the indicator of democracy which is selected for analysis. The findings also
strongly suggest that any subsequent models estimating the impact of polit-
ical institutions on democratic consolidation will only be properly specified
if they incorporate this range of structural conditions, understood as prior
controls.

the cases of south korea and singapore

Yet although wealth is strongly related to democracy, as we have seen there
remain many important outliers to this relationship. What explains these coun-
tries? Here we can compare nation-states in Asia, an area with remarkable
contrasts today among varying types of regimes and levels of democratiza-
tion, including the Communist states of China and Vietnam; repressive mil-
itary juntas such as in Burma; traditional monarchies such as Bhutan which
are transitioning to more liberal constitutional monarchies; a range of unsta-
ble states which are struggling with elections but with a recent history of
deep-rooted conflict including Bangladesh, Nepal, and Pakistan; newer democ-
racies such as the Philippines and Indonesia; and long-standing and stable
democracies such as Japan and Australia (see Figure 4.2). The cases of South
Korea and Singapore help to illustrate the nature of this relationship between
wealth and democracy as well as the limitations of economic explanations to
account for important outliers. These divergent cases both experienced rapid
economic development until today they are among some of the most afflu-
ent in the world; according to the 2005 UNDP Human Development Index
(measuring income, education/literacy, and longevity), Singapore ranks 25th
and South Korea ranks 28th out of 177 nation-states (see Table 4.3). Yet one
remains a one-party autocracy today, while the other has shifted since 1987
from a military dictatorship to consolidate a multiparty democracy. Why the
contrasts?

South Korea

If any country best exemplifies the Lipset hypothesis, South Korea should be it.
The Republic of Korea was established under the presidency of Syngman Rhee
after World War II in the southern half of the Korean peninsula while a Com-
munist regime under Kim Il Sung was installed in the north. The Korean War
(1950–1953) resulted in an armistice which split the peninsula with a demilita-
rized zone along the 38th parallel. Once a country of rice farmers and peasants,
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figure 4.2. Asia by Type of Regime, Freedom House, 2004. Source: Freedom House.
Freedom in the World. www.freedomhouse.org (various years).

from the early-1960s South Korea experienced rapid industrialization, empha-
sizing the manufacture of consumer electronics and automobiles, becoming
the 10th largest economy in the world today. The country has few natural
mineral resources and the engine of growth is therefore highly dependent upon
trade and exports. Citizens have enjoyed growing affluence; the per capita GDP
quadrupled from about $4,000 in 1975 to around $18,000 in 2005 (see Fig-
ure 4.3), driven by a remarkable average annual economic growth rate of 6.1%
during this period.31 Economic growth was accompanied by rising living stan-
dards and educational levels, urbanization, and human development, as well as
the widespread diffusion of new information and communication technologies.
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table 4.3. Key Indicators in South Korea and Singapore

South Korea Singapore

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS
Area 98,777 sq km 699 sq km
Pop., 2003 47.5 million 4.2 million
GDP, (US$) 2003 $606.3 billion $91.3 billion
GDP per capita (PPP US$), 2003 $17,971 $24,481
Life expectancy at birth, 2003 76.9 years 78.6 years
Human Development Index, 2003 0.901 0.907
Adult literacy (% of pop. 15+),

2002
97.9 92.5

GINI coefficient economic
inequality, 2004 (UNDP)

31.6 42.5

Ethnic fractionalization, 2002
(Alesina)

.002 .385

POLITICAL INDICATORS
Year of independence 1945 (from Japan) 1965 (from Malaysian

Federation)
Liberal democracy Freedom

House Index, 1973 7-point
scale (where 1 = high, 7 = low)

5(PR), 6(CL) 4(PR), 5(CL)

Freedom House classification,
1973

Not free Partly free

Liberal democracy Freedom
House Index, 2005

2(PR), 2(CL) 5(PR), 5(CL)

Freedom House classification,
2005

Free Partly free

Control of corruption
(Kaufmann) rank (0–100),
2004

62 99

Government effectiveness
(Kaufmann) rank (0–100),
2004

80 99

Political stability (Kaufmann)
rank (0–100), 2004

60 97

Rule of law (Kaufmann) rank
(0–100), 2004

69 96

Voice and accountability
(Kaufmann) rank (0–100),
2004

69 43

Regulatory quality (Kaufmann)
rank (0–100), 2004

72 99

Note: See the Technical Appendix for details of these indices and sources of data.
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figure 4.3. Economic Growth in South Korea and Singapore, 1975–2005. Note: GDP
per capita, PPP (constant 2000 international $). Source: World Bank Development
Indicators. www.worldbank.org

A relatively homogeneous society, with the exception of a very small minor-
ity of ethnic Chinese, the country shares a common language, and religious
affiliations are spread among many faiths, including Buddhism, Christianity,
Confucianism, and shamanism.

Within this context, the Lipset hypothesis predicts that the transformation
of the Korean economy and society, including the expansion of the urban
workers and service-sector professional middle class, would gradually generate
the underlying conditions most suitable for democratic consolidation. After
the end of the war, South Korea was ruled by an unstable autocracy, under
a succession of military-backed dictators; President Syngman Rhee resigned
in 1960 following a student-led uprising, replaced by Chang Myon, who fell
after a year through a military coup led by Major General Park Chung-hee,
before Park was in turn assassinated in 1979. Lieutenant General Chun Doo
Hwan declared martial law and seized power until 1987, when pro-democracy
activists and waves of student demonstrators forced concessions from the gov-
ernment, including restoration of direct presidential elections.32 The 1987 con-
test elected a former general, Roh Tae-woo, to the presidency and he was
succeeded in a peaceful transition in 1992 by Kim Young-sam, representing
the first civilian elected president in 32 years. The 1997 elections saw a further
step toward democracy, as the opposition leader, Kim Dae-jung, succeeded to
power, followed by the election of a human rights advocate, President Roh
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Moo-hyan, in 2002. President Roh was a prominent figure in the 1987 pro-
democracy movement and had been briefly jailed for his activities.

The Sixth Republic Korean constitution, last modified in October 1987,
established a strong directly elected presidency (using a simple plurality sys-
tem), limited to a single five-year term. The executive is counterbalanced by
a National Assembly, which plays a more minor role in political decisions.
Members are elected using a combined-dependent electoral system, where 243
representatives are elected in single-member constituencies while the remaining
46 are elected from nationwide proportional representation party lists, using
a simple Hare quota. The party list seats are allocated using a complicated
formula which reinforces the seat allocation for larger parties, making the sys-
tem less proportional than the combined-dependent system used in Germany.
The 2004 parliamentary elections in Korea resulted in the inclusion of five
parties, with the Uri Party and the Grand National Party fairly evenly bal-
anced as the two main players, and the president’s party ranked well behind in
fourth place. The main parties are organized around the predominant regional
cleavage, rather than differing by ideology or policy, although elections have
shifted from being purely personality-oriented toward reflecting an evaluation
of the performance of the incumbent government. On average, the series of
assembly elections held under the sixth constitution have produced an ENEP
of 4.0 and an ENPP of 3.0.33 National Assembly elections no longer guarantee
a legislative majority for the president’s party, providing a healthy counter-
balance. The Supreme Court and a Constitutional Court are established as
independent bodies, checking the power of the executive and legislature. There
are multiple media news outlets, including more than 100 daily newspapers
with local or national coverage, and there is free criticism of the government.
In its 2005 Press Freedom Index, Reporters without Borders ranks South Korea
34th out of 167 nation-states, similar to Australia, France, and Japan.34 The
country has had problems of corruption, generating some well-known gov-
ernment scandals, but still in 2005 Transparency International’s Corruption
Perception Index placed South Korea 40th (tied with Hungary and Italy) out of
158 nation-states.35 Therefore the South Korean case serves to exemplify the
relationship between growing levels of wealth and the subsequent consolida-
tion of democracy; today the country is governed by a multiparty democracy
rated ‘free’ by Freedom House, with political liberties and civil rights which
are comparable to those in Greece, Bulgaria, and South Africa.

Singapore

But what about Singapore? As one of the East Asian ‘Four Tigers’, along with
South Korea, the economy has forged ahead to make the nation one of the most
prosperous in the world. The economy has been built upon high-tech electronics
and the service sector, particularly finance, banking, investment, and trade. In
2005, Singapore produced a per capita GDP of around $25,000 (in PPP), similar
to Italy and even more affluent than South Korea. The compact island nation



Wealth and Democracy 95

contains just over 4 million people (compared with 48 million South Koreans),
three-quarters of whom are ethnic Chinese, while the remainder are mainly
Malay and Tamil Indian. The country is multilingual, divided among Malay,
Chinese, Tamil, and English speakers. In terms of wealth and size, therefore,
the underlying conditions for democratic consolidation are promising.

Yet the island-state remains a one-party predominant autocracy, which Free-
dom House rates as only ‘partly free’.36 Indeed some observers suggest that the
country has become more repressive of human rights even as it has become more
prosperous, turning the Lipset hypothesis upside-down.37 Moreover from the
patterns observed earlier, given the underlying conditions, Singapore should
be ripe for democracy: it is a compact island state without any threats to its
borders, an ex-British colony, with low to moderate ethnic fractionalization.
During the nineteenth century, the island grew in population and prosperity
as a major port controlled first by the British East India Company and then,
after 1867, directly from London as a Crown colony as part of the Straits
Settlement. After the end of World War II, demands for self-rule grew as part
of the decolonization wave affecting the British Empire. In 1959, Singapore
was granted full self-governance by the British authorities. In the parliamen-
tary elections held in 1959, the People’s Action Party (PAP), founded and led
by Lee Kuan Yew, swept into power by winning 47% of the vote and three-
quarters of all seats. Despite a regular series of multiparty contests challenging
their hegemonic status, PAP has ruled continuously ever since, winning 11 suc-
cessive general elections over almost half a century. The PAP has controlled
parliament without effective challenge to their power, winning, on average,
two-thirds of the vote but a remarkable 95% of all parliamentary seats in
the series of parliamentary general elections held from 1959 to 2001 (see Fig-
ure 4.4). This has effectively squeezed out any opposition members of parlia-
ment (MPs) beyond an occasional token representative from one of the parties
of the left. The share of the vote won by PAP eroded slightly from 1984 to 1997
but strengthened again in 2001. A majority of PAP candidates were returned
unopposed.

One reason for the ruling party’s hegemony lies in the majoritarian electoral
system, which translates their share of the vote into an overwhelming major-
ity in parliament. The unicameral parliament uses a combined-independent
electoral system.38 In the current parliament, nine members were elected from
simple plurality single-member constituencies (first-past-the-post). In total, 75
other MPs were elected in a bloc vote system (termed locally ‘group repre-
sentation constituencies’) from 14 multimember districts, where parties field
a list of three to six candidates. In these, the party with a simple plurality of
votes in the district wins all the seats. The bloc vote system is designed to ensure
the representation of members from the Malay, Indian, and other minority
communities, as each party list must include at least one candidate from these
communities, encouraging parties to nominate ethnically diverse lists. Another
nine members of parliament can be nominated by the president from among the
opposition parties, without standing for election. Another factor contributing
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figure 4.4. The Proportion of Votes and Seats Won by the Ruling People’s Action
Party (PAP) in Singapore General Elections, 1959–2001. Source: Calculated from
www.singapore-elections.com

to the ruling party’s predominance is alleged gerrymandering with the redraw-
ing of electoral districts just a few months before the general election. In par-
ticular, constituencies where the PAP did relatively badly in one contest have
sometimes been systematically removed from the electoral map by the next
election.39

The 1965 constitution established a Westminster-style parliamentary de-
mocracy where the president, elected by parliament, used to be a largely cere-
monial head of state. The 1991 constitutional revision introduced a more pow-
erful president where the office is directly elected through simple plurality vote.
A contested election was held in 1993, but in 1999 and in 2005 the position
was filled by President Sellapan Ramanathan, as all other nominated candidates
were declared ineligible by the Presidential Election Committee. A candidate
can be ruled out of the contest if the committee judges that he or she is not
‘a person of integrity, good character and reputation’, among other stringent
criteria. A nominee also must not be a member of the government or a cur-
rent member of a political party. The president appoints the prime minister, the
head of government, government ministers from among the members of parlia-
ment, and key members of the civil service, as well as exercising veto budgetary
powers and other responsibilities. After leading the PAP in seven victorious
elections since 1959, Lee Kuan Yew stepped down as prime minister in 1990,
remaining ‘Minister Mentor’ in an advisory position but handing over to his
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PAP successor, Goh Chok Tong. After a series of PAP prime ministers, in 2004
the elder son of Lee Kuan Yew, Lee Hsien Loong, took office as part of a
planned handover of power.

Another way in which PAP maintains control is through its influence over the
judicial system, including suing opposition members for libel, interring oppo-
sition politicians without trial under the Internal Security Act, and requiring
police permits to hold any kind of public talk, exhibition, or demonstration.
The government also exercises strong control of the press and news media;
for example, the leading newspaper of Singapore, the Straits Times, is often
perceived as a propaganda newspaper because it rarely criticizes government
policy, and it covers little about the opposition. The owners of the paper, Sin-
gapore Press Holdings, have close links to the ruling party and the corporation
has a virtual monopoly of the newspaper industry. Government censorship of
journalism is common, using the threat or imposition of heavy fines or distribu-
tion bans imposed by the Media Development Authority, with these techniques
also used against articles seen to be critical of the government published in the
international press, including the Economist and International Times Herald
Tribune. Internet access is regulated in Singapore, and private ownership of
satellite dishes is not allowed. Because of this record, the Reporters without
Borders assessment of Press Freedom Worldwide in 2005 ranked Singapore
140th out of 167 nation-states.

In short, compared with the situation in Togo discussed earlier, Singapore
has not suffered the violent repression of opposition movements. Human rights
agencies do not report cases of ballot stuffing, polling irregularities, tinkering
with the electoral roll, or voter intimidation conducted in fraudulent elections
by security forces. The administration of elections is widely regarded by election
observers as free, fair, and well organized, within the rules.40 Singapore is gov-
erned by the rule of law, unlike Kérékou’s reign of power in Togo. Indeed the
government of Singapore can be admired as a model of technocratic efficiency,
delivering effective public services such as housing and transport without the
widespread corruption and abuse of public office which are characteristic of
many autocracies. As Table 4.3 shows, compared with South Korea, Singapore
is ranked far more positively on Kaufmann measures of government effec-
tiveness, political stability, regulatory quality, control of corruption, and rule
of law. In a country with minimal natural resources, Singapore has enjoyed
considerable prosperity and security under PAP rule, with a free market liberal
economy. Nevertheless, although a comfortable and affluent society, Singapore
remains autocratic by virtue of the hegemonic grip of the predominant rul-
ing party, both in parliament and in government; the lack of effective checks
and balances from opposition parties; and the severe restrictions on the news
media. From the economic perspective, Singapore remains a puzzling outlier
which fails to conform to the Lipset hypothesis. The general pattern observed
worldwide suggests that certain socioeconomic and structural conditions usu-
ally prove favorable toward democracy, but they do not determine either
the transition from autocracy or the steady consolidation of democracy. The
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contrasts observed in Singapore and South Korea strongly suggest the need to
look more closely in subsequent chapters at the constitutional arrangements
which may deter or sustain democracy.

conclusions

The claim that wealth sustains democracy has important implications for public
policy and for attempts to promote both poverty alleviation and democracy by
the international development community. Yet two alternative interpretations
dominate the policy debate and it remains unclear which one is correct.

The ‘development first, democracy later’ approach draws the lesson that
direct attempts at democratic constitution-building in poorer nation-states may
be premature and misguided, or at least a more risky investment, than simi-
lar attempts in wealthier nation-states falling above the specified threshold.
In this view, investments in election-building, strengthening the independent
media, or fostering human rights face considerable odds of failure in poor
countries such as Afghanistan, Iraq, Cambodia, and Indonesia. In particular,
initiatives attempting to build democratic constitutions in poor countries may
prove irrelevant (at best), or even harmful (at worst). A more prudent strategy
for the international community would be to encourage human development
and economic growth in these nation-states, thus generating the social condi-
tions conducive to sustaining democratic constitutions in the longer term. The
‘development first’ thesis predicts slow progress in democratization in the poor-
est parts of the world such as in sub-Saharan Africa, where half the population
continues to live in extreme poverty, measured by the World Bank’s $1 a day
benchmark. There has been no sustained improvement in this situation since
1990; indeed poverty has worsened in many Africa states during this period as
a result of an inadequate infrastructure, deep deficits in health and education,
and severe income inequalities.41

By contrast, Halperin, Siegle, and Weinstein argue that societies often
remain poor under authoritarian regimes, and that low-income democracies
out-perform low-income autocracies in social welfare. The ‘economic devel-
opment first’ perspective, they suggest, runs the risk of perpetuating a cycle of
economic stagnation as well as political oppression.42 Instead, Halperin, Siegle,
and Weinstein argue, democracies bring internal checks and balances, making
government more responsive to citizens’ needs, so that development aid is more
efficiently distributed and poverty is alleviated more effectively. “Citizens of
democracies live longer, healthier, and more productive lives, on average, than
those in autocracies. . . . At every income level considered, democracies on the
whole have consistently generated superior levels of social welfare.”43 In a
related study, Kosack also found that development aid improves the qual-
ity of life in democracies, although it proves ineffective or even harmful in
autocracies.44 It follows that poorer autocracies such as Togo may be vic-
tims of a vicious circle, where aid fails to generate effective development, and
without human development, societies remain under the grip of autocratic
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regimes. A clearer understanding of the drivers at work in the link between
wealth and democracy would provide more informed decisions about the best
investments in political development by the international community and by
domestic reformers.

An extensive literature has confirmed the relationship between wealth and
democratic consolidation in a variety of contexts and circumstances. The results
of the analysis presented in this chapter lend further confirmation to the Lipset
proposition that democracies usually flourish in more affluent economies.
Democracies are also more likely to be found in countries with a British colo-
nial heritage, in regions where there are many other democracies and outside of
the Middle East, in more homogeneous societies, and in less populous nation-
states. Nevertheless the relationship between the underlying characteristics and
the type of regime remains probabilistic, explaining, at most, between one-
half and two-thirds of the variance in democratization found during the third
wave period. The case of South Korea plausibly fits the Lipset theory but, as
Singapore shows, many important outliers remain. The key question which
remains is whether, even with this battery of controls, political institutions
also play an important role in sustaining democracy. On this foundation, we
can proceed to explore the factors which consociational theory emphasizes as
important for democratic consolidation, the heart of this book, starting with
one of the most fundamental, the choice of an electoral system.





part ii

THE IMPACT OF POWER-SHARING INSTITUTIONS





5

Electoral Systems

Electoral rules represent perhaps the most powerful of the instruments which
undergird power-sharing arrangements, with potentially far-reaching conse-
quences for party competition, the inclusiveness of legislatures, and the com-
position of governments, all of which can influence processes of democratic
consolidation.1 Formal electoral rules are understood in this study, somewhat
more broadly than is common in the literature, as the official policies, legal
regulations, and administrative procedures governing all steps in the sequen-
tial process of contesting elections, casting ballots, and winning elected office.
Among these, most attention has conventionally focused upon the last step in
the development, including the quota formula, the ballot structure, and the
district magnitude, which determine how votes are cast and then converted
into elected office.

The theory of consociationalism argues that power-sharing arrangements
have important consequences for ‘kinder, gentler’ governance. Rules which
recognize and seek to accommodate parties and representatives drawn from
distinct ethnic groups are thought most likely to consolidate fragile democracies
by facilitating accommodation and building trust among diverse communities
living in deeply divided societies. The electoral mechanisms most closely asso-
ciated with power-sharing include proportional representation systems, which
lower the barriers facing smaller parties, and positive action strategies, such
as reserved seats for ethnic communities and minority-majority constituen-
cies. Power-sharing electoral institutions are thought especially important for
accommodating diverse groups, reducing community tensions, and promot-
ing acceptance of peace-settlements in fragmented societies emerging from a
recent history of bloody civil war and regime instability.2 If true, these claims
hold critical lessons for the most effective constitutional design which can be
adopted in postwar settlements.

To consider these issues, the section Consociational Theory and Its Critics
in this chapter summarizes consociational arguments favoring power-sharing
electoral arrangements and the doubts expressed by critics. If consociational
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claims are supported, the logic suggests that countries using power-sharing
(either PR electoral systems or positive action strategies) should have achieved
stronger democracies than equivalent states which have not employed these
policies, all other factors being equal. To examine the evidence, the second
section defines and classifies the major types of electoral system used in this
study and then analyzes their effects on democratic consolidation, controlling
for the prior social and economic conditions which the previous chapter estab-
lished as important for democracy, including levels of economic development
and the degree of ethnic fractionalization within each society. Case studies help
to illustrate the underlying dynamic processes at work, enriching the large-N
comparison. The third section describes patterns of democracy both before and
after major changes to electoral systems, in the selected cases of New Zealand
and Britain, to see how far reforms increased party competition, especially rep-
resentation for minority communities, and thereby strengthened democracy.

consociational theory and its critics

Why might power-sharing electoral rules prove more effective for consolidat-
ing democracy, particularly in deeply divided societies? To clarify the logic
underlying consociational theory, the main steps in the chain of reasoning are
outlined schematically in Figure 5.1.

Multiethnic Societies Contain Distinct Ethnic Communities

Consociationalism starts from the premise that social psychological feelings of
attachment to group identities – based on shared religion, language, culture,
or community – are often strong, entrenched, and powerful forces dividing
multiethnic societies. If not seen as fixed, innate, and immutable, then these
types of cultural identities are at a minimum regarded in political sociology as
derived from the earliest processes of socialization within the family, school,
and community, deeply rooted in society, and thus exogenous to the political
system. In the long term ethnic identities may be transformed, for example,
if second-generation sons and daughters of émigré groups gradually become
assimilated into the mainstream culture through language, educational oppor-
tunities, social networks, or workplace participation, but these psychological
attachments are seen as enduring characteristics. In this regard, ethnicity, like
gender, cues our sense of ourselves and others. Consociationalism treats ethnic
identities as largely singular rather than cross-cutting categories, as reflecting
group interests as well as psychological orientations, and as capable of over-
riding other social and political cleavages, such as those arising from socioeco-
nomic status, gender, or ideology.3 In this view, divisions between Protestant
unionists and Catholic nationalists are taken for granted as the unshakable
building blocks that have to be recognized and accommodated in Northern
Ireland politics, while national identities and language divide Belgian and Cana-
dian societies, and race demarcates American society. Even though there may
be many important divisions within each group, for example, between poor
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and middle-class African Americans, or the class differences among religious
communities in Belfast, this social-psychological prism regards these commu-
nities as each sharing largely homogeneous preferences and fixed boundaries,
where politics represents a zero-sum game. In Iraq, in the same way, many
observers consider differences among Kurds, Shi’a, and Sunnis, entrenched
further by insecurities and intercommunity violence, as the intractable cleav-
ages and deep-rooted building blocks which constitutional designers need to
accommodate to achieve any realistic and lasting peace-settlement within the
borders of a common nation-state. Understood through this perspective, the
issue becomes how best to guarantee the incorporation of individual represen-
tatives and parties drawn from distinct communities within democratic political
institutions, to protect community interests and provide safeguards for mutual
security.

PR Electoral Systems Facilitate Minority Representation

If societies are deeply divided, what institutional mechanisms would ensure
that representative bodies reflect the composition of the societies from which
they are elected? Consociationalism regards proportional representation (PR)
electoral systems as the simplest, least contentious, and most flexible way to
facilitate the election of parties representing distinct minority communities. PR
elections with large multimember districts lower the formal vote hurdles facing
parties seeking elected office. These rules should therefore facilitate the election
of smaller parties, including those representing distinct ethnic minority groups
which are scattered geographically, roughly in proportion to their share of
support in the electorate. By itself, PR electoral systems kick in at the final
stage of translating votes into seats, so they do not automatically generate a
level playing field for party competition in all prior stages in the sequential
process of recruitment, campaigning, and gaining elected office. Minor parties
may still commonly experience particular problems of gaining ballot access;
for example, some countries impose legal bans on parties which the courts
regard as extremist, such as laws restricting the expression of racial hatred by
the radical right.4 Others restrict competition through partisan redistricting
processes limiting ballot access to minor parties, or strict party and candidate
registration requirements.5 Minor parties may also be disadvantaged by the
official rules and statutory regulations governing direct public funding, indirect
state subsidies, and access to campaign broadcasting.6 Nevertheless, compared
with majoritarian electoral systems, proportional representation systems pro-
vide lower hurdles for smaller parties and hence for those representing specific
regional, linguistic, or national minority communities. Moreover unlike affir-
mative action policies, PR electoral systems do not need to specify and thereby
freeze the size of any such minority representation, a process of legal or consti-
tutional amendment which may well prove contentious; instead any groups and
communities with a grievance may freely organize to mobilize voting support
in proportion to their size.7 Demographic shifts, such as the growing Catholic
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population in Northern Ireland, and hence the gathering electoral strength of
Sinn Fein and other republican parties, are also incorporated flexibly into the
political process over successive elections.8

Positive Action Strategies Also Help Minority Representation

Consociationalism regards PR as the primary, but not the only, electoral mech-
anism which can be designed to bring minority groups into elected office, as
positive action strategies can also be used to achieve this goal.9 This includes
the creation of minority-majority districts (used in the United States to elect
African Americans to the House of Representatives), the employment of com-
munal rolls (such as those for Maoris in New Zealand), and the use of reserved
seats (established in India for Scheduled Castes and Tribes).10 Worldwide such
mechanisms are employed in more than two dozen countries.11 Positive action
mechanisms commonly recognize and institutionalize the claims of certain spe-
cific historical communities, such as the position of the Maoris as the original
Polynesian settlers in New Zealand, the Hungarian community who first set-
tled in Romania in the ninth century, and indigenous Indian populations in
Venezuela. At the same time, as a result of the contentious nature of affirma-
tive action, these policies often fail to be equally inclusive for representatives
and parties drawn from newer émigré communities, such as North African
Muslims living in France, the Kurdish diasporas in Turkey, or Turkish ‘guest
workers’ resident in Germany.

Legislative Office Encourages Elite Cooperation

Once elected to representative assemblies through either mechanism, consoci-
ational theory suggests, leaders of minority groups have strong incentives for
cooperation, bargaining, and compromise, through the give and take of legisla-
tive politics at elite level. Party leaders can leverage their position to negotiate
and gain ministerial office in coalition governments. Those working together
in governing alliances develop experience of regular face-to-face negotiations
and political haggling, a process expected to strengthen intercommunity coop-
eration and social tolerance gradually. In opposition, minority leaders can
represent and safeguard the interests of their constituents, especially where spe-
cific minority vetoes are recognized constitutionally, for example, over issues
involving language policy, freedom of religious expression, or cultural rights.
If negotiated peace-settlements give all significant players a stake within parlia-
ment, it is anticipated that this should strengthen the incentives for the leaders
of the rebellion to accept constitutional pacts, to maintain a cease-fire, and to
promote conciliation among their followers. The ability of minorities to veto
proposals which would threaten community interests is seen as particularly
important to their security, especially in postwar pacts. At the same time, safe-
guards need to be built into the implementation of peace-settlements, including
continued engagement by external forces or the international community, as
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otherwise, once in government, the majority group may simply decide to over-
turn any formal constitutional agreement to protect minority rights.

Inclusiveness Strengthens Community Support for Democracy

This process, consociational theory suggests, will also have an impact upon the
general public by strengthening democratic attitudes, encouraging participa-
tion, and increasing confidence in the legitimacy of the democratic channels of
bargaining and compromise. Leaders have an incentive to encourage commu-
nity acceptance of any peace-settlement, as this helps to preserve their power
and status in elected office. The inclusion of community spokespersons in vis-
ible positions of power is expected to function as a safety valve for ethnic
tensions, reducing intercommunal conflict, encouraging peaceful transitions,
and strengthening the process of democratic consolidation in divided societies.
Under more inclusive electoral arrangements, it is theorized that each distinct
religious, linguistic, or nationalistic community will feel that their voice counts
and that the rules of the game are fair and legitimate, as their leaders can
articulate their concerns and protect their interests within the legislature and
within government.12 Consociational theory concludes that in the long term
this process should thereby serve to stabilize deeply conflict-ridden societies
and manage, or even reduce, broader ethnic tensions. The inclusion of minor-
ity groups within parliament cannot be equated automatically with their access
to substantive power, especially in largely symbolic legislative bodies unable to
check decisions made by the executive, and small parties may be impotent
to shape the legislative agenda and government policy. Nevertheless the per-
manent exclusion of the leaders of any significant minority community from
representative assemblies is thought to encourage alienation and violence. This
situation is especially dangerous in divided societies emerging from protracted
deep-rooted conflict, where parties are organized around issues of commu-
nal identity, rather than around programmatic or ideological lines, and where
politics is viewed by each community as a win or lose game.

Critics of Consociational Theory. Critics have responded by raising a series
of challenges to these arguments. The most important questions concern the
fluidity of ethno-political identities, the strength of the electoral incentives for
ethnic cooperation among elites, and the potential advantages of majoritarian
electoral systems for fragile democracies.

The Political Relevance of Social Identities

As discussed earlier, consociational theory takes the existence of ethnic identi-
ties based on religion, race, or nationality as fixed and enduring psychological
characteristics, acquired through socialization processes rooted in the family,
school, and local community, which rarely, if ever, alter in the short term
as a result of political processes. As such, community boundaries are seen as
relatively stable, with each reflecting entrenched interests, and the challenge
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for democracy is how to include leaders from diverse minority communities
within representative legislatures. This represents an essentialist or primordial
view of ethnicity. Challenges arise from the alternative constructivist perspec-
tive, which suggests that people often have multiple identities, all of which
are socially constructed and the salience of which is more fluid over time.13

Hence, for instance, Hispanics in the United States may be defined as a politi-
cal community by their country of origin, such as Mexican Americans, Cuban
Americans, or Colombian Americans, or by other cross-cutting cleavages such
as their ideological location as Democrats or Republicans, by region, class and
social status, race, or gender. What matters in this regard, constructivists sug-
gest, is not the existence of latent social identities per se, but rather the way that
the shared interests arising from these identities are channeled and organized
by community leadership elites into grievances and demands requiring a col-
lective response in the political system. Modern Iraq, for example, was created
after the defeat of the German-allied Ottoman Empire in World War I, when
the victorious British and French carved up the territory of their defeated rival.
The artificial boundaries of the new nation-state included Kurds in the north,
with a distinct history and language, and the Shiite and Sunni Muslims with
divergent religious viewpoints, regional areas, and cultural traditions, although
Shi’a and Sunnis lived harmoniously in Iraq until the rise of the secular Baath
Party and Saddam Hussein’s brutal treatment of the Shiite and Kurdish com-
munities. The fall of Saddam Hussein, and subsequent continued instability
under the American-British intervention, exacerbated latent ethnic tensions. In
the first elections, political leaders and factions built party support by appeal-
ing to each community. In the constructivist view, the strength of nationalist
feelings toward Iraq as a single polity, and the importance of distinct eth-
nic communities within its borders, were reinforced and inflamed by political
developments.

The constructivist approach draws on one of the longest traditions in polit-
ical sociology, arising from the seminal work of Lipset and Rokkan, who
suggested that contemporary European party systems reflected their historical
roots within each country, with party organizations developing with the expan-
sion of the franchise to mobilize the electorate around the major social cleav-
ages of class, religion, and center-peripheral regions.14 For Lipset and Rokkan,
social identities became organized into partisan loyalties, with party competi-
tion subsequently institutionalizing and freezing around these core cleavages.
A similar process may be occurring in new democracies, where, in the absence
of other organizing principles, party systems develop around the core social
cleavages, mobilizing blocs of voters. What matters for constructivists is less
the multiple social identities existing in society than how some of these, but
not others, are mobilized into party systems and thus legislative politics.

Incentives for Community Cooperation or Rivalry

Moreover critics charge that it is dangerous to empower leaders whose pop-
ular support is based exclusively within, rather than across, the boundaries
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of each community. This process provides an electoral incentive for populist
leaders to appeal for popular support by reinforcing ethnic tensions and mis-
trust of other groups, and it serves to institutionalize and thereby freeze exist-
ing ethnic identities and community boundaries.15 The political salience of
communal identities may be unintentionally magnified by PR electoral rules
(which lower the nationwide vote threshold, facilitating the election of small
parties), and by positive action strategies (which explicitly recognize specific
linguistic, religious, or nationalistic communal groups as the basis for allocat-
ing seats). The dangers of such arrangements are exemplified, critics suggest,
by elections in Bosnia-Herzegovina after the Dayton peace-settlement, which
reduced the incentive for cross-community cooperation and nonsectarian elec-
toral appeals.16 Rwanda also illustrates a country where international efforts
promoted ethnic power-sharing between Hutu and Tutsi, but where the tra-
ditional ruling elites felt threatened by democratization. As a result, Snyder
suggests, international efforts may have unintentionally backfired by heighten-
ing ethnic tensions, reinforcing the incentive for extremist politicians to make
sectarian appeals reinforcing ethnic hatred within each community, generating
disastrous bloodshed.17 Communal leaders who win elected office gain a more
visible platform, greater legitimacy, and the spotlight of the news media, all
of which can be used to exploit, and thereby heighten, social tensions, ethnic
hatred, and the politics of fear. Indeed, as illustrated by the Northern Ireland
peace process, moderate parties which sought to cooperate across community
lines gradually lost power to more radical politicians who regarded any com-
promise as a ‘sellout’.18 PR systems facilitate the election of smaller parties, not
only from ethnic minorities; they also empower those drawn from the radical
right, such as the French Front National, the Belgian Vlaams Blok (Flemish
Bloc), and the Austrian Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs (FPÖ, Freedom Party),
who exploit xenophobic fears about new immigrants, stoking racist tensions.19

Critics charge that power-sharing formulas (PR systems with low thresholds
of exclusion, and positive action strategies) fail to provide community leaders
with an effective electoral incentive for cross-group cooperation. These poli-
cies may therefore serve to rigidify the boundaries dividing ethnic communities,
reinforcing and heightening political instability in deeply divided postwar soci-
eties.20

By contrast, others propose that community cooperation and reconciliation
may be strengthened most effectively by the adoption of majoritarian electoral
systems. Both Horowitz and Reilly advocate adoption of the alternative vote
(AV, also known as the preferential vote or ‘instant runoff’, used for the Aus-
tralian House of Representatives).21 The system of AV requires winning parties
and candidates to gain an absolute majority of the vote (50% + 1), rather than a
simple plurality. This hurdle is thought to have two important consequences.22

First, the need to gain support from a majority of the electorate encourages
individual politicians to cooperate strategically with others within their party
organizations. Community leaders are interested in collaborating within elec-
toral coalitions, to build larger organizations capable of winning seats. Even
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more importantly, higher thresholds also create strategic incentives for vote-
pooling, as politicians and parties need to emphasize broad-based moderate
electoral appeals to win. Those seeking to maximize their popular support
among the median voters will emphasize nonsectarian bridging issues, avoid-
ing narrow polarizing and controversial policies which appeal only to distinct
linguistic, racial, nationalistic, or religious communities.23 This is particularly
true if the electoral districts are drawn to reflect multiethnic populations, rather
than drawing boundaries between ethnic communities. Majoritarian electoral
systems may thereby encourage politicians to adopt cross-identity appeals,
where they target diverse sectors of the electorate.24

Trade-Off Values in Fragile Democracies and Failed States

The final challenge to consociational theory emphasizes that the choice of elec-
toral rules requires a trade-off among conflicting values, where the inclusiveness
of all communities within the legislature is only one consideration.25 Majoritar-
ian systems which concentrate power in the hands of the winning party during
their term of office may have other qualities that prove especially important
for underpinning sustainable peace-settlements and generating stable govern-
ments in divided societies emerging from civil wars. Majoritarian and plurality
electoral systems systematically exaggerate the share of seats allocated to the
winning party and reduce the share of seats allocated to smaller parties. The
mechanical effect of these rules is to secure a decisive outcome for the first-
ranked party, so that they can form a single-party cabinet government resting
on a secure overall parliamentary majority, even in a closely balanced election.
This arrangement may help to maximize the transparency and accountability
of government policymaking, as well as serving to produce stable and durable
governments empowered to serve their full term in office. Majoritarian elections
are better at generating a decisive outcome, producing governments assured of
a legislative majority, without a prolonged period of uncertainty arising from
postelection negotiation and haggling with coalition partners. This may be par-
ticularly important in failed states, which need to reestablish internal security
destroyed by prolonged civil war and ethnic conflict. Effective government may
be the overriding concern in societies emerging from deep-rooted internal con-
flict and failed states, such as Liberia, Somalia, Iraq, or Eritrea, where there
are widespread doubts about the government’s capacity to maintain internal
security, to manage the economy, and to deliver basic public services. Societies
emerging from a period of prolonged conflict which has destroyed intercom-
munity trust, and with many poorly institutionalized new parties and legislative
factions elected to office, are likely to experience considerable problems in the
postelection period of bargaining and compromise needed to create a workable
governing coalition.

For all these reasons, while inclusive power-sharing arrangements (propor-
tional electoral systems with low thresholds and/or positive action strategies)
have often been adopted in many negotiated peace-settlements, it is by no
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means clear from the scholarly literature that these will necessarily prove the
most effective mechanism for promoting sustainable peace, interethnic recon-
ciliation, and democratic consolidation in the long term.

comparing electoral systems

What evidence could help to resolve this debate? Case studies of the apparent
success of electoral engineering (South Africa?) and apparent failure (Bosnia-
Herzegovina?) can be quoted by both sides, but such examples have not proved
sufficiently convincing to resolve the contemporary debate.26 As we observed
earlier, the proportional electoral system adopted by Benin in the early-1990s
may have been the foundation of the broader process of power-sharing and
democratic consolidation, in sharp contrast to the majoritarian rules which
reinforced the military-backed autocracy in Togo, but it is difficult to know
how far we can generalize from these examples. In the same way, we can
compare the postwar Iraqi constitution, which followed consociational advice
by adopting proportional party list elections for the National Assembly, with
that of Afghanistan, which chose majoritarian elections for the Wolesi Jirga
(adopting a system of single nontransferable vote). Yet case studies remain
limited, as these societies differ in many other fundamental ways, so it remains
difficult to isolate institutional effects arising from the electoral systems from
many other factors, such as cultural traditions, levels of development, and the
influence of the international community.

To examine some of the issues underlying these claims and counterclaims
more systematically, broader comparisons are required. We can start by classi-
fying power-sharing electoral arrangements, identifying both the type of elec-
toral system and the positive action strategies for minority representation, used
in all nation-states worldwide. The analysis of the effects of these arrange-
ments builds upon the multivariate models developed in the previous chapter.
Institutional effects are examined controlling for prior social and economic
conditions, including levels of economic development and the degree of ethnic
fractionalization within each society. The dependent variables include the indi-
cators of democratic consolidation established earlier, as well as indicators of
party systems, ethnic conflict, and political stability.

Classifying Electoral Systems

In plural societies, Lijphart theorizes that proportional representation electoral
systems are most effective for democratic consolidation, while the Horowitz-
Reilly vote-pooling theory predicts that majoritarian electoral systems are most
likely to serve this function. To test the evidence supporting these alternative
hypotheses, the major and minor types of electoral system currently used for
the lower house of parliament can be classified and then compared across all
independent nation-states worldwide, excluding dependent territories. The core
typology used for the contemporary comparison is summarized in Figure 5.2
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and the classification is derived from the 2nd edition of the International IDEA
Handbook of Electoral System Design covering contemporary electoral systems
used in 2004.27 In total, out of 191 contemporary independent nation-states
around the globe, 9 are excluded from the classification of electoral systems as
they currently lack a directly elected national parliament. This includes the Per-
sian Gulf royal families (in Saudi Arabia, Qatar, and the United Arab Emirates),
the monarchies governing Brunei Darussalam and Bhutan, the personal dicta-
torship of Colonel Gaddafi in Libya, and Communist China.28 Two additional
countries are excluded as they experienced state collapse (Eritrea and Somalia)
with electoral systems which remain in transition. Electoral systems for the
remaining countries were categorized into three major families – majoritarian,
proportional, and combined – each including a number of subcategories.

Proportional representation (PR) electoral systems are designed to translate
the percentage of votes relatively proportionally into the percentage of seats
won, lowering the threshold facing smaller parties. Proportional representation
systems are defined in this study to include party list, as well as the single trans-
ferable vote electoral system, which is less common.29 The main institutional
variations within PR systems concern the use of open or closed lists of candi-
dates, the quota formula for translating votes into seats, the level of the legal
vote threshold, and the size of the average district magnitude. By contrast,
majoritarian-plurality systems require a higher effective vote threshold, and
they are essentially power-concentrating (by systematically squeezing the num-
ber of parliamentary parties). Majoritarian rules require the winning candidate
or party to gain 50% + 1 of the vote (including the alternative vote [AV] and
the second ballot [runoff or two-round] systems). Plurality rules require that
the winning candidate or party in first place gain more votes than any other,
but not necessarily a majority of ballots cast (including first-past-the-post single
member plurality system, the party bloc vote, and the single nontransferable
vote [SNTV] system).30 Plurality rules generate a ‘manufactured’ majority: that
is, they have a systematic exaggerative bias which usually translates a plurality
of votes for the party in first place into a majority of seats. Finally, ‘combined’
electoral systems (otherwise known as ‘mixed’, ‘dual’, ‘hybrid’, or ‘side-by-side’
systems) use two ballot structures within simultaneous contests for the same
elected office.31 This study follows Massicotte and Blais by classifying ‘com-
bined’ systems according to their mechanics, not their outcome.32 Combined
systems have become increasingly popular during the last decade, although a
great variety of alternative designs are employed. This category can be fur-
ther subdivided into ‘combined-independent’ systems, where the distribution
of seats is independent for each type of ballot, and ‘combined-dependent’ sys-
tems (such as Germany and New Zealand), where the distribution of seats is
proportional to the share of the vote cast in the party list. As a result combined-
independent systems are closer to the ‘majoritarian’ than the ‘proportional’ end
of the spectrum, while ‘combined-dependent’ are closer to the ‘proportional’
end of the spectrum.
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figure 5.3. Trends in Types of Electoral Systems Used Worldwide, 1973–2003. Source:
Coded from Arthur S. Banks. 2005. Cross-National Time-Series Data Archive; Andrew
Reynolds and Ben Reilly. Eds. The International IDEA Handbook of Electoral Sys-
tem Design. 2nd ed. Stockholm: International Institute for Democracy and Electoral
Assistance.

A comparison of trends in the use of the major types of electoral systems used
worldwide since the early-1970s in Figure 5.3 illustrates the sharp fall during
the decade of the 1990s in the number of countries without any competitive
elections. The use of multiparty elections for the legislative and executive office
became far more widespread during this era; for example, International IDEA
estimates that just over 40 presidential elections were held in each decade dur-
ing the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, rising to 67 in the 1980s, before shooting
up to 222 during the 1990s.33 Trends in the number of parliamentary elec-
tions show a similar rise, doubling from 196 contests held during the 1970s
to 381 during the 1990s. Nevertheless many of these elections have been used
in recent years as a façade to legitimate the rule of regimes which have been
conceptualized, alternatively, as ‘electoral autocracies’ (Diamond), ‘illiberal
democracies’ (Fareed), or ‘competitive authoritarian regimes’ (Levitsky), exem-
plified by Belarus, Egypt, Malaysia, Uzbekistan, or Zimbabwe.34 As discussed
in Chapter 3, electoral autocracies are often difficult to classify with any pre-
cision as they are characterized by the formal trappings of liberal democracy,
but free and fair multiparty competition and civil liberties are sharply limited
by the ruling elites. Common techniques to limit genuine electoral competition,
often reported by observers, include major restrictions on access to the ballot
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table 5.1. Characteristics of Contemporary Electoral Systems, 2000

PR Combined Majoritarian N

(i) Largest governing party, % of seats 44.4 53.7 68.1 158
(ii) Rae party fractionalization index 65.2 54.6 34.6 189
(iii) Mean number of all parliamentary parties 9.3 8.7 5.0 175
(iv) Mean number of relevant parliamentary parties 4.7 4.4 3.2 175
(v) Herfindahl index for all parliamentary parties 0.33 0.39 0.57 153
(vi) Effective number of parliamentary parties 3.69 3.77 2.33 103
(vi) Index of proportionality 90.4 83.2 83.1 110
(vii) Effective electoral threshold 11.3 24.5 35.4 148

Notes: (i) The number of seats held by the largest governing party in the lower house of each country’s
national assembly (Banks 2000).
(ii) The Rae party fractionalization index (Banks 2000).
(iii) The mean number of parliamentary parties with at least one seat in the lower house of the national
parliament (calculated from Elections around the World).
(iv) The mean number of relevant parliamentary parties (those with more than 3% of seats in the lower
house of the national parliament) (calculated from Elections around the World).
(v) The Herfindahl index for all parliamentary parties, ranging from 0 to 1, representing the probability that
two randomly selected members of the lower house of parliament belong to different parties (The Database
of Political Institutions Keefer/World Bank 2005).
(vi) The Rose index of proportionality (a standardized version of the Loosemore-Hanby Index) (Rose 2001).
(vii) The effective electoral threshold, using the formula (75/m + 1), where m refers to the district magnitude
or the number of members returned in the electoral district (calculated from Rose 2001).

for opposition parties and intimidation of challengers; the widespread use of
intimidation, coercion, or bribery by security forces at the polling station; and
strong pro-government bias and limits on independent journalism in campaign
coverage in the media airwaves.

Turning to trends in the type of electoral system which have been used,
Figure 5.3 shows that proportional representation systems have usually been
more popular than majoritarian systems, with the category of ‘combined’ or
‘mixed’ electoral systems the smallest category but rising in popularity in the
1990s. This is partly the result of the adoption of this system in many of the
newer democracies which emerged following the fall of the Berlin Wall, as well
as the way that this system has been adopted by some established democracies
which reformed their systems, such as New Zealand.35

Table 5.1 summarizes a series of indicators illustrating the characteristic
impact of the major types of electoral systems on party systems and levels of
proportionality. The results generally conform to expectations arising from the
previous literature about the mechanical workings of electoral systems. Hence,
as anticipated, the exaggerative bias common in majoritarian systems usually
results in a decisive electoral outcome; on average, under these rules the largest
party generally wins two-thirds of all parliamentary seats. This empowers
single-party cabinet governments to implement their legislative program dur-
ing their term of office assured of the support of a comfortable parliamentary
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majority, without the need for coalition partners. By contrast, PR systems are
more likely to generate coalition governments; the largest party usually wins
less than a majority (44%) of seats. The indicators also confirm that PR rules
systematically lower the effective electoral threshold, thereby facilitating the
election of many smaller parties. This pattern is consistent irrespective of the
specific indicator of party competition considered; for example, the Rae party
fractionalization index is twice as strong in PR systems compared with majori-
tarian elections.

On the basis of this classification, the question which arises is whether there
is systematic support for the core consociational claims that PR is the most
effective electoral system for democratic consolidation, and that this is partic-
ularly evident in divided societies. To start to scrutinize the evidence, we can
examine whether the four indicators of democracy used throughout this study
differ by the major types of contemporary electoral systems used worldwide,
without introducing any prior controls.

Figure 5.4 compares the scores on Freedom House’s indicator of liberal
democracy, Polity IV’s constitutional democracy, Vanhanen’s participatory
democracy, or Cheibub and Gandhi’s contested democracy. Irrespective of the
indicator used, the results confirm that countries using list PR electoral systems
consistently rate as significantly the most democratic, as consociational theory
claims. The combined types of electoral system are located in an intermediate
position. By contrast, majoritarian electoral systems proved consistently less
democratic; for example, according to the Polity scale, nation-states using PR
systems were on average twice as democratic as those using majoritarian rules.
When tested by analysis of variance (ANOVA), these differences by types of
electoral system all proved moderately strongly associated and statistically sig-
nificant (with the ETA coefficient of association at .37 to .53 all at the p = .001
level).

But does this pattern also vary systematically by the type of ethnic cleavages
within each society, with PR proving most important in plural societies, the sec-
ond and stronger claim in consociational theory? For a preliminary look at the
patterns, Figure 5.5 compares societies which were classified as either hetero-
geneous or homogeneous, based on dichotomizing Alesina’s ethnic fractional-
ization index. This is a simple classification of plural societies, gauging whether
populations are ethnically similar or different, but it cannot take account of
whether such cleavages are politically salient. The comparison, without any
prior controls, confirms that among homogeneous societies, nation-states using
PR electoral systems were consistently more democratic than countries with
majoritarian elections, and the difference in levels of democracy between PR
and majoritarian electoral systems was greatest in heterogeneous societies, as
Lijphart theorizes. Consociational theory emphasizes that majoritarian sys-
tems can work well within homogeneous societies, but that PR elections
are particularly important for consolidating democracy in divided societies,
and the comparison conducted so far provides preliminary support for this
claim.
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figure 5.4. Levels of Democracy by Type of Electoral System, 2000. Note: The stan-
dardized 100-point scales of democracy are described in Table 3.1. The four scales
measure liberal democracy (Freedom House 2000), constitutional democracy (Polity IV
2000), participatory democracy (Vanhanen 2000), and contested democracy (Cheibub
and Gandhi 2000). When tested by ANOVA, the differences between mean scores
are significant (at the p = .001 level). Contemporary electoral systems are classified
in 191 nation-states worldwide on the basis of the Technical Appendix in Andrew
Reynolds, Ben Reilly, and Andrew Ellis. 2005. Electoral System Design: The New
International IDEA Handbook. Stockholm: International Institute for Democracy and
Electoral Assistance. The type of electoral system was classified into three categories:
majoritarian/plurality (single member plurality, second ballot, bloc vote, alternative
vote, and single nontransferable vote), proportional representation (party list and STV),
and combined (using more than one type of ballot in simultaneous elections for the same
body).

Positive Action Mechanisms for Ethnic Minorities

As an alternative proposition, Lijphart theorizes that democratic consolidation
in divided societies will also be strengthened by electoral rules which incorpo-
rate positive action policies designed to ensure the election of representatives
or parties drawn from minority communities. We can compare the effects of
three such mechanisms which have been employed in different countries.

District boundary delimination: In some countries, electoral boundaries are
drawn to recognize certain communities of interest, creating specific single
member districts where minority electorates are concentrated. In the United
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figure 5.5. Contemporary Levels of Democracy by Type of Electoral System in Het-
erogeneous and Homogeneous Societies, 2000. Note: For the classification of electoral
systems, see Figure 5.3. The types of heterogeneous or homogeneous society are classi-
fied by the dichotomized Alesina index of ethnic fractionalization.

States, for example, since the Voting Rights Act of 1965 and its amendment
in 1982, racial redistricting processes have been based on identifying concen-
trations of black, Hispanic, Asian, and Native American minorities within the
electorate. There are disputes about their effects but many argue that these have
proved critical for the election of African-American and Latino congressional
candidates to the US House of Representatives.36 In Hungary, the boundary
authority takes into account ethnic, religious, historical, or other local com-
munities when creating districts, while Panama and Ukraine also require con-
sideration of minority populations. Boundaries are often drawn and revised
periodically to maintain population equality among districts, but some coun-
tries have overrepresented specific territories by requiring smaller electoral
quotas within certain regions; until recently, for example, the population of
Scotland was overrepresented by Westminster MPs in comparison with that of
England. Majoritarian electoral systems are also not an insurmountable barrier
for the success of smaller nationalist parties if their popular support is heavily
concentrated within specific districts.37 The Scottish National Party (SNP), for
example, performed relatively well in gaining seats within their own regions;
in the 2005 general election, for example, the SNP gained 17.7% of the vote
in Scotland and won six seats (10%) in the region. By contrast, other minor
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parties more dispersed across Britain, such as the Greens, the UK Indepen-
dence Party (UKIP), and the British National Party (BNP), gained no seats.38

Electoral geography and the drawing of district boundaries are critical in this
regard, with majoritarian systems most disadvantageous for smaller parties or
scattered communities with dispersed support.

Reserved seats: Another alternative form of positive action is the use of
reserved seats designed to compensate for historical disadvantage of communi-
ties. These are found, for example, for indigenous minorities in New Zealand,
Pakistan, and Fiji, where these seats are filled by appointees of the recognized
group or elected by voters from a communal electoral roll.39 Reserved seats
have been based on recognition of race/ethnicity, language, national identity,
and religion and have been used for minorities on island territories detached
from the nation-state landmass. There is nothing particularly novel about these
arrangements; reserved seats were used in many colonially administered terri-
tories, and after the Second World War separate communal rolls with reserved
seats became integral parts of power-sharing solutions to end internal conflicts
in Lebanon in 1943, Cyprus in 1960, and Zimbabwe in 1980. A recent world-
wide review found that at least 32 countries used reserved seats, communal
rolls, race conscious districting, or special electoral arrangements designed for
communal or minority representation in parliament.40 During the last decade,
these strategies were reflected in the compartmentalized ethnic arrangements
of peace pacts in Bosnia, Croatia, and Kosova. In Croatia, for example, which
uses list PR for most seats, specific districts are reserved for members of
Hungarian, Czech and Slovak, Ruthenian and Ukrainian, and German and
Austrian minorities. As we have already seen, in Singapore the Group Represen-
tative Constituencies provide a voice for Indian, Malay, and Eurasian minority
candidates. Mauritius allocates eight seats for Hindu, Muslim, Chinese, and
Creole recognized communities. India reserves a certain number of seats in each
state for Scheduled Castes and Tribes, where only candidates drawn from these
communities can stand for election. One of the best-known examples of such
policies is Lebanon’s parliament, which has 128 seats divided among distinct
groups. Members are divided evenly among Christian and Muslim commu-
nities, each allocated 64 seats, and within those two major categories are 11
different factions, each with reserved seats. The top three sects on the Christian
side are the Maronite Catholics (with 34 reserved seats), the Greek Orthodox,
and the Greek Catholics. On the Muslim side, the Shi’as and Sunnis each have
27 reserved seats, while the Druze have 8. Most countries using reserved seats
have majoritarian electoral systems, including within FPTP systems such as
Pakistan, India, Samoa, Iran, and Kiribati. But countries with PR and com-
bined electoral systems also include this mechanism, particularly the cases
of postconflict power-sharing agreements, namely, Rwanda, Kosovo, Cyprus,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Lebanon.

What is the effect of these mechanisms for minority representation on demo-
cratic consolidation? We can start by comparing levels of democracy, using the
four indicators already employed in this study, in the countries which do and do
not use at least one of these positive action mechanisms. Figure 5.6 illustrates
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figure 5.6. Contemporary Levels of Democracy by the Use of Positive Action Strate-
gies for Ethnic Minority Representation. Note: The standardized 100-point scales of
democracy are described in Table 3.1. The four scales measure liberal democracy (Free-
dom House 2000), constitutional democracy (Polity IV 2000), participatory democracy
(Vanhanen 2000), and contested democracy (Cheibub and Gandhi 2000). When tested
by ANOVA, the differences between mean scores are significant (at the p = .001 level).
The use of positive action strategies in 29 out of 191 nation-states, including through
reserved seats and boundary delimination, is described in the text.

the patterns, confirming that the 29 countries employing positive action poli-
cies for minority representation are consistently more democratic across each
of these indicators. ANOVA shows that the pattern is statistically significant,
with the most substantial contrast found using the Polity index.

Multivariate Analysis

The preliminary comparisons so far appear to support the consociational argu-
ment favoring more proportional electoral systems or positive action strategies
for minorities. But are the contrasts we have observed the product of the
institutional arrangements, or can they be attributed to other features in the
nation-states under comparison? Multivariate analysis is needed to see whether
these patterns persist even after employing the battery of prior controls which
we established in the previous chapter to be closely related to levels of democ-
racy. One of these concerns the past colonial legacies which continue to shape
the contemporary distribution of electoral systems; hence three-quarters of the
former British colonies use a majoritarian electoral system today for national
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elections to the lower house of the legislature, as do two-thirds of the ex-
French colonies. By contrast, proportional electoral systems are employed by
three-quarters of the former Portuguese colonies, two-thirds of the ex-Spanish
colonies, and all the former Dutch colonies.41 The post-Communist states freed
from rule by the Soviet Union divide almost evenly among the three major elec-
toral families, although slightly more countries (37%) have adopted propor-
tional systems. While Eastern Europe leans toward majoritarian arrangements,
Central Europe adopted more proportional systems. To examine the impact of
electoral systems on democracy, we need to expand the models already devel-
oped in Chapter 4, controlling for past colonial histories, as well as degrees
of ethnic fractionalization, levels of economic development, regional diffusion,
the Middle East region, and the physical and population size of the country. In
these models, combined (mixed) electoral systems are the default (comparison)
category.

Table 5.2 presents the results of the OLS regression models, based on analysis
of the pooled time-series cross-sectional data. The coefficients confirm that,
compared across all societies worldwide, countries using majoritarian electoral
systems have worse democratic performance on each of the indicators, even
after controlling for the range of economic and cultural factors associated with
democracy. By contrast, PR electoral systems are positively associated with
democracy, although the coefficient for the Freedom House index was not
statistically significant. Moreover the use of positive action strategies was also
positively related to levels of democracy across all the indicators. Overall the
multivariate analysis confirms the comparisons observed earlier, supporting
the consociational argument that countries using PR electoral systems and
positive action strategies are the most successful democratically. Consociational
theory predicts that these forms of power-sharing institutions are valuable in
general, but nowhere more so than in divided societies. Accordingly Table 5.3
repeats the analysis but limiting the comparison to plural societies, defined by
dichotomizing the Alesina measure of ethnic fractionalization. The results show
that the positive impact of PR electoral systems on democracy is far stronger
in these nation-states; for example, the use of PR produces a 5–10 percentage
point increase in democracy on the 100-point scales. Countries using positive
action strategies for ethnic minority representation were also significantly more
democratic.

case studies of electoral reform

The comparisons drawn so far seem to provide considerable support for many
of the consociational claims. Yet we have not been able to test all the sequential
steps in the consociational argument outlined in Figure 5.1. The relationship
between electoral systems and democracy could still be due to many other fac-
tors; for example, PR may facilitate multiparty competition and higher electoral
turnout, without necessarily leading toward intercommunal trust among party
leaders or greater satisfaction with the democratic process among community
members. Paired case studies of electoral reform in Britain and New Zealand
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provide a better understanding of the underlying dynamic processes at work,
in particular how far changing the rules alters patterns of party competition
and the representation of ethnic minority groups.

During the postwar era, both Britain and New Zealand used to exemplify the
classic Westminster model, characterized by single-member plurality electoral
systems and unitary states. First-past-the-post produced a two-party adversar-
ial system in parliament, single-party cabinet governments, and strong central
governments in both countries. Because of New Zealand’s colonial origins,
these nation-states also shared many strong cultural bonds, especially during
the heyday of the British Commonwealth prior to UK entry into the Euro-
pean Union. Both are long-standing stable democracies, each containing impor-
tant minority communities, and each society becoming increasingly diverse in
recent decades. The majority of New Zealand’s population is descended from
British émigrés, with significant minorities of indigenous Maoris, of Polynesian
descent, and more recently other European, Pacific Islander, and East Asian
immigrants. By 2050, it is estimated that the white population will become
a minority in New Zealand. In the United Kingdom, the primary arguments
about the political representation of national identities have focused upon the
peace-settlement in Northern Ireland and upon devolution in Scotland and
Wales. More recent émigré communities are represented in the Muslim pop-
ulation in Britain, including diverse Bangladeshi and Pakistani communities,
as well as Sikhs and Hindus originally from India, the black population of
Afro-Caribbean descent, and other East Asian groups.

These countries have taken different paths to electoral reform, and the
inclusion of specific minorities. New Zealand adopted a mixed member pro-
portional (MMP) system (combined-dependent) for the national parliament
in 1993, while continuing to use Maori communal rolls for the indigenous
population. By contrast, electoral reform has been widely debated but not
yet implemented for the British House of Commons and for English local
elections, although the Labour government has introduced a range of alter-
native electoral systems used for selecting British members of the European
Parliament (regional PR closed party list using the d’Hondt rule), the new Scot-
tish Parliament and Welsh assembly (using additional member system [AMS]),
and the London Assembly and London mayor (supplementary vote systems).
Under devolution, Scotland was granted a parliament with considerable law-
making powers, while the Welsh assembly has administrative responsibilities
for a range of public services.42 Here we can focus upon analyzing changes
following the adoption of AMS for Scotland and Wales, as the most compara-
ble combined-dependent electoral system to the MMP arrangement chosen in
New Zealand.

The Regional Bodies in the United Kingdom

What have been the effects of electoral reform on party systems and minority
representation in each country? Figure 5.7 illustrates party fortunes in elections
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figure 5.7. Elections in Scotland and Wales Before and After Devolution, 1997–2007

held before and after devolution, which was first implemented in 1999. The
process of decentralization can be regarded by social scientists as a natural pre-
post experiment which modified the rules in successive contests, while holding
constant the broader social and economic context in each region. The electoral
system used for Westminster contests also remained largely unchanged; the
House of Commons continues to employ traditional single-member districts
and plurality elections (first-past-the-post), although for the 2005 election,
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following boundary revisions, the total number of Scottish MPs was cut from
72 to 59, bringing Scottish districts into line with the size of the average
electorates in England and Wales. The first elections for the Scottish Parliament
and for the Welsh Assembly were held in 1999 under the additional member
(combined-dependent) system and the process was repeated again in 2003 and
in 2007. Scottish voters were given two ballot papers: one used the familiar
system of first-past-the-post to elect each of the 72 constituency members.
The second used party lists in eight regional multimember districts to elect
56 additional representatives. The latter were allocated so that the overall
distribution of seats was proportional to the share of votes cast for each party in
each region. The d’Hondt formula is used for allocating the top-up seats. Under
the d’Hondt system, parties which perform well in constituency votes but fail
to translate that success into elected constituency members will be rewarded via
the additional member system. Conversely, parties which do well by securing
constituencies win fewer top-up seats. Similar processes were followed for
allocating the 60-seat Welsh Assembly.

As shown by the proportion of votes cast for each party, illustrated in
Figure 5.7, the Labour Party has predominated in the series of elections in
both regions. Indeed fear of continuous Labour hegemony was perhaps the
main reason why a cross-party coalition favored the additional member system
for the new bodies. But the systematic pattern evident in successive contests
since devolution shows that Labour performs most strongly in general elec-
tions, with their support eroding in the regional contests. For example, com-
pared with the 1997 general election, the first regional elections for the new
Scottish Parliament in 1999 saw a striking 9-point fall in the Labour Party’s
share of the vote. This contest saw significant advances for the Scottish National
Party (SNP) and for the smaller parties, notably the Scottish Green Party and
the Scottish Socialist Party. Labour’s share of the Scottish vote recovered in the
2001 general election, only to fall back again in the 2003 and 2007 regional
contests. Moreover surveys monitoring nationalist sentiment from 1997 to
2004 report that this also fluctuated over time in these regions.43 The Scottish
National Party did not threaten Labour’s grip on Holyrood Palace in 2003. In
2007, however, scandals within the leadership led to a dramatic loss of votes
for the minor Scottish Socialist Party. The SNP benefited from this and from
disillusionment with the Blair government, winning a third of the Scottish vote.
As a result, the SNP formed a minority administration in the Scottish Assem-
bly, led by Alex Salmond as first minister. This victory represents a historic
breakthrough in power for the Scottish Nationalists, although SNP have only
a wafer-thin one-seat lead over Labour. It was the first time that Labour failed
to finish first in any Scottish election since 1955.

The fluctuating patterns of party support found in general and regional
contests north of the border are also evident, but to a lesser extent, in Wales.
Since devolution, waves of votes have been gained by smaller parties under
the AMS combined electoral system used for the Welsh Assembly, only to fall
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back again in Westminster contests. Hence Plaid Cymru (PC) support peaked
sharply during the 1999 regional elections before sliding back in the 2005
general election. Patterns of peaks and troughs in PC support are evident in
successive regional and general elections since then. Labour remains the largest
party in the Welsh Assembly, although attempts have been made to assemble
a ‘rainbow’ coalition to challenge its hegemony. Women also proved very
successful in getting elected to the regional bodies, in 2006 representing 39.5%
of the Scottish Parliament and achieving parity (50%) in the Welsh Assembly,
compared with just 19.7% of the House of Commons.44

To summarize, the electoral systems introduced with devolution in Britain
generated an initial surge for the nationalist parties in 1999. The smaller parties
and independents have also benefited: the Scottish Parliament currently con-
tains seven members from the Greens, six members from the Socialist Party, two
independents, and two other party representatives, most elected from the more
proportional regional lists. Party fragmentation has increased in the regions.
The results in the 2007 Scottish elections confirmed the hopes of the nationalist
parties, who anticipated that the creation of the new bodies under devolution,
and their greater visibility in these assemblies, would provide a platform which
would eventually strengthen their popular support, providing a launch pad to
power.

New Zealand

New Zealand adopted a different route to electoral reform when they aban-
doned using traditional single-member districts and plurality elections (first-
past-the-post) and adopted a combined-dependent system (mixed member pro-
portional [MMP]) in 1993.45 The New Zealand parliament contains 120 MPs.
Each elector has two votes: one for the party lists, returning 51 members, and
the other for one of the 62 general or the 7 Maori seats.46 Parties are repre-
sented in parliament if they get at least 5% vote in the lists, and above this
threshold the overall distribution of parliamentary seats is proportional to the
share of votes cast in the lists. Special measures are specified for the Maori
population, who are recognized as an indigenous population originating in
Polynesia with special cultural rights. There have been special Maori electorate
seats since 1867, when Maori men were first given the vote. The number of
Maori seats was fixed at four until the Electoral Act 1993 stipulated that the
numbers could rise or fall, depending on whether Maori choose to go on the
general or the Maori electoral roll. Increasing numbers have chosen the Maori
roll; as a result, the number of special Maori electorate seats rose to seven in
the 2005 parliament. Of the 19 Maori MPs in that parliament, the remaining
12 Maori MPs represented the general electorates or were list MPs.47 In 2005,
the first Maori party was created, currently with four elected representatives in
parliament. New Zealand has become increasingly diverse ethnically, and, at
6.4% of the population, Asians are the third largest ethnic group. MMP has
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given them a political voice, currently with one Labour and one National list
Asian MPs.

What have been the consequences of electoral reform in New Zealand?
Prior to this change, New Zealand had an entrenched two-party ‘Westminster’
system during most of the twentieth century. Government office rotated be-
tween the conservative National Party and the center-left Labour Party, exclud-
ing minor party contenders from legislative and government office. Dealigning
trends weakened party identification during the 1980s, and electoral volatility
rose, but with little effect on parliamentary politics as a result of the use of
the first-past-the-post single-member electoral system.48 The new MMP system
was used for general elections in 1996, 1999, 2002, and 2005. The results
confirmed the expectations that more proportional elections would lead to
multiparty competition and coalition governments, as well as more inclusive
parliaments for women and minority MPs (see Figure 5.7). Under first-past-
the-post, prior to reform, there were usually two or three parties in parlia-
ment. After reform, from 1996 to 2005, there were six or seven. The effective
number of parliamentary parties rose from around 2.2 prior to reform in
1993 to 3.8 under the MMP system in 1996. Single-party governments were
replaced by majority or minority coalitions. The proportion of women elected
to office rose substantially, as did the proportion of Maori, Pacific Islander,
and Asian MPs. In short, the MMP system in New Zealand fulfilled the first
three steps illustrated in Figure 5.1 which are suggested by consociational
theory.

There are questions, however, about subsequent steps in the chain of rea-
soning. Far from facilitating intercommunity understanding, as consociational
accounts claim, the inclusion of more minor parties in parliament may have
produced greater polarization around issues of ethnicity, following the rise of
the New Zealand First. This party, founded by Winston Peters in 1993, adopted
an anti-immigrant populist platform which challenged legal rights enjoyed by
the Maori aboriginal population under the Treaty of Waitangi. The party won
8.3% of the vote and two seats in the 1993 general election, but their support
rose sharply to 13.4% of the vote and 17 seats in 1996 after reform, and they
entered government in coalition with the National Party. Their support sub-
sequently slumped, but it rebounded again in the 2002 election, where New
Zealand First was the third most popular party, with 10% of the parliamen-
tary vote and 13 MPs.49 New Zealand First can be seen as moderate on social
policies but as part of the radical right family through its strong emphasis on
economic and cultural nationalism. The party currently remains protectionist
in its economic policy, calling for New Zealand ownership of key assets and
infrastructure, arguing against economic globalization, and favoring limits on
the extent of foreign ownership in the country. It presents a strong defense of
cultural nationalism. For example, Winston Peter argued: “The public has legit-
imate concerns over the influx of immigrants – the dramatic changes in the eth-
nic mix – culture – and the other aspects of national identity – and the mindless,
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unthinking way change is inflicted on our society. In their contempt for the
past, Labour and National have swept away many of the old landmarks –
often selling them off to overseas investors – and have dismantled much that
was valued and cherished by New Zealanders. . . . There are many apparent
threats to our way of life from open door immigration policies, through to a
growing obsession with the fundamentalism which has sprung up around the
Treaty of Waitangi and to the disturbing increase in lawlessness in our soci-
ety.” The impact of electoral reform in New Zealand therefore seems to have
increased the representation of ethnic minorities, but also to have politicized
and polarized issues of ethnicity, leading both to the creation of the Maori
party and to the popular backlash led by New Zealand First. New Zealand
is an established democracy with a tolerant culture, so this process is unlikely
to lead toward serious ethnic conflict; nevertheless in more fragile democracies
and more deeply divided societies the politicization of latent ethnic identities
carries certain well-known dangers. Moreover the last step in the logical chain
of consociational theory also remains in question, as it is unclear whether elec-
toral reform, and the inclusion of more ethnic minorities in parliament, has
actually generated greater satisfaction with democracy among ethnic minority
communities.50

conclusions

The theory of consociationalism has been widely influential in shaping debates
about the most appropriate electoral arrangements to adopt in divided societies
and negotiated peace-settlements. Yet the claims have always proved contro-
versial and systematic evidence has been lacking to test the evidence for some
of the core contentions. This chapter has combined large-N cross-national
time-series analysis with selected paired case studies about the consequences of
changing the electoral rules in the cases of Britain and New Zealand.

The results confirm that PR electoral systems are more democratic than
majoritarian systems, a pattern replicated irrespective of the choice of indica-
tor used, and a pattern that was particularly marked in divided societies. In
exploring how this process works, the case studies suggest that either PR with
low thresholds or positive action strategies (or both) can be used to facilitate
the election of representatives and groups drawn from minority communities.
The adoption of AMS in Scotland and Wales has boosted the electoral success
of nationalist parties in regional contests, although so far their support has
not carried over into Westminster general elections. This process has also led
toward greater party fragmentation in Scotland. In New Zealand, the MMP
system has strengthened the inclusion of Maoris, Asians, and Pacific Islanders,
although it has also facilitated the success of the New Zealand First party
on a platform of cultural protection, and thus stirred up greater controversy
about issues of Maori rights and multiculturalism. Whether this process has
had a broader impact upon political attitudes and values, particular support for
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democracy among minority communities remains an open question and it may
take successive elections over many years before any cultural impact becomes
apparent. Electoral systems, moreover, are only one dimension of consocia-
tionalism. It may be that other institutions are more important for democratic
consolidation, so we need to go on in the next chapter to consider the choice
of types of presidential versus parliamentary executives.



6

Presidential and Parliamentary Executives

The decision to adopt either a presidential or a parliamentary executive is a
critical aspect of constitutional design.1 Considerable debate has surrounded
which type is better for democratization. Reflecting upon developments in
Latin America during the 1960s and 1970s, Juan Linz presented one of the
most influential views, arguing that presidentialism presents substantial risks
of political instability and even regime collapse.2 The reasons, Linz suggests,
are that in electoral democracies with presidential regimes, both parliaments
and presidents have rival sources of popular legitimacy and authority, making
it difficult to resolve disputes. Presidents hold office for a fixed term, reducing
flexibility. Presidential elections are winner take all, raising the stakes and gen-
erating weak incentives for the losers to accept the legitimacy of the outcome.
And the fusion of the offices of head of state and head of the government may
reduce restraints on political leaders arising from checks and balances. Scholars
have commonly concurred with Linz’s argument.3 Compared with parliamen-
tary systems, for example, Riggs regards presidentialism as less capable of
generating the representativeness and legitimacy required for the survival of
democratic governance.4 Stepan and Skach compared patterns of democratic
consolidation until the early-1990s and concluded that parliamentary execu-
tives were indeed more effective in this regard than presidentialism. They argue
that parliamentary democracies are more likely to allow the largest party to
implement their program, even in multiparty systems. Unpopular or scandal-
ridden prime ministers can be replaced by other senior party leaders without
destabilizing the whole regime. Dual executives (where the head of government
is separate from the head of state) are also less susceptible to military coups. And
parliamentary democracy encourages long-term party-government careers, as
backbenchers progress to ministerial office, strengthening party loyalties and
the legislative experience of political leaders.5

Still no scholarly consensus exists about the claimed superiority of parlia-
mentary executives for sustaining democracy. In response to Linz’s diagnosis
of potential maladies, Schugart and Carey argue that presidential executives

132



Presidential and Parliamentary Executives 133

display great diversity in their roles and formal powers, with different types,
rather than all falling into a single category, and they challenge the notion that
all contemporary presidential regimes are inherently more prone to break-
down.6 In an influential article, Mainwaring emphasized that only certain
types of presidential regimes (notably those combined with multiparty sys-
tems) are particularly vulnerable to democratic instability, through generating
executive-legislative deadlock, ideological polarization, and difficulties of inter-
party coalition building.7 Cheibub and Limongi conclude that if parliamentary
regimes have a better record of survival than presidential regimes, this is not
due to some of the causes most commonly offered to explain this phenomenon,
such as the propensity of presidentialism for deadlock; indeed they speculate
that regime instability may be associated with levels of centralization in the
policymaking process, which is only contingently related to the structure of the
executive.8

Much of the evidence concerning the debate about executive institutions
has been derived from the experience of presidentialism in Latin America, a
region strongly influenced by the US Constitution. The standard practice used
in many previous studies has been to contrast the modern history of presidential
regimes in Latin America with the record of parliamentary systems in Western
Europe and Scandinavia. This limited analytical framework made it difficult to
generate comparisons which ruled out other potentially confounding factors
characteristic of each region which we have seen are also strongly associated
with the success of democracy, notably lower levels of economic development
and industrialization in Latin America.9 The expansion of democracy during
the third wave has facilitated a broader comparative focus; after the fall of the
Berlin Wall, many post-Communist states such as Albania, Hungary, and Slove-
nia adopted popularly elected presidents in ‘mixed’ republics, which also have a
prime minister leading the government.10 A comparison of presidential powers
in Central and Eastern Europe by Beliaev indicates that regimes with stronger
presidential executives proved less effective at democratic consolidation during
the 1990s, suggesting that the Latin American experience is not unique.11 In
Africa and Asia-Pacific, as well, many states have now adopted presidential or
mixed executives. Blais, Massicotte, and Dobrynska compared 170 countries
with a working parliament, and they found that, by the late-1990s, almost half
had a directly elected president.12 A comprehensive worldwide comparison
also requires the analysis of other types of executives beyond elected presidents
and parliamentary governments, taking account of nonelective presidencies, as
well as more than a dozen contemporary states governed by ruling monarchies
and a few regimes in the grip of military dictatorships without even the fig leaf
of a nominal civilian president.

Therefore this chapter seeks to reexamine the evidence to see whether the
type of executive influences (i) levels of democracy and democratic consolida-
tion during the third wave over the last 30 years and (ii) broader indicators
of regime instability, exemplified by the occurrence of political violence, coups
d’etat, and leadership assassinations. The unit of analysis is the type of regime
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in each nation-year worldwide from 1972 to 2003, and the study uses a longer
time span than many previous studies, a broader range of countries and types
of regimes drawn from different regions around the globe, and, to test the
reliability of the results, the alternative measures of democracy already dis-
cussed earlier in the book. The standard controls used in previous chapters are
also incorporated into the multivariate analysis, to see whether the relationship
between the type of executive and the resilience of democracy is conditioned by
factors such as patterns of socioeconomic development, the colonial history,
levels of ethnic fractionalization, and the type of electoral and party systems.
Finally, the conclusion considers the implications for constitutional reformers
and what can be done to overcome the ‘perils of presidentialism’ for democratic
stability.

classifying types of executives

The first issue confronting any empirical study is how best to classify different
types of executives. This study develops a typology according to three features:
(i) the constitutional adoption of a unitary or dual executive, (ii) the constitu-
tional process of accession for the head of state and the head of government,
and (iii) the constitutional rules governing tenure in office. All these criteria are
logically related to the degree of power-sharing within the regime. Five distinct
categories of executives based on these factors are identified, as summarized in
Table 6.1, including military dictatorships, ruling monarchies, parliamentary
monarchies, presidential republics (subcategorized into nonelective, indirectly
elected and directly elected types), and mixed republics. To operationalize the
conceptual framework, the states falling into each of these categories are classi-
fied and identified worldwide each year from 1972 to 2003 using cross-national
time-series data from Banks (2000), combining the classifications of the formal
head of state and the formal head of government (derived from the constitu-
tion), along with the constitutional rules for their selection and tenure in office.
Figure 6.1 illustrates the distribution of types of executives in contemporary
states (classified in 2003) while Figure 6.2 shows trends over time in each cate-
gory. This classification is relatively comprehensive, but worldwide, out of 191
nations, seven contemporary states failed to fit neatly into these conceptual
boxes, such as Switzerland (with a rotating presidency in the federal council),
Afghanistan (ruled by a theocracy in the Taliban), and San Marino (with two
co-princes), as discussed later.13

Ruling Monarchies

One of the oldest forms of government, contemporary monarchies are asso-
ciated with many titles, most commonly translated as king or queen, but
there are also emirs (Kuwait, Qatar), sultans (Oman), paramount rulers
(Malaysia), sovereign princes (Monaco), heavenly emperors (Japan), and co-
princes (Andorra).14 As a type of regime, ruling monarchies are defined by
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three main rules. First, there is a unitary executive with power centralized in
the monarch. All other executive, legislative, and judicial bodies are subordi-
nate to the sovereign, and the constitution is also subject to royal decree or
amendment. The monarch exercises substantive power as the head of state.
The king or queen may also be the formal head of government or may appoint
a premier as head of government, cabinet members, and sometimes members
of the legislature as well. Second, in terms of accession, contemporary ruling
monarchies are determined through a hereditary process of dynastic inheritance
through the bloodline. Most European states follow the principle of primogeni-
ture, although the specific rules determining the process of hereditary accession
to the throne vary.15 Some presidents are also succeeded in office by their sons;
for example, in North Korea, Kim Il-sung (the Great Leader) was replaced
after his death by his son, Kim Jong-il. In Syria, on his death in 2000, President
Hafez al-Assad was succeeded by his son, Bashar al-Assad, who was confirmed
in an unopposed referendum. Some dictators have also attempted to found
a royal dynasty; for example, during the mid-1970s, Jean-Bédel Bokassa also
proclaimed himself emperor, complete with coronation, in the Central African
Republic. But new monarchies are only regarded as established if the process
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of succession continues over more than two generations. Third, in terms of
tenure, the monarchy is a lifetime position; monarchs cannot be removed from
office except through voluntary retirement and the traditional process of royal
succession or through extraconstitutional means, such as a revolutionary over-
throw of the royal family or coup d’etat.

Therefore the three characteristics of this type of regime (a unitary execu-
tive, dynastic accession, and a lifetime position) concentrate absolute power
most effectively in the hands of the ruling monarch, the royal family, and their
entourage of courtiers and advisers. Ruling monarchs lack effective checks on
their power, and they remain unaccountable to other institutions of state. It
might be thought that this type of regime would have passed away over time,
but, in 2002 Banks classifies 13 nation-states as ruling monarchies (defined as
nations with a monarch as both head of state and as head of government).
Half are in the Gulf with the remainder scattered across many continents.16

Contemporary ruling or absolute monarchies include the king of Bahrain, the
sultan of Oman, the emir of Qatar, the king of Swaziland, the king or queen
of Tonga, the sovereign prince of Monaco, and the sultanate of Brunei Darus-
salam. The total number of states governed by ruling monarchies is almost
untouched by the third wave of democratization during the last three decades,
although some states such as Bahrain, Morocco, and Nepal have experimented
with more liberal reforms in recent years.

Ruling monarchies are perhaps best exemplified as a contemporary type
of regime by Saudi Arabia. The Al Saud family, which came to power in
the eighteenth century, has governed this country through successive kings.
The current head of state and the head of government is King Abdullah Bin-
Abd-al-Aziz Al Saud, who formally succeeded the late King Fahd, his half
brother, in August 2005. The cabinet (Council of Ministers), especially the
core ministries, includes many members of the royal family, such as Prince
Sultan Bin-Abd-al-Aziz Al Saud (the first deputy prime minister), Prince Saud
al-Faysal Bin-Abd-al-Aziz Al Saud (the foreign minister), and Prince Nayif Bin-
Abd-al-Aziz Al Saud (the minister of the interior). The cabinet is appointed by
the king. The consultative council or Majlis al-Shura has 120 members and a
chairman appointed by the king for a four-year term. The royal family exerts
strict controls over opposition forces, including stringent censorship of the news
media, banning criticism of the House of Al Saud. Saudi Arabia has introduced
very cautious moves toward democratic reform, with municipal elections held
in 2005, but women were unable to participate as voters or candidates, political
parties were banned, the opposition is organized from outside the country, and
activists who publicly seek reform risk being jailed. In short, ruling monarchies
are relatively rare worldwide, with most historical cases gradually evolving
into parliamentary monarchies, where substantive power is transferred to the
legislature led by the prime minister, or to presidential republics, where the
trappings of royalty are overthrown. But in the remaining ruling monarchies,
power remains highly concentrated and unaccountable.



140 The Impact of Power-Sharing Institutions

Parliamentary Monarchies

In Western Europe and Scandinavia, most ruling monarchies lost power
through incremental processes of reform which gradually strengthened the role
and independence of the cabinet (led by the prime minister) and legislature.
Ruling monarchies transitioned into parliamentary monarchies, exemplified by
developments in Great Britain, Belgium, and Sweden. Elsewhere in Europe,
where monarchies failed to adapt to pressures for reform, revolutionary pro-
cesses led to the violent overthrow of royal families and the establishment of
republics, notably in France and Russia. Parliamentary monarchies are defined
by three criteria.

First, parliamentary monarchies have dual executives, with a clear separa-
tion of the roles of head of state and head of government. The monarch remains
as a largely symbolic head of state, with some nominal ceremonial roles when
representing the nation at official diplomatic events. For constitutional monar-
chies, all royal acts are subject to the parliament.17 The separation of offices
in dual executives is thought to promote political stability; for example, the
monarch preserves continuity in a prime ministerial leadership succession or
when the government is defeated by an election.18 Moreover, this division
makes the state less vulnerable to decapitation by a military coup d’etat or
popular revolution.

In terms of selection and tenure, prime ministers are indirectly elected and
government office always remains dependent upon maintaining support in par-
liament. General elections provide voters with a choice of parties, including the
leadership team headed by the party leader as well as the party platform.
Usually by convention the leader of the party winning an absolute majority
of parliamentary seats over all other parties appoints the cabinet and heads
the administration. In the case of a minority administration, the leader of the
largest party in parliament engages in a period of negotiations with other party
leaders, creating a coalition cabinet with an absolute majority in parliament.
Substantive executive power resides with the government, consisting of the
prime minister and the leadership team of cabinet ministers. The party linkage
between the executive and legislature, and the government’s majority in parlia-
ment, means that the cabinet is usually capable of driving through most of its
legislative agenda and rarely suffers an outright defeat. The ability of the cabi-
net to implement its manifesto is particularly strong if the governing party has
a substantial parliamentary majority and controls all cabinet portfolios. Par-
liamentary government reinforces the incentives for cooperation, and reduces
the dangers of potential conflict or even stalemate, between the executive and
legislature.

The prime minister and cabinet hold power during their term of office so
long as they continue to receive the trust and support of the majority of back-
benchers within the legislature. The system encourages collaboration between
the legislature and executive, maintains interelectoral flexibility, and functions
as an automatic safety valve in the case of an unpopular prime minister or
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government; if the administration loses a vote of confidence or censure in par-
liament, then by convention they have to resign. In this situation, the govern-
ment can call fresh elections, or they can stand down to be replaced by another
party or party coalition under new leadership, without the sort of constitu-
tional crisis generated by impeachment proceedings used to remove unpopular
presidents. Governments rarely face a no confidence vote, however, because
legislators in the governing party or parties are reluctant to trigger the threat
of a dissolution of parliament followed by an early parliamentary election,
thereby risking their own positions. The threat of dissolution reinforces party
discipline. Indeed leaders can sometimes use a no confidence vote attached to
legislative proposals as a way to bring backbench dissidents to heel.19 Strong
party discipline also binds legislators to the government’s program. The fate of
party backbenchers is tied collectively to that of their leadership. Backbenchers
are still prone to rebel against the party leadership on key legislative measures –
they do not simply acquiesce to the whips – but this activity does not necessar-
ily defeat government proposals, still less bring down the government.20 The
prime minister can also be replaced by a leadership contest within his or her
own party, without any actions by parliament or calling a popular election; for
example, this occurred with the end of Mrs. Thatcher’s long dominance within
the British Conservative Party and her successor as prime minister in 1990 by
John Major.21 Beyond the vote of confidence, backbenchers have many other
channels of oversight to scrutinize the government’s actions and proposals. The
chain of accountability extends one further step, because members of parlia-
ment are accountable to the public through general elections held at regular
intervals.

In terms of intra-executive powers, the prime minister generally leads a
more collegial cabinet, rather than a hierarchical structure.22 In parliamentary
monarchies, cabinets are composed of a collective leadership team including
seasoned senior ministers, many of whom have long experience of collaborat-
ing together within the parliamentary party as opposition shadow ministers, as
well as working in different government departments when in power. There are
collective decision making and the doctrine of collective responsibility; in pub-
lic, ministers are expected to present a united front supporting decisions made
by the majority of cabinet members. The prime minister appoints members
of cabinet, reinforcing the incentive for backbenchers to remain loyal to the
leadership, in the hope of career advancement to government office. Political
parties act as the glue binding together the executive and legislature, as well as
linking cabinet members collectively within the executive.

In summary, in parliamentary monarchies, governments are subject to mul-
tiple forms of accountability. In electoral democracies, governments are subject
to occasional popular elections every few years. In between these contests, the
prime minister’s continued grip on power is always contingent upon maintain-
ing the support of cabinet colleagues and carrying a majority of parliamentary
backbenchers. If the government loses a vote of confidence in parliament, they
fall. This creates incentives for the leadership to consult backbenchers, via party
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whips, and to pay attention to any potential revolts. Prime ministers are most
powerful in parliamentary monarchies where they head single-party govern-
ments which enjoy a solid majority over the opposition parties. In this context,
prime ministers have many opportunities to implement much of their legislative
agenda and party platform or manifesto, because of the fusion of the cabinet
executive and legislature within one party. Where parliamentary monarchies
have coalition governments, prime ministers face greater limits on their auton-
omy. They share executive power with cabinet ministers from other parties,
requiring a process of bargaining and negotiation over key policy decisions
within the government. Leaders also remain continually dependent upon the
support of a multiparty coalition in parliament to pass the government’s legisla-
tive proposals. Governments face the continual threat of a no confidence vote in
parliament, and they remain accountable to the electorate for their record and
performance at regular intervals. In parliamentary monarchies, prime minis-
ters also share power with the symbolic head of state. As such, prime ministers
who head coalition governments also exercise considerable power but face
multiple checks on their autonomy, an arrangement which comes closest to the
power-sharing regime advocated by consociational theorists.

Parliamentary monarchies can be identified by the Banks dataset on the basis
of the classification of the formal head of state (monarchy) and the formal head
of government (prime ministerial) in constitutional conventions. The definition
suggests that 23 nation-states were parliamentary monarchies in 1973, rising
in number during the 1970s, with 31 such regimes in 2003. One-third of all
parliamentary monarchies are located in Western Europe and Scandinavia, but
many are also found in Asia-Pacific (10) and in the Caribbean (9). The influence
of the British Commonwealth is evident in the distribution of parliamentary
monarchies, with countries such as Canada, Australia, and Jamaica retaining
the Crown as the symbolic head of state, as well as adopting the Westminster
model of a bicameral parliament.

Presidential Republics

Presidential republics also have a unitary executive, where the head of state and
head of government are fused into a single office.23 The president is thus also
the symbolic leader of the nation, as well as heading the day-to-day business
of running administrative departments. By contrast with ruling monarchies,
however, presidencies do not have dynastic accession in attaining office by the
bloodline over more than two generations, and, although a few have declared
themselves presidents for life, they usually hold power for a constitutionally
fixed term of office.

Presidencies are a nonhereditary office, attained through three routes
to power. In nonelective presidencies, presidents are empowered by being
appointed or self-appointed to office. There is a fine line between a military
junta which governs explicitly and civilian presidencies which are appointed
and backed by the armed forces, sometimes as a façade for maintaining power
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in the hands of the military, as we have observed earlier in the case of President
Faure Gnassingbe in Togo. Judgments are required for the accurate classifica-
tion of regimes in countries such as Pakistan and Libya, where the military play
an important role but where there are also civilian elements in government. In
some states, presidents may also hold office after being appointed by a single
hegemonic party, where the leadership emerged from an internal power strug-
gle among elites or from a process of one-party internal elections. Indirectly
elected presidencies are exemplified by the US Constitution, which specifies an
Electoral College. The college is composed of a number of delegated electors
drawn from each state, depending upon its population size. Each delegate is
committed to voting for a specified candidate determined by the popular vote
in each state, but there have been exceptional cases of ‘disloyal’ delegates. In
several close American elections (notably in 1876, 1888, and 2000), while
one candidate received the most popular votes, another candidate managed to
win more electoral votes in the Electoral College and so won the presidency.
Finally, directly elected presidencies are filled through popular elections. These
may be free and fair contests with multiparty competition, but they may also
be a manipulated plebiscite or referendum, characterized by restrictions on the
ability of opposition forces to register and campaign, ballot rigging, or voter
intimidation, where only one candidate may be listed on the ballot.24 In most
cases, contests use plurality or majoritarian electoral systems, with a few more
complex or mixed procedures.25 Blais, Massicotte, and Dobrzynska found that
out of 91 countries with a directly elected president, 61 used the majority rule,
most often the majority-runoff or second ballot procedure.26

With a few exceptional cases (Switzerland and Bosnia-Herzegovina), the
one-person presidency cannot be shared, making the office a winner-take-all
position.27 This characteristic is thought to provide the losing parties and
candidates with weak incentives to accept the legitimacy of the outcome. This
feature may be especially destabilizing in the absence of political trust and
confidence in the fairness of electoral processes, such as in states emerging
from conflict or in newer electoral democracies with a history of manipulated
or fraudulent electoral practices. Potential problems associated with this system
are illustrated by the constitutional crisis triggered by the July 2006 presidential
elections in Mexico, determining the successor to Vincente Fox. Filipe Calderón
(National Action Party [PAN]) was declared the winner, although he had only
a wafer-thin edge, estimated at less that 244,000 votes or 0.58 percentage point
separating the main candidates. The declaration led to legal challenges by rival
Manuel López Obrador (Party of the Democratic Revolution [PRD]), repeated
demands that the Federal Electoral Institute (IFE) carry out a total recount,
and massive protests in Zocalo Square, Mexico City. The tight result raised
troubling doubts about the legitimacy of the outcome, producing months of
political uncertainty and heated unrest, and called into question the stability
of Mexico’s 2001 transition to a competitive multiparty system. By contrast,
depending upon the final distribution of seats, a similarly close result under a
proportional representation electoral system in a parliamentary system would
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have given the government a narrow parliamentary majority but it would
also have rewarded the opposition with many members of parliament and a
powerful position in holding the government to account. More deep-rooted
problems of executive power are illustrated by cases where presidents have
been willing to trample upon the rights of the opposition and abuse power to
perpetuate their rule, exemplified by President Alberto Fujimori’s government
in Peru and President Alexander Lukashenko’s grip on power in Belarus.

In contrast to that of prime ministers, presidential tenure is not dependent
upon the legislature. Indeed presidents are rarely constitutionally removed from
power during their term in office except through the exceptional circumstances
of impeachment, or through unconstitutional processes, such as cases where
the military intervenes in a violent coup d’etat. Presidents who are directly
elected for a fixed term remain accountable at intervals to the electorate, but
not to the legislature in their day-to-day actions. As a result of mutual inde-
pendence, there is weaker incentive for cooperation and collaboration between
presidents and legislatures. If there is a headlong clash between the executive
and legislature, policy stalemate and gridlock, or another form of political
impasse between these bodies, it becomes difficult to overcome this condition
by replacing the president through legitimate constitutional channels. During
the term of office, the removal of a president normally requires an extraordi-
nary process of impeachment by the legislature and the courts, entailing a major
constitutional crisis and a period of serious political instability and uncertainty.
Such initiatives have often followed revelations of major leadership scandals
and financial corruption. Cases of impeachment used to be relatively rare, but
in Latin America they occurred in Brazil in 1992, Venezuela and Guatemala in
1993, Ecuador in 1997, and Paraguay in 1999.28 Elsewhere, President Bingu
wa Mutharika was threatened with impeachment proceedings in Malawi in
2005, there have been a number of attempts in the Philippines against President
Gloria Arroya, Lithuanian President Rolandas Paksas was removed from office
in 2004 following this procedure, and President Roh Moo-hyun was impeached
the same year in South Korea. Other presidencies have been removed by a mass
popular uprising and extraconstitutional means, such as the downfall of Pres-
ident Estrada by people power in the Philippines in 2001, following a failed
attempt at impeachment, entailing considerable destabilization and turmoil. In
Ecuador, as well, massive protests by indigenous groups, coupled with actions
by the military, led to the removal of President Mahaud in 2000. The unitary
structure of the executive is believed to make presidencies more vulnerable than
dual executives to decapitation via a coup d’etat.

Last, in terms of intra-executive power, in presidential systems the cabinet
is also usually hierarchical, where members are appointed to serve the personal
leader at the apex of the administration, rather than collegial.29 Hierarchical
structures generate weak notions of collective cabinet responsibility, the doc-
trine that decisions are taken by majority vote and all members are then bound
by these decisions. Instead loyalties are to the person of the president. The
leader consults the cabinet, but major decisions may be taken by the president
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alone, or in conjunction with a few core advisers, even if he or she overrules
the wishes of the majority of cabinet members.30

All these characteristic features usually concentrate considerable power in
the hands of a single chief executive who is relatively autonomous in relation to
both the legislature and the judiciary, and who thus has less incentive to cooper-
ate and compromise with these institutions. The defining feature of presidential
republics is that unitary executives combine the positions of nonhereditary head
of government (running the country) and head of state (the symbolic national
leader). This combination of roles in one office removes an important source
of checks and balances across institutions which are evident in dual executives.
In terms of the formal head of the government (as specified in the constitution)
the Banks dataset estimates that there were 41 presidential republics in 1972,
and this number remains fairly stable over time, with 45 states falling into this
category in 2003. Today presidential republics predominate throughout Latin
America, as is well known, but this form of regime is also fairly common in
sub-Saharan Africa and in Asia and the Pacific. It should be noted that if the
Banks dataset is classified by the effective head of government (rather than
the formal head of government), then the estimated number of presidential
regimes expands substantially. But this requires a subjective judgment of the
coders about the real location of power in the regime, whether with the premier
or president. For example, President Putin exerts considerable power within
the Russian Federation, including appointing the premier. Should this system
be classified as a mixed republic with a dual executive or as an effective pres-
idential system? This study chooses to focus on the formal office as defined in
the constitution or legal system, as the most reliable and consistent source of
classifications.

Mixed Republics

As Figure 6.2 illustrates, recent years have seen a growing number of for-
mal constitutions which share powers between a president and prime min-
ister, with a sharp jump in the number of these regimes in the early-1990s.
Mixed republics are exemplified by the constitution adopted by the French
Fifth Republic. Maurice Duverger introduced the notion of ‘semipresidential’
or ‘mixed’ executives and subsequent scholars have debated how best to define
and label this category.31 This is the most complicated category to classify,
depending upon the precise distinctions which are drawn by different scholars.
In this study, regimes are categorized as ‘mixed republics’ when they contain
a dual executive containing both a nonhereditary president as head of state
and a prime minister as the formal or constitutional head of government. No
judgment is made about the location of power within the executive, which
can vary substantially. Whether the president or prime minister is dominant
in these systems, and hence who is the effective head of government, depends
substantially upon the selection processes and specific constitutional arrange-
ments, for example, the distribution of the powers of veto, nomination, decree,
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budgetary, and legislative initiative, as well as whether the premier is indi-
rectly elected (and thus with a democratic mandate) or appointed to office
(and thus dependent upon the president). In mixed republics, in reality pres-
idents can be predominant over the legislature and the prime minister, such
as in Russia under President Putin, but presidents may also hold office as
purely symbolic national figureheads, as, for example, in Ireland, India, and
Germany. In mixed republics, prime ministers also differ in their roles and pow-
ers; some run the government fairly independently with a largely symbolic pres-
idency. Other premiers are appointed by the president and they remain weak
figureheads.

The best-known example of mixed republics is probably the Constitution of
the French Fifth Republic, which established a prime minister who is chosen
by the president but who nevertheless needs to gain support in the National
Assembly. When the president is drawn from one party, but the opposition
parties are in control of the legislature, then the president often has to select an
opposition prime minister, a process known as cohabitation. Traditionally only
a few countries could be categorized as mixed republics; Duverger, for example,
recognized France, Finland, Austria, Ireland, Iceland, Weimar Germany, and
Portugal within Western Europe. In recent years, however, many more nations
outside this region have included both presidents and prime ministers within
the constitution, including many post-Communist states. The Banks dataset
estimates that there were 37 mixed executives in 1972 (defined as states with
a presidential head of state and a prime minister as the formal head of gov-
ernment). By 2003, this category had almost tripled to 92. Rejecting both the
classical form of parliamentarianism and presidentialism, one of the most strik-
ing developments in new constitutions has been the popularity of this form of
regime, for example, throughout Central Europe.

Military States

The last type of unitary executive concerns military states, where power resides
with the armed forces. Where a junta rules, there is a small group of senior
officers who exert control; in other cases, a single senior commander takes over
the reins of head of state. Military regimes are also characterized by the use of
martial law. Since the early-1990s, this type of regime has declined. After the
end of the cold war, military regimes throughout Latin America were replaced
with electoral democracies. In the Middle East, states such as Syria and Egypt
that were once clearly military dictatorships have switched to other forms of
autocracy. Nevertheless some clear cases remain among contemporary states
which are run by military dictatorships, notably Myanmar after the military
invalidated the results of the 1990 assembly elections. Other contemporary
examples include Libya under Colonel Gaddafi, Guinea-Bissau after a coup led
to the empowerment of President Joao Bernardo Vieira in 2003, and Maurita-
nia after a military coup in August 2005. Pakistan fell into this category after
a coup in October 1999 led by General Pervez Musharraf, who assumed the
title of chief executive as head of state and then, in June 2001, of president.
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Nevertheless this country’s classification remains complicated, as the regime has
seen growing elements of civilian rule in a mixed republic, with parliamentary
elections, and in April 2002 Musharraf held a flawed referendum to extend his
rule for another five years. Accordingly, to be consistent, Pakistan is probably
best described today as a presidential republic (with military backing) rather
than a pure military state. In Thailand the military ruled on and off from 1947
to 1992, when they were replaced in democratic elections by a parliamentary
monarchy. In September 2006, however, with the endorsement of the king,
the army commander in chief, General Sonthi Boonyaratglin, seized power in
a bloodless coup while Thaksin Shinawatra, the prime minister, was overseas.
In Fiji, persistent racial tensions have led to considerable instability, including
a military coup in 2006, the fourth time this has occurred in the last 20 years.
According to the Banks dataset, the number of military states rose from 15 in
1972 to 20 in 1975 (under what Huntington termed the second reverse wave
of democratization), then fell steadily over the years to 5 states in 2006.

types of executives versus scaled measures
of executive power

Before proceeding to analyze the data, we need to consider whether the typol-
ogy is adequate for the purpose. In recent years some revisionist scholars have
questioned the older tradition of classifying types of executives, on the grounds
that this process fails to capture important cross-national variations in the dis-
tribution of power among chief executive, cabinets, ministers, bureaucrats, and
legislatures.32 Echoing the debate we have already reviewed about alternative
measures of democracy, both typologies of executives and continuous scaled
indices of the powers of the chief executive have been used for comparison.
Such a scale could potentially help to resolve difficult issues of classification,
such as contrasts evident between the effective power of presidents in Rus-
sia and in Ireland, both with formal dual executives in mixed republics but,
in practice, with very different roles. A number of power indices have been
developed; for example, to explain institutional choices in post-Communist
presidencies, Frye created a scale of executive powers and classified regimes on
the basis of a checklist of 27 functions, such as the formal constitutional pow-
ers of the president to propose legislation, appoint judges, and call elections.33

Shugart and Carey compared presidencies by using a simpler list of 10 powers,
weighted with a scoring system, for example, whether presidents have a full
or partial veto over legislative bills, whether they have budgetary powers, and
whether they can appoint cabinet ministers with or without the need for leg-
islative confirmation processes.34 Building on this approach, Metcalf sought to
develop and refine the Shugart and Carey scoring system.35

Yet it remains problematic to classify regimes in terms of the formal legal
and constitutional powers, which may differ substantially from informal prac-
tices. Attempts to evaluate the underlying distribution of power are inherently
subjective. Executive powers can also vary substantially over time, according
to the specific officeholders. In established democracies such as Britain, for
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example, with certain established conventions but without a written constitu-
tion, both relatively weak and strong prime ministers are evident historically;
some leaders have exerted an iron grip over decisions made by their cabinet,
with other opting for a more collegiate role.36 It is often difficult to distin-
guish the personal style adopted by individual leaders, and the way they use
the constraints and opportunities of office, from the constitutional roles allo-
cated to the institution. Other sources shaping leadership power include the
status, skills, popularity, and expertise of particular prime ministers and presi-
dents. The role of the particular leader is particularly important during periods
of democratic transition, such as those occurring during the early-1990s in
Central and Eastern Europe, when the distribution of authority between the
executive and legislature remains fluid and ambiguous, and there is a contested
struggle over the appropriate roles for each body.37 Classifying the changing
powers of the executive branch over time in one country is a formidable task,
let alone attempting such an exercise on a consistent basis over time and across
countries.

Continuous scales of executive power also remain sensitive to the specific
indicators used for identifying the functions of the chief executive, and the
subjective and somewhat arbitrary weighting which is given to these measures.
Is it more important, for example, if a president has the constitutional power
to dissolve the legislative assembly, to appoint ministers, or to veto proposed
bills? There are no agreed guidelines or yardsticks to evaluate these func-
tions. It is also unclear whether a similar approach could be applied to assess
and compare prime ministerial powers across a wide range of parliamentary
systems, an area which is strikingly underresearched.38 Moreover the overall
powers of the executive and legislature are also dependent upon many broader
constitutional arrangements, such as whether the regime is unitary or federal,
whether the courts and judiciary are powerful or circumscribed, and whether
the bureaucracy is part of a hierarchical structure within departments headed
by a minister, or whether it functions relatively autonomously. Tsebelis has
proposed an alternative comparative framework, which counts the number of
institutional and partisan veto players in the process of policy change.39 This
approach is valuable, for example, in emphasizing that presidential systems
can have multiple institutional veto players, whereas prime ministers in single-
party parliaments and unitary states can have a single institutional veto player.
But the veto players approach is less useful for analyzing the specific impact
of types of executives on democracy, since many other institutional factors,
such as party systems, are brought into the analysis. Therefore although scaled
indicators of the powers of the executive appear better suited for capturing sub-
tle constitutional differences among states, in practice, given the current state
of research, the lack of precision involved in generating the existing indices
reduces their consistency and reliability.

By contrast, simpler and more parsimonious typologies of major types of
executives, focusing on a few core constitutional features, attract greater con-
sensus in the research literature.40 As with any attempt at developing clear and
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comprehensive institutional typologies, difficult boundary issues remain in cer-
tain cases which refuse to fit neatly into conceptual boxes. This is especially true
for attempts to classify mixed republics, where it is unclear whether the presi-
dent or prime minister is effectively the more powerful office.41 Nevertheless,
despite this qualification, comparative typologies of executive institutions gen-
erate more consistent comparisons than continuous scales of executive power.
The classifications developed here aim to be comprehensive, covering all or
nearly all contemporary states worldwide. There remain some cases which are
not classified, for example, failed states where it is difficult to identify the form
of central authority, such as Afghanistan prior to adoption of the new con-
stitution, Iraq immediately after the downfall of Saddam Hussein, and states
which were experiencing radical regime change in any particular year, such as
the Central African Republic in 2003. The classification rules generate cate-
gories which are independent of the measures of democracy, in order to prevent
conflating the independent and dependent variables. Hence this study classifies
all types of presidential executives, including those rising through nonelective
routes, not merely those leaders who hold office through direct elections. The
typology which is employed is also relatively parsimonious, as it is founded
on a few simple and observable rules, a process which facilitates replication,
encourages transparency, and generates greater consensus about the results of
the classification. The typology also does not stray too far from the normal
distinctions and commonsense categories found in everyday language.

types of executives and democracy

Are democracies less stable under presidential executives, as Linz claims? In
the light of the ongoing debate, we can reexamine the evidence for this issue
by comparing the record of democracy, using the indicators employed in ear-
lier chapters, against the different types of executive arrangements which have
been delineated. To operationalize the typology, the classification of the head
of state and the chief executive office is derived from the cross-national time-
series dataset provided by Arthur S. Banks.42 This dataset measures the type
of executive used worldwide in 191 nations on an annual basis, so that again
nation-year is the unit of analysis. The dataset provides about 5,000 cases
(regime-year) which can be classified. The multivariate models which are used
for analysis incorporate the battery of controls which we have already estab-
lished as relevant for explaining processes of democratization in previous chap-
ters. The models control patterns of socioeconomic development, the colonial
history of each country, levels of ethnic fractionalization, and the type of elec-
toral and party systems. The models used for analysis focus upon three alter-
native dependent variables, namely, whether the type of executive influences
(i) contemporary levels of democracy and patterns of democratic consolidation
during the third wave over the last 30 years, and (ii) broader indicators of
regime instability, exemplified by the occurrence of political violence, coups
d’etat, and leadership assassinations. In each case, after applying controls,
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table 6.2. Mean Democracy Scores by Type of Executive

Vanhanen Polity IV Cheibub
FH Liberal Participatory Constitutional Contested
Democracy Democracy Democracy Democracy

Parliamentary
monarchy

Mean 88.3 43.0 92.4 86.0

N 911 774 570 852
PM indirectly elected 89.2 43.7 93.0 87.7
PM nonelected 37.1 3.0 40.6 0.0
Mixed executive Mean 53.0 21.5 49.2 39.9

N 2344 2023 2027 2243
Directly elected 49.4 16.9 42.4 32.6
Indirectly elected 64.5 32.3 67.7 58.7
Nonelected 27.2 1.7 18.6 2.7
Presidential republic Mean 58.5 15.9 54.2 45.4

N 1306 1115 1115 1246
Directly elected 64.0 21.2 63.8 57.7
Indirectly elected 64.3 12.0 51.4 40.4
Nonelected 24.9 0.2 14.2 1.0
Monarchy Mean 40.9 0.5 8.2 0.9

N 404 326 322 349
Military state Mean 30.2 1.0 17.4 0.6

N 321 308 282 313
total Mean 57.2 20.2 49.8 42.2

N 5885 4798 4553 5366
Coefficient of

association (eta)
0.506 0.547 0.506 0.481

Sig. (P) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Note: See text for details. All democracy scales are standardized to 100 points, for comparison.
Source: Coded from Arthur S. Banks. 2000. Cross-Polity Time-Series Database. Binghamton: State University
of New York-Binghamton. www.databanks.sitehosting.net

military states and ruling monarchies would be expected to prove the least
democratic of all regimes. Military states are also expected to be the most
vulnerable to political instability; many came to power through a coup d’etat,
often in states with a history of regime instability and violent conflict, and they
may also be overthrown in this way. If the Linz thesis is correct, then all forms
of presidential republics (nonelective, indirectly elected, and directly elected)
would be expected to prove less democratic and less stable than all parlia-
mentary monarchies. Mixed republics would be expected to fall somewhere
between the position of presidential republics and parliamentary monarchies.

Does systematic evidence demonstrate these propositions, in particular the
supposed virtues of parliamentary executives for sustaining the process of
democratization and preventing democratic breakdown, as Linz suggests?
Table 6.2 first compares the mean score of different regimes on the four
indicators of democracy (Freedom House, Polity IV, Vanhanen, and Cheibub
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table 6.3. Classification of Types of Executives by Region, 2003

Parliamentary Presidential Mixed Military
Monarchy Republic Republic Monarchy State Other Total

Sub-Saharan
Africa

1 17 27 1 1 2 49

Asia-Pacific 10 8 14 4 1 0 37
Central and

Eastern
Europe

0 0 26 0 0 1 27

Middle East 0 1 8 7 1 2 19
North

America
1 2 0 0 0 0 3

Central and
South
America

9 16 7 0 0 0 32

Scandinavia 3 0 2 0 0 0 5
Western

Europe
7 1 8 1 0 2 19

total 31 45 92 13 3 7 191

Note: The number of states falling into each category in 2003.
Source: Coded from Arthur S. Banks. 2000. Cross-Polity Time-Series Database. Binghamton: State University
of New York-Binghamton. www.databanks.sitehosting.net

and Ghandi), examining the significance of the difference in the mean scores
(using ANOVA), without applying any prior controls.

The initial results appear to confirm the Linz thesis; irrespective of the indi-
cator of democracy chosen for analysis, all cases of parliamentary monarchies
achieve higher mean scores than all types of presidential republics. Moreover
the difference in scores by type of regime is statistically significant and also sub-
stantially large; on the 100-point scales, presidential regimes have democracy
scores which are between one-third and one-half of those recorded for parlia-
mentary monarchies. Also confirming expectations, monarchies and military
states achieve the lowest scores according to these indicators. Mixed republics,
however, are more difficult to interpret, but overall they score closer to pres-
idential republics than to parliamentary monarchies. Moreover the difference
between presidential republics and parliamentary monarchies is not simply the
product of whether the executive is nonelected, indirectly elected, or directly
elected. As the mean scores show, the directly and indirectly elected presidential
republics continued to display consistently far lower scores on all the democracy
indices than the indirectly elected premiers in parliamentary monarchies. All
these estimates, however, remain preliminary since there are no controls for the
prior conditions in each state, for example, levels of economic development. As
already observed, the types of executives cluster by region (see Table 6.3); for
example, more than half of all the contemporary ruling monarchies are in Mid-
dle Eastern states. Presidential republics are rare in Western Europe, although
fairly common in sub-Saharan Africa and Latin America, while mixed republics
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are found in most countries in Central and Eastern Europe. Many countries
with parliamentary monarchies are within the British Commonwealth. This
geographic distribution reinforces the need for multivariate analysis to rule out
other confounding factors, such as levels of development or colonial traditions,
which affect both the adoption of a particular type of constitutional executive
and levels of democratic consolidation.

Table 6.4 presents the results of the multivariate analysis. The models for
the 100-point standardized scales of liberal democracy, constitutional democ-
racy, and participatory democracy use ordinary least squares regression (with
their panel-corrected standard errors), where the unit of analysis is the regime-
year, as in previous chapters. After applying the standard range of controls
employed earlier, the results confirm that, as Linz argued, compared with par-
liamentary republics (as the default category), presidential republics are indeed
significantly associated with lower levels of democracy. This pattern is con-
firmed irrespective of the indicator of democracy which is selected for analysis.
Yet at the same time, mixed republics have an even worse record (according
to the Freedom House and Polity measures), while, as might be expected, rul-
ing monarchies and military states fare among the worst. The other control

0.48

0.91

1.77

2.02

2.71

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00

Monarchy

Parliamentary monarchy

Mixed republic

Presidential republic

Military state

figure 6.3. Mean Scores on the Political Crisis Scale by Types of Executives. Note:
The political crisis scale is constructed from events recorded in the Banks dataset includ-
ing the number of coups d’etat, major constitutional changes, political assassinations,
general strikes, cases of guerrilla warfare, government crises, purges of opposition,
riots, revolutions, and antigovernment demonstrations. The measure is constructed for
every regime-year as a simple additive scale without any weighting. Source: Coded
from Arthur S. Banks. 2000. Cross-Polity Time-Series Database. Binghamton: State
University of New York-Binghamton. www.databanks.sitehosting.net
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indicators behave as expected from the analysis in previous chapters. The over-
all models are fairly successful by explaining between 58% and 68% of the
variance in patterns of democracy worldwide.

In addition, we can look more directly at indicators of political crisis, to see
whether presidentialism is also associated with less stability, and even regime
breakdown, as Linz suggests. A political crisis scale was constructed from events
recorded in the Banks dataset, derived from records in the New York Times,
including for each nation-year, the number of coups d’etat, major constitutional
changes, political assassinations, general strikes, cases of guerrilla warfare,
government crisis, purges of opposition, riots, revolutions, and antigovernment
demonstrations. The scale was created by adding together all these events,
without any weighting of their relative importance for threatening the survival
of the regime. The comparison of the mean score on the crisis scale in Table 6.5
and Figure 6.3, without any controls, shows that as Linz predicted, presidential
republics are more often associated with political crisis than parliamentary

table 6.5. Types of Executives and the Indicators of Political
Crisis, All Societies Worldwide

Political Crisis Scale

Freedom House

B PCSE P

INSTITUTIONAL RULES
Presidential republics .656 .174 ∗∗∗

Mixed republics .246 .160 N/s
Ruling monarchies −616 .286 ∗

Military states 1.67 .272 ∗∗∗

CONTROLS
Log GDP/capita −.289 .098 ∗∗∗

Ex-British colony −.321 .124 ∗∗∗

Middle East .731 .215 ∗∗∗

Ethnic fractionalization −.793 .222 ∗∗∗

Population size .000 .000 ∗∗∗

Area size .000 .000 ∗∗∗

PR electoral system for lower house .606 .119 ∗∗∗

Constant 2.04
No. of observations 4719
Adjusted R2 .114

Note: The default (comparison) is parliamentary monarchies. Entries are unstan-
dardized OLS regression coefficients (with their panel-corrected standard errors)
and the significance (P) of the coefficients for the pooled time-series cross-
national analysis obtained using Stata’s xtpcse command. For the classification
of the type of executives, see Figure 6.1. For details of all the variables, including
the political crisis scale, see the Technical Appendix. Significant at ∗ the 0.10
level, ∗∗ the 0.05 level, and ∗∗∗ the 0.01 level.
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monarchies; the difference is substantively large since presidential republics
record almost twice as many crisis events as parliamentary monarchies. At
the same time, the worst record is displayed by military states, as might be
expected given the extreme nature of this type of regime and the way in which
it usually comes to power through a coup d’etat. And the small number of
ruling monarchies in the dataset emerge as the most stable and immune to
political crisis, possibly because they maintain the strongest autocratic grip by
banning political parties, organized opposition forces, and dissident movements
from challenging their rule. The regression analysis in Table 6.4 confirms the
significance of these results, even with the standard controls.

conclusions

There has long been concern that presidential democracies are less stable and
more prone to regime breakdown, but the evidence has been challenged by
scholars who argue that there are many different types of presidential regimes,
rather than just one category. Moreover comparisons of the empirical evidence
have often been limited to historical patterns in Latin America and Western
Europe, rather than considering executives elsewhere. This chapter has pro-
posed a new typology of executives, based on a few simple criteria derived
from the formal constitutional structure of a unified or dual executive, and
the forms of selection and tenure for executives. In terms of this typology, the
conclusions from this analysis are that parliamentary monarchies have a better
record at democratic consolidation, as many have argued, compared with pres-
idential republics. This is also true if the comparison is limited to elected presi-
dential republics compared with parliamentary monarchies. Mixed republics –
the type of executive which has proved most popular for new constitutions dur-
ing the last decade – show a somewhat inconsistent record, but this category
performs worse on democracy than parliamentary republics, at least according
to the indicators provided by Freedom House and Polity IV. And presidential
republics also have a poorer record than parliamentary monarchies according
to direct indicators of crisis events, such as experience of coups d’etat, political
assassinations, and riots.

The broader lesson, reinforcing the conclusions from earlier chapters, is
that constitutional design plays an important role in driving democracy. Even
after cultural, social, and economic factors are taken into account, the choice
of executive institutions is systematically related to the success (or failure) of
democracy. These findings support the argument that power-sharing arrange-
ments, which are characteristic of parliamentary monarchies, are at the heart of
this process. In these types of executives, there are multiple checks and balances
on political leaders. The dual executive divides the ceremonial monarch as the
symbolic head of state from the prime minister, functioning as the effective
head of government. The government faces the electorate at regular inter-
vals, and between these contests, the cabinet remains collectively accountable
in their daily actions to the scrutiny of the legislature, and, if they lose the
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confidence and trust of their backbenchers, they pay the ultimate penalty and
lose office. The flexibility in the prime minister’s tenure, so that the leader-
ship can be replaced without a major constitutional crisis if he or she loses
support, provides an additional safety valve. And the incentives for cooper-
ation and consultation between the executive and legislature are also likely
to promote accommodation and compromise, fostering stability. Horizontal
power-sharing is particularly evident where the government rests on a multi-
party coalition. The results of the analysis of types of executives are consistent
with those we have already observed with electoral systems. The question which
remains to be considered in the next chapter is whether vertical power-sharing
also serves the same function, and therefore whether federal arrangements and
decentralization of decision making also strengthen democracy, as consocia-
tional theory suggests.



7

Federalism and Decentralization

Parliamentary republics and proportional electoral systems generate horizontal
checks and balances in the core institutions of state. By contrast, federalism
and decentralization lead toward vertical power-sharing among multiple lay-
ers of government. Contemporary debates about decentralized governance have
arisen in many plural democracies, notably among the Francophone majority
living in Quebec, the Basques in Spain, and the Scots in the United King-
dom. These arguments have been particularly influential in fragile multina-
tional states afflicted with deep-rooted civil wars where decentralization has
been advocated as a potential constitutional solution aiming to reduce con-
flict, build peace, and protect the interests of marginalized communities. In
Sri Lanka, for example, federalism has been proposed in a peace-agreement
designed to settle the long-running tensions between the majority Buddhist
Sinhalese community and the mainly Hindu Tamils in the northeast. In Sudan
the 2005 peace-settlement proposed a high degree of federal autonomy for the
south and a constitutionally guaranteed regional division of oil revenues, in the
attempt to bind together a country afflicted for two decades by a bloody civil
war between the mainly Muslim north and the animist and Christian south.1

Federal arrangements have also been advocated, more controversially, in Iraq
as a mechanism seeking to stem violence among Shi’a and Sunni Muslims, as
well as to provide some degree of autonomy for the Kurds in the north.2

This chapter focuses on one of the most influential claims made by conso-
ciational theory, namely, that the adoption of decentralized forms of gover-
nance – notably federal constitutions – facilitates social stability and demo-
cratic consolidation in multinational states. As illustrated in Figure 7.1,
several distinct and diverse institutional mechanisms can be used for decen-
tralization, understood as the devolution of power and responsibilities from
the national to the subnational level. Federal constitutions which strengthen
state’s rights and regional autonomy represent some of the most important
strategies, as these safeguard some guaranteed areas of self-government for
geographically concentrated minorities. Other common approaches include
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devolution of powers to elected and nonelected regional and local govern-
ment bodies; shrinking the state through the privatization of public assets,
private-public partnerships, and the contracting out of services to the non-
profit and private sectors; delegation of central departmental responsibilities
and decision making to local managers in field offices; and using traditional
village councils or urban communities for consultation and planning pro-
cesses.

Encouraged by international agencies, many industrialized and develop-
ing societies have been experimenting with these strategies.3 For example, the
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World Bank reports that in 1980, subnational governments around the world
collected on average 15% of revenues and spent 20% of expenditures. By the
late-1990s, those figures had risen to 19% and 25%, respectively, and had
even doubled in some regions and countries.4 A comparison of trends in West
European government during the last three decades noted a widespread shift
from direct control and intervention by central government to more indirect
control exercised primarily through regulation.5 Organization for Economic
Co-Operation and Development (OECD) data suggests that fiscal decentral-
ization has expanded among most industrialized nations during the last three
decades, notably with growing regional autonomy controlling taxation rev-
enue and public expenditure in Spain and Belgium, but also in other nations
such as France, Italy, and Denmark.6 Proponents argue that decentralization
has many potential advantages for making decisions closer to the commu-
nity; for allowing policy flexibility, innovation, and experimentation; and for
ensuring government responsiveness to local needs.7 Nevertheless no consen-
sus surrounds the impact of these reforms, and the assumed benefits of this
strategy have come under vigorous challenge. Skeptics charge that many of the
theoretical claims advanced in favor of decentralized governance have not been
sustained by careful empirical analysis.8 Indeed some have detected evidence
of a backlash against this movement occurring in Western Europe, with some
recentralization happening in the Netherlands and Sweden. Most seriously, far
from maintaining stability and unity in multination states, critics argue that
federalism and decentralization strategies risk the serious dangers of rigidify-
ing community differences, encouraging partition or even succession and thus
the ultimate breakup of fragile nation-states.

To evaluate these issues, the first part of this chapter outlines the theoretical
arguments surrounding the debate about decentralization, including consider-
ing the claims and counterclaims of the consequences for democratic partici-
pation and representation, for the effectiveness of government policymaking,
and for the representation of minorities in multinational states, as suggested
by proponents and critics. To sort out support for these arguments, the next
section develops a two-dimensional matrix classifying forms of vertical power-
sharing and discusses suitable measures and evidence. Much of the previous
literature has drawn upon historical case studies of particular federal systems,
focused especially on the US Constitution. Yet it often remains difficult to gen-
eralize from the American experience to other types of societies and contexts;
for instance, Stepan points out that strong states’ rights embodied in the US
Constitution represent only one type of federalism.9 To develop a global com-
parison, a classification of ideal types of vertical power-sharing is developed
conceptually, based on two dimensions: the degree of fiscal, administrative,
and political decentralization in the public sector and the type of constitutional
rules governing the relationship between the national and subnational tiers.
Formal constitutional structures in all nations around the world are classi-
fied as ‘unitary states’, ‘federal states’, or an intermediate category of ‘hybrid
unions’. Each of these categories can be further subdivided according to the
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degree of decentralized governance, where fiscal, administrative, and political
powers and functions are transferred to provincial and local levels. As with
previous chapters, regression models with cross-national time-series data help
to analyze the performance of federal states on the four standard indicators of
democracy which have already been employed, after applying the prior battery
of controls.

The interpretation of the results is further enriched and illuminated by exam-
ining detailed paired case studies comparing processes of historical develop-
ment in India and Bangladesh. These cases were selected for comparison as
Southeast Asian bordering states sharing a common history and culture for
centuries, although one was predominately Hindu while the other was predom-
inately Muslim. Both are plural societies, with an agrarian workforce charac-
terized by low levels of literacy and endemic poverty, although with different
decentralized structures of governance and political histories. Contrasts in the
vertical power-sharing arrangements used in India and Bangladesh can help to
illustrate the origins of institutions, their evolution, and their consequences for
processes of democratic stability and the containment and management of eth-
nic violence. The conclusion summarizes the results and considers their policy
implications, particularly the lessons for fragile multinational states emerging
from a history of conflict and civil war.

the debate about decentralized governance

From Montesquieu to Madison, classical theorists suggest that decentralized
governance has many advantages, especially (i) for democratic participation,
representation, and accountability; (ii) for public policy and governmental
effectiveness; and (iii) for the representation and accommodation of territo-
rially based ethnic, cultural, and linguistic differences.10

In particular, it is argued that the transfer of central decision making to
democratically elected local and regional bodies gives citizens multiple points
of access, thereby enhancing opportunities for public participation, increasing
the accountability and responsiveness of elected officials to local citizens, and
hence providing incentives for more responsive democratic government. The
capacity of this process to expand public engagement in community decision
making is illustrated by processes of participatory budget making and delib-
erative policy councils, as exemplified by developments in Sao Paulo, Brazil.11

Fiscal decentralization is believed to reduce corruption by strengthening the
transparency of decision making and the accountability of elected officials to
local communities.12

Advocates believe that the proliferation of decision-making units at local
and regional levels also strengthens public policymaking, through potentially
encouraging creative new solutions to tough problems. This process is thought
to encourage learning from social innovations and flexible experimentation,
thereby reinventing governance to deal with complex challenges, for example,
in urban development and welfare policies.13 Rather than ‘one size fits all’,
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devolved government bodies may also tailor public services and regulations
more efficiently and flexibly to meet the needs of each particular community.14

Privatization policies, where state industries are transferred to the free mar-
ket, have been widely advocated as part of a broader package of liberalization
designed to shrink the state and thereby lead toward programs which boost
economic growth and sustainable human development.15 In short, decentral-
ization efforts are widely identified with the promotion of managerial efficiency
and the enhancement of public services, as well as with more open, transparent,
and accountable forms of representative democracy and the qualities of good
governance. For all these reasons, if these claims are valid, a strong linkage
should be found between levels of government decentralization and patterns of
democracy.

The advantages of decentralization should be particularly evident in deeply
divided plural societies. Different institutional forms of decentralization,
notably federal constitutions, have long been recommended as the preferred
mode of democratic governance designed to maintain stability within multina-
tional states. Lijphart theorizes that if political boundaries for subnational
governments reflect social boundaries, diverse plural societies can become
homogeneous within their regions, thereby reducing communal violence, pro-
moting political stability, and facilitating the accommodation of diverse inter-
ests within the boundaries of a single state.16 Plural societies are characterized
by the existence of multiple groups, whether demarcated by class, linguistic,
religious, racial, tribal, or caste-based identities. Federalism and decentraliza-
tion are thought to be particularly important strategies for plural societies
where groups live in geographically concentrated communities and where the
administrative boundaries for political units reflect the distribution of these
groups. These arrangements allow spatially concentrated groups a consider-
able degree of self-determination to manage their own affairs and to protect
their own cultural, social, and economic interests within their own commu-
nities, for example, to control religious teachings in school curriculums, to
determine levels of local taxation and expenditure for poorer marginalized
areas, to administer internal security forces and justice systems, and to estab-
lish language policy regulating public broadcasting and official documents.

Federal constitutions represent only one form of decentralization, and sim-
ilar claims can be advanced for other related institutions. In plural soci-
eties, where ethnic groups are geographically dispersed, Lijphart theorizes that
administrative and political decentralization also helps to promote accommo-
dation, for example, allowing minorities to elect local representatives who
could manage policies toward culturally sensitive issues such as education.
Local forms of decision making can be regarded as particularly important for
the management of tensions among specific ethnic communities living within
particular areas, by facilitating the inclusion of leaders drawn from eth-
nic minorities through municipal and state elections. In England, for exam-
ple, municipal councils facilitate the election of representatives drawn from
the Bangladeshi, Pakistani, Indian, and Afro-Caribbean communities in the
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inner-city areas of Birmingham, Bradford, Leeds, and London, where minority
populations are concentrated. Through decentralization, ethnic communities
can protect their rights and defend their interests in specific local areas, even
within unitary states.

Lijphart is far from alone in emphasizing the importance of decentralization
for stability, peace building, and democratic consolidation in fragile multina-
tional states. For example, when comparing data from the Minorities at Risk
project, Bermeo concludes that armed rebellions are three times more common
among groups living in unitary than in federal states, while these groups also
experience lower levels of discrimination and grievances.17 Stepan is also a
strong proponent of this form of government, suggesting that plural societies
such as the Russian Federation, Indonesia, and Burma/Myanmar will never
become consolidated democracies without workable federal systems. All stable
contemporary multinational democracies are federal, including Switzerland,
Canada, Belgium, Spain, and India. At the same time he warns that federal
arrangements pose serious risks for the emergence of ethnic nationalist par-
ties in transitional states emerging from autocracy where regional elections
are held prior to nationwide contests.18 Elsewhere, Gurr has also advocated
power-sharing arrangements and group autonomy as a solution to deep-rooted
ethnic conflict and civil wars.19 Hechter also suggests that plural states such
as India and Nigeria would probably not have survived without some form of
decentralized governance.20

And Potential Criticisms

Skeptics, however, challenge the assumptions and cast doubt on the evidence
supporting these predictions about the benefits of decentralized governance.
In terms of administrative efficiency, critics charge that compared with a uni-
tary state, decentralization may encourage overly complex, duplicative, and
wasteful forms of government; structures which are slow to respond to major
challenges because of the existence of multiple veto points; and uneven devel-
opment and inequality across constituency units.21 By generating another layer
of government bureaucracy, some studies suggest, decentralization may gen-
erate increased costs, poorer service efficiency, worse coordination, greater
inequality among administrative areas, and macroeconomic instability.22 By
contrast, centralized government is thought to enhance integration, decisive-
ness, uniformity, economies of scale, and cost efficiency.23 The claims concern-
ing participation and representation have also been challenged; in particular
decentralization may encourage the fragmentation of party systems through
the growth of regional parties. Multilevel governance may also reduce clear
channels of electoral accountability, as a result of overlapping functions and
roles across national, regional, and local governments. By contrast centralized
governments have a clearer definition of responsibilities for ‘where the buck
stops’ in decision-making processes. Corruption may also expand in decentral-
ized governance as a result of the spread of clientalistic relationships and ‘elite
capture’ which links local politicians, public officials, and business leaders.
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In particular, the benefit of decentralization for accommodating political sta-
bility in multinational states has come under strong challenge. Critics highlight
certain federations which illustrate the most serious risks associated with these
arrangements, including the cases of persistent violence and continued con-
flict in the Russian Federation (in Chechnya), in the Basque region of Spain,
in India (in Kashmir), Nigeria, and Sudan (in Darfur). Federations which dis-
integrated, whether peacefully or violently, include the West Indies (1962),
Pakistan (1971), Czechoslovakia (1993), the Soviet Union (1991), most of the
constituent units in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (1991), and the expul-
sion of Singapore from Malaysia (1965). Federalism has had a checkered record
in much of Africa, the Middle East, and Asia.24 Critics argue that the creation
of federal structures may encourage a dynamic unraveling and breakup of
the nation-state, in which accession to demands for increased autonomy fuels
the flames which lead eventually to instability, partition, and even outright
succession.25

A number of reasons have been suggested for the apparent failure of fed-
eral arrangements in cases such as Pakistan, Czechoslovakia, and the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia. Watts argues that extreme disparities in the popula-
tion, size, or wealth of constituent federal units contribute to stress, along
with the special problems facing bicommunal two-unit federations (such as
Bangladesh’s succession from Pakistan in 1971) and the peaceful ‘velvet rev-
olution’ divorcing Slovakia and the Czech Republic. Moreover many cases of
failed federations occurred where democratic institutions were weak or lacking,
so that these cannot be regarded as genuine tests of the consociational claim.
Watts argues that there have not yet been any cases of ‘genuinely’ democratic
federations which have failed.26 Hale suggests that where federal borders are
drawn along ethnic lines, this system encourages local politicians to ‘play the
ethnic card’ when seeking popularity. This process, he argues, heightens and
reinforces ethnic identities in the electorate, generating stronger intra-ethnic
rivalries and destabilizing fledgling democracies, rather than rewarding politi-
cians who seek to resolve or accommodate group differences.27 Cross-cutting
cleavages, by contrast, moderate the sharpness of internal divisions, exempli-
fied by Switzerland. Federal states which possess a single core region which
enjoys dramatic superiority in population, such as in Nigeria and Russia, are
regarded as particularly vulnerable to collapse.28 Nordlinger also excludes
federalism from his recommended conflict-regulating practices in divided soci-
eties, fearing that it may result in the breakup of the state.29 Some researchers
attribute the dramatic collapse of the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslo-
vakia, at least in part, to federal arrangements, on the grounds that new post-
Communist democracies with federal structures are more vulnerable to seces-
sionist pressures.30 Mozaffar and Scarritt have argued that in Africa, because of
the dispersion and intermingling of diverse multiethnic communities, territorial
autonomy does not work well as a way of managing ethnic conflict.31 In this
perspective, institutional arrangements which facilitate territorial autonomy in
states or provinces may reinforce ethnic differences and provide resources for
leaders who play the ‘nationalist’ card, for example, by providing access to
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media coverage and a public platform in the legislature, thereby promoting
incentives for ethnic intolerance, and even in extreme cases nationalist succes-
sion, partition, or state failure.32 Yet Brancati argues that much of the debate
has been based on faulty premises, since it is the existence of regional parties
competing in only one part of a country which is responsible for the negative
effects of decentralization, not federalism per se.33

classifying types of vertical power-sharing

How can we evaluate the evidence concerning this debate, focusing particu-
larly on understanding the consequences of decentralization for consolidating
democracy in multination states? One difficulty is that many distinct types
of reforms, structures, and agencies can all be regarded legitimately as part
of the decentralization process, making the core concepts excessively vague
and imprecise. As a result, not surprisingly, it becomes difficult to evaluate
the effects of this process. As discussed earlier, decentralization takes multiple
institutional forms, as the general principle refers to the process of dispersing
political, administrative, and/or fiscal powers from the central state to subna-
tional agencies or authorities. What matters is the negative transfer of functions
and responsibilities away from the central organs in the nation-state, but the
principle is silent about the flow of powers in a positive direction. Privatization
to corporations, devolution to elected local authorities, and fiscal federalism to
the regions are all policies broadly designed to shrink the role and responsibil-
ities of the central government, but nevertheless the impacts of these changes
on democratic values can be expected to differ and some important trade-offs
among values may occur, for example, in terms of government accountability,
public participation, and service efficiency.

To clarify the conceptual assumptions, this study focuses upon the cen-
tral pillar of transfers of power from the central government to subnational
tiers within the public sector, thereby excluding an analysis of the impact of
broader dimensions of decentralization, such as privatization and engagement
of the nonprofit sector. Figure 7.2 illustrates the two-dimensional matrix of
vertical power-sharing arrangements used in this study. The vertical dimen-
sion refers to the degree of decentralization within the public sector, which
in turn falls into three categories – administrative, fiscal, and political.34 The
horizontal dimension represents the classification of the constitutional arrange-
ments determining relations between the national and subnational units of
government.

Classifying Types of Decentralization

Administrative decentralization transfers bureaucratic decision-making author-
ity and managerial responsibilities for the delivery and regulation of public ser-
vices and for raising revenues from the central government to subnational tiers.
This is the most basic form of decentralization, for example, where ministerial



Federalism and Decentralization 165

  Type of constitution 

 Unitary states 

(144) 

Hybrid unions

(22) 

Federal states 

(25) 
C

en
tr

al
iz

ed
 

E.g.,  

Kenya 

Zimbabwe 

E.g.,  

Indonesia 

Azerbaijan 

E.g.,  

Malaysia 

Belgium 

D
eg

re
e 

o
f 

ad
m

in
is

tr
at

iv
e,

 f
is

ca
l a

n
d

 
p

o
lit

ic
al

 d
ec

en
tr

al
iz

at
io

n
 

D
ec

en
tr

al
iz

ed
 

E.g.,  

Norway 

Denmark 

E.g.,  

Italy 

E.g.,  

Canada 

Switzerland 
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departments based in the national capital transfer administrative functions to
provincial administrative bureaus and local field offices responsible for imple-
menting central directives, regulating local areas, and running public health
services, community planning, and schools. More radical options involve del-
egating responsibilities from the public sector to nonprofit bodies, such as
public enterprises or corporations, housing authorities, transportation author-
ities, school districts, regional development corporations, or special project
implementation units, as well as ‘contracting out’ services to the private sector.

Fiscal decentralization transfers some forms of resource allocation, usually
by giving subnational units authority over local taxes and spending. The prime
emphasis has been to locate decisions about resources (revenues and expendi-
tures) closest to the equivalent level of government. An extensive literature in
political economy has examined the causes and consequences of fiscal decen-
tralization, and this process has been widely advocated as it is theorized to
generate conditions most conducive to economic stability, allocative efficiency,
and distributive equity, thus maximizing social welfare.35 The share of subna-
tional government expenditure in consolidated general government expenditure
is widely used as a proxy measure of the degree of fiscal decentralization in the
public sector, for example, by the World Bank. Nevertheless this measure may
systematically exaggerate the political distribution of localized decision mak-
ing; in Austria and Germany, for example, subnational governments collect
local taxes but they have relatively little autonomy or discretion in determining
taxation policy.36 By contrast, Canadian and Swedish local governments have
considerable control over their own tax revenues.
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Last, from the perspective of the democratization process the most rad-
ical type of vertical power-sharing involves political decentralization which
transfers authority and responsibility from the central government to public
bodies at subnational level, such as village assemblies, city mayors and state
governors, and elected municipal councils. The prime motivation of political
decentralization has been to strengthen opportunities for local control over
public services and to expand opportunities for electoral accountability, polit-
ical representation, and civil society engagement. The aim has been to give
citizens, or their representatives, more voice in the formulation and imple-
mentation of local policies. The most common practices involve expanding
elections for representative office from the national to the local, municipal, or
state levels. Some of the most innovative strategies designed to broaden public
deliberation have been through innovative mechanisms, such as participatory
budgeting and community planning, where citizens have a direct say in local
decision making.37

Classifying Types of Constitution

Building upon this foundation, a few simple rules can be used to classify the
formal constitutional arrangements governing the relationship between the
national and subnational units of government into three major types, including
unitary states, federal states, and hybrid unions. In simple binary classifications,
federalism is sometimes assumed to be equated automatically with decentral-
ized decision making while unitary states are regarded as most centralized.38

In reality, the situation is more complex, however, as important variations can
be observed.39 Federal states differ, for instance, in whether state/provincial or
central government has primary decision-making authority over public sector
services and functions such as safety and public order, economic and social
planning, control of natural resources, educational policy, public health care,
and taxation. Federal constitutions also differ in whether a strong upper house
represents and defends states’ rights in a bicameral national legislature. Unitary
states also vary in the devolution of administrative, fiscal, and political decision
making at regional and local levels. Accordingly, given this understanding, all
the basic types of unitary and federal constitutions can be further subdivided
into centralized and decentralized variants. We can then consider suitable mea-
sures and sources of evidence to operationalize the conceptual framework and
compare the distribution of vertical power-sharing arrangements in countries
worldwide.

Federal Constitutions

Given a long tradition of philosophical debate there are, of course, mul-
tiple ways to understand the related concepts of ‘federalism’, ‘federations’,
and ‘confederations’.40 Federal constitutions are understood in the conceptual
framework used in this study as those which distinguish between the national
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and subnational tiers of government, where each tier has certain specified areas
of autonomy.41 This understanding draws upon Riker’s well-known definition,
where a federal state is defined by two rules: (i) it must have (at least) two levels
of government, and (ii) each level must have at least one area of action in which
it is autonomous. The latter requirement must be formally guaranteed, most
commonly in a written constitution where disputes between tiers are usually
resolved by an independent court.42 As well as subnational tiers of government,
including state or provincial legislatures and executives, most (although not
all) federations have bicameral legislatures where the second chamber includes
representatives drawn from territorial provinces or states.43 There may also be
mutual veto points, for example, where supramajorities are required in the leg-
islature to alter the balance of power among tiers. The subnational constituent
units in a federal system are usually territorially defined geographic regions,
such as Nigerian states, German Länder, or Canadian provinces. But the sub-
national units may also be nonterritorial bodies, for example, the tripartite
cultural councils in Belgium.

Decentralized federal constitutions are characterized by fairly autonomous
provinces and a weak central authority in the powers granted to the executive
and national parliament. The Brazilian and American versions both exemplify
cases with strong regional states and a relatively weak central government.
In the American model, when coming together states voluntarily pooled their
sovereignty and designed a constitution to protect their rights against encroach-
ments by the central government, and hence to limited majority rule.44 In the
US Senate, all states are equally weighted, with two members per state, whether
California or Nebraska, irrespective of the size of their electorate. The pow-
ers of the US Senate are also roughly counterbalanced by the House of Rep-
resentatives. The US model of federalism therefore limits the powers of the
executive and the popular branch of the legislature. The Brazilian constitu-
tion also illustrates this model with a political system combining a fragmented
multiparty system with personalistic and undisciplined parties, the separation
of executive-legislative powers, and vigorous state federalism.45 As a result of
divided government and the weaknesses of parties, Brazilian democracy has
frequently experienced legislative-executive stalemate and policymaking log-
jams, generating what has been termed ‘deadlocked democracy’, or a crisis of
governability.46

By contrast, centralized federal constitutions grant only limited autonomy
to states and allocate the predominant power and authority to the central gov-
ernment, whether the president and executive branch or the prime minister
representing the largest party in the lower house of parliament. These cases
are closer to the unitary model. In Austria, Belgium, and India, for example,
the number of state representatives sitting in the upper chamber is weighted by
the size of the electorate within each state, and the lower house retains greater
powers than the upper. Moreover in cases of asymmetrical federalism, such as
in India and Canada, some rights are limited to specific linguistic or cultural
minorities, such as those granted to Francophones in Quebec or to Muslim
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family courts in India, rather than being universal. The Indian and Belgian
constitutions retained greater powers for the central state, with some conces-
sions made to states’ rights in order to contain pressures for succession. In
Malaysia, power is shared among a few main regions, with restricted political
or fiscal decision making among lower tiers of government.47 The Malaysian
constitution grants the central government strong formal powers over an exten-
sive list of functions, including over civil and criminal law, state and federal
elections, finance, trade and commerce, taxation, education, health and social
security, with federal law taking precedence over state laws. The Senate includes
two members from each state, but the remaining two-thirds of all senators are
appointed on the basis of their loyalty to the ruling party, and hence this body
has served to rubber-stamp the government’s policies rather than protecting
states’ rights. As all major taxing powers reside with the central government,
state and local authorities rely for their revenues upon transfers. An even clearer
example concerns federalism during the period of Communist control in the
Soviet Union, where power was highly centralized within the Politburo, and
there were strong asymmetries of federal power due to the predominance of
Russia, despite the formal constitutional provisions for federal territories.48

During the early-1990s, powerful ethnically based republics challenged the
central authorities in the Russian Federation on key reforms, and a weak fed-
eral government appeared unable to counter their claims to sovereignty.49 The
interpretation of recent developments remains a matter of dispute, with some
observers seeing Russia persisting as a weak federation, while others suggest
that regional prerogatives have been substantially curtailed since the election
of 2000, with Moscow reasserting central control.50

Unitary Constitutions

Unitary constitutions are defined as those states with national and subnational
tiers, where the national government is defined as sovereign over all its terri-
torial units. The national government retains the authority and legitimacy to
control the activities of subnational units even though some roles and admin-
istrative functions can still be devolved to lower tiers of government, such as
to regional, local, or village assemblies; governors and mayors; or departmen-
tal agencies at local levels. In the case of any conflict, however, the national
government remains constitutionally sovereign so that executive decisions and
laws passed by the national legislature cannot be overruled by lower units.

Important variations are also evident within this category. Decentralized uni-
tary constitutions are defined as those unitary regimes with considerable devo-
lution of administrative, fiscal, and political powers among subnational levels,
such as to county, provincial, local, urban, and municipal governments. This
category includes unitary states where locally elected legislatures and executive
bodies plan, finance, and manage issues such as levels of local property taxes,
the administration of schools, or related issues of community development.51

In Norway, for example, the national parliament in Oslo (Stortinget) remains
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sovereign, although local government is run through 19 counties (fylke) and
432 municipalities (kommune). The latter are responsible for a wide range
of functions, such as primary and lower secondary education, social services,
municipal roads, water and sewerage and zoning regulation, raising revenues
through local taxation, fees, and local business management as well as from
allocations from the central authorities. A prefecture system (with bureaucrats
drawn from central government ministries but working at subnational levels)
supervises, regulates, and standardizes administrative and legal processes across
different regions and areas. Counties and municipalities are responsible for
spending about one-third of all government expenditure in Norway, a higher
share than is spent at subnational level in some federal states, such as Malaysia.
This type of regime is also exemplified by the United Kingdom. The Westminster
system exemplifies a strong unitary state, with the major party in government
controlling parliament. Yet the United Kingdom now has a multitier system
which has become increasingly complex, with elections at supranational level
(for the European parliament) and at the subnational levels of regions (Scottish
Parliament, Welsh Assembly, and the Greater London Authority and mayor),
as well as for local councils in counties, unitary authorities, metropolitan dis-
tricts, London boroughs, districts, wards, and local parishes. In recent decades
broader processes of decentralization have also reduced the size of the state
sector, notably privatization of industry and utilities and contracting out of
services such as social services, the prison service, and health care. The power-
sharing agreement in Northern Ireland (NI), endorsed in April 1998, has also
contributed toward decentralization within the United Kingdom through the
NI Assembly, the multiparty Executive, and the consultative Civic Forum.

By contrast, centralized unitary constitutions exercise most functions from
the national legislature and executive, with administrative decisions imple-
mented at provincial and local levels, although with minimal political or
fiscal decentralization. Less democratic regimes are often characterized by
a ‘command-and-control’ structure with limited local autonomy or decision
making outside the ruling party, the core leadership elites, and the executive
bureaucracy. In Singapore, for example, the country is administered as a unified
city-state, with local government bodies abolished and absorbed in 1959 by
departments of the central government. These arrangements are part of the rea-
son why the predominant party, the People’s Action Party (PAP), has exerted
power for almost six decades, as discussed in Chapter 4.52 The centralized state
makes it impossible for opposition parties to develop a grassroots base of local
leaders who could then challenge the governing party more effectively in par-
liamentary elections. Another example of a centralized unitary state is Syria,
where there are 13 provinces and the City of Damascus for administrative pur-
poses. Each province is headed by a centrally appointed governor who acts in
conjunction with a partially elected Provincial Council. Real power is central-
ized in the hands of the president and People’s Assembly, however, controlled
by the Baath Party in a coalition as the National Progressive Front. Provincial
governments are therefore used as agencies extending popular control by the
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state outside Damascus, rather than as decentralized bodies exercising genuine
autonomy.

Hybrid Unions

Classifications and typologies of vertical power-sharing arrangements have
therefore commonly drawn a clean conceptual line in the sand between fed-
erations and unitary constitutions. Nevertheless another variant can be distin-
guished in the form of hybrid unions with constitutions which lie somewhere
between these polar extremes.53 Hybrid unions are defined as states where the
common organs of the national government remain sovereign but where some
independent powers are constitutionally recognized for certain constituent ter-
ritorial units. This form of vertical power-sharing is exemplified by the United
Kingdom, constituting Wales, Scotland, England, and Northern Ireland, as well
as five self-governing islands (including Jersey, Guernsey, and the Isle of Man).
Devolution in the United Kingdom has strengthened the political influence of
the Celtic regions, through the creation in 1999 of the Scottish Parliament and
Welsh Assembly. Nevertheless these bodies have limited powers and autonomy;
for example, the Scottish Parliament can adjust taxes but only within certain
limits, while the Westminster parliament retains sovereignty and thus the for-
mal right to legislate on devolved matters. The new devolved bodies gained
powers unavailable to the English regions, a process designed to dampen the
pressures for Scottish independence and thus prevent the breakup of the United
Kingdom.54 Other hybrid arrangements can also be identified worldwide, such
as associated statehood (found in Andorra, France-Monaco, India-Bhutan), a
few special cases of federacies where unitary states develop a federal relation-
ship with particular dependent territories (such as Denmark’s relationship with
Greenland and Finland’s with the Aaland Islands), and confederations (such as
the Benelux Union, a social union among citizens in Belgium, the Netherlands,
and Luxembourg).55 Hybrid unions are therefore in themselves a fairly diverse
category but in their performance can be expected to fall roughly between the
full unitary and federal ideal types. This category can also be subdivided further
into relatively centralized and decentralized versions.

classifying and measuring vertical forms
of power-sharing

Given this understanding, how can we best operationalize and apply the
matrix? Some studies opt for the clarity and parsimony of binary categories
dividing federal versus unitary states, based on a few key logical rules for clas-
sification. Others prefer gradations of the degree of decentralization using con-
tinuous scales which try to capture more subtle variations of roles and responsi-
bilities which occur within and across each category.56 Rather than arbitrarily
opting for one or the other, it seems preferable to combine both approaches,
thereby generating greater confidence if the results of the analysis remain robust
and reliable independently of the specific measurement employed.
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For the major types of federal, hybrid, and unitary constitutions, based
on these definitions, the formal arrangements of the national and subnational
tiers of government were categorized for 191 countries worldwide on the basis
of information provided by standard reference handbooks, with information
cross-checked against four independent sources (Elazar, Watts, Griffiths, and
Banks).57 These categories were then compared against the degree of decentral-
ized power-sharing in each state, based on measures developed by Schneider,
which are derived from Government Finance Statistics gathered by the Inter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF)/World Bank.58 This scale gauges the transfer
of authority and responsibility for public functions from the national govern-
ment to subnational tiers in the public sector, distinguishing three main types:
political, administrative, and fiscal decentralization. Political decentralization
is measured by the existence of municipal and state elections, as monitored
by Schneider. Fiscal decentralization is measured by the level of subnational
expenditures and revenues as a proportion of total government expenditure,
with data estimates provided by the IMF/World Bank. Administrative decen-
tralization is gauged here according to levels of taxation as a percentage of
subnational grants and revenues, again using IMF/World Bank data. The data
on decentralization was collected for 68 nations in 1996. The Schneider mea-
sures for each scale are factor scores based on confirmatory factor analysis
which are standardized to range from 0 to 1.0.

does decentralized governance strengthen democracy?

Drawing upon this conceptual framework, we can first compare the world-
wide distribution of the different constitutional types and examine how this
relates to the degree of decentralization. The comparison of 191 contempo-
rary nation-states worldwide showed that only 25 (13%) could be identified as
having federal constitutions, according to this definition. Despite this, some of
the geographically largest and the most populous societies are federations –
including the United States, Canada, Germany, Nigeria, Brazil, India, and
Russia – hence about 41% of the world’s population currently lives under
this system of government. Federal constitutions are found in many global
regions (see Table 7.1 and Figure 7.2), particularly in North America and
Western Europe, although none are in Scandinavia and only one is found
in the Middle East (the United Arab Emirates). In the comparison, another
22 constitutions could be classified in the intermediate category as hybrid
unions, with this form of government particularly common in the Western
European and Asia-Pacific regions. Finally, three-quarters of all contemporary
states (144 out of 191 nations) were classified as having unitary constitutions,
where the central government was sovereign although with subnational tiers.

To see how far the constitutional typology reflected the indicators of ver-
tical decentralization, in Table 7.2 the mean scores for each category were
estimated for the measures of fiscal, administrative, and political decentral-
ization developed by Schneider, available for 68 states. As expected, fiscal



172 The Impact of Power-Sharing Institutions

table 7.1. Type of Constitution by Region

Unitary Hybrid Federal
Constitutions Unions Constitutions Total

Sub-Saharan Africa 41 4 4 49
South America 26 2 4 32
Asia-Pacific 23 9 5 37
Central and Eastern Europe 22 2 3 27
Middle East 18 0 1 19
Western Europe 9 5 5 19
Scandinavia 5 0 0 5
North America 0 0 3 3
total 144 22 25 191

Note: The type of constitution was classified using the definitions defined in the text accord-
ing to data derived from Griffiths (2005), Watts (1999), and Banks (2004). The mean level
of fiscal, administrative, and political decentralization was estimated in 68 nations based
on the measure developed by Schneider (2003). The coefficient of association (eta) and its
significance were calculated in terms of the difference between means using ANOVA.
Sources: Ann L. Griffiths. 2005. Ed. Handbook of Federal Countries, 2005. Montreal:
Forum of Federations/McGill University Press; Ronald L. Watts. 1999. Comparing Fed-
eral Systems. 2nd ed. Kingston, Canada: McGill-Queen’s University Press; Aaron Schnei-
der. 2003. ‘Decentralization: Conceptualization and measurement.’ Studies in Comparative
International Development 38 (3): 32–56.

table 7.2. Typology of Constitutions and the Mean Decentralization of Power,
68 States

Type of Fiscal Administrative Political
Federalism Decentralization Decentralization Decentralization

Unitary constitutions (44) .337 .575 .507
Hybrid unions (8) .414 .431 .436
Federal constitutions (15) .639 .537 .748
Coefficient of association .555 .200 .391
Significance (P) .000 N/s .005
total .414 .549 .553

Note: The type of constitution was classified using the definitions defined in the text according
to data derived from Griffiths (2005), Watts (1999), and Banks (2004). The mean level of fiscal,
administrative, and political decentralization was estimated in 68 nations on the basis of the
measure developed by Schneider (2003). The coefficient of association (eta) and its significance
were calculated in terms of the difference between means using ANOVA.
Sources: Ann L. Griffiths. 2005. Ed. Handbook of Federal Countries, 2005. Montreal: Forum of
Federations/McGill University Press; Ronald L. Watts. 1999. Comparing Federal Systems. 2nd
ed. Kingston, Canada: McGill-Queen’s University Press; Aaron Schneider. 2003. ‘Decentraliza-
tion: Conceptualization and measurement.’ Studies in Comparative International Development
38 (3): 32–56.
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Type of regime
 

Federations   (25)
Decentralized unions   (22)
Unitary states   (141)

figure 7.3. Map of Constitutional Types. Note: The type of constitution was classified
using the definitions defined in the text according to data derived from Griffiths (2005),
Watts (1999), and Banks (2004).

and political decentralization was significantly higher in countries with fed-
eral rather than unitary constitutions; for example, the fiscal decentralization
measure proved twice as strong in federal as in unitary states. Nevertheless
the overall mean showed considerable variations among countries governed by
federal constitutions. The distribution of nations across the fiscal and political
decentralization scales is illustrated in the scatter-plot shown in Figure 7.3.
Countries such as Canada and Switzerland exemplify the most decentralized
forms of federalism on both these dimensions, and indeed most of the states
with federal constitutions can be found in the top-right quadrant, represent-
ing those with the highest levels of fiscal and political decentralization. At the
same time there are some clear outliers, notably Malaysia and Belgium, both
with federal constitutions but which fail to conform to this pattern. Moreover
there are a number of unitary states which still have a considerable degree of
political and fiscal decentralization, including Sweden, Norway, and Denmark.
These Scandinavian states have unitary states yet are also highly decentralized,
as discussed earlier. The plot also displays a widely distributed scatter, sug-
gesting only a poor fit between levels of political and fiscal decentralization;
some countries such as the Philippines and Panama elect local representatives
but nevertheless the central government continues to exert considerable fis-
cal control through tightly regulating levels of local government expenditure.
Elsewhere, such as in some of the post-Communist states, subnational units
absorb a relatively high proportion of total government expenditure but have
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little political decentralization of power. Therefore the assumption that federal
constitutions are automatically always the most decentralized states can be
questioned; most states with federal constitutions do fit this expectation, but
there are some notable outliers, while some other states with unitary constitu-
tions can also be highly decentralized in terms of fiscal and political measures.
Watts also found that as a proportion of total government expenditures (after
transfers), the federal government share varied from 96% in Malaysia and 69%
in Austria down to 40% in Canada and 37% in Switzerland.59

The key issue to be analyzed is whether systematic variations are evident
in the democratic performance of federal states, hybrid unions, and unitary
states, even after controlling for the standard battery of factors established in
previous chapters as being closely linked to patterns of democracy. In analyz-
ing the impact of these arrangements on democracy we face similar analytical
challenges to those addressed earlier, particularly questions concerning insti-
tutional endogeneity. As with other institutional explanations, plausible argu-
ments about the impact of multilevel forms of governance also need to consider
carefully whether the causes and consequences are mixed up. Did processes of
democratization in plural societies lead toward the adoption of federal con-
stitutions? Or did the adoption of such constitutional arrangements in plural
societies lead toward more stable consolidated democracies? Studies also need
to consider other possible underlying historical forces or social characteristics
which could have led toward both the adoption of federal constitutions and
levels of democracy, such as the colonial legacy inherited by newly indepen-
dent states, patterns of ethnic fractionalization, and the dynamics of economic
development. As with the study of electoral systems, in principle evidence for
the impact of institutional change should often be easiest to discern in classic
‘before’ and ‘after’ natural experiments when states have experienced a major
constitutional reform, such as the processes of devolution which occurred in
Belgium (1970), in Spain (1978), in Nigeria (1999), and in the United Kingdom
(1999). In practice, however, when states adopt sweeping constitutional revi-
sions it often becomes difficult to isolate the distinct effects of federalism from
other simultaneous institutional reforms, for example, following the introduc-
tion of the new constitution in postapartheid South Africa. The impact is often
also difficult to discern in countries where patterns of fiscal or political decen-
tralization evolve incrementally through a series of small steps, for example,
where there are multiple revisions to the exact roles and boundaries of local
government bodies. Recent decades have seen few cases of countries which
have switched directly from unitary or hybrid to federal constitutions.

One alternative strategy is to compare the mean levels of democracy asso-
ciated with federal, hybrid unions, and unitary constitutions, using the cross-
sectional time-series data, without any prior controls. The results in Figure 7.4
show substantial and significant contrasts between unitary and federal con-
stitutions across all four standard indicators of democracy; in the Polity IV
100-point index of democracy, for example, federal constitutions scored 69 per-
centage points on average, 25 points higher than unitary constitutions. Hybrid
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figure 7.4. Levels of Democracy by Type of Constitution. Note: The type of consti-
tution was classified using the definitions in the text according to data derived from
Griffiths (2005), Watts (1999), and Banks (2004). The standardized 100-point scales of
democracy are described in Table 3.1. The four scales measure liberal democracy (Free-
dom House 2000), constitutional democracy (Polity IV 2000), participatory democracy
(Vanhanen 2000), and contested democracy (Cheibub and Gandhi 2000). When tested
by ANOVA, the differences between mean scores are all significant (at the p = .001
level).

unions were located between these scores. Moreover the 30-year trends in the
Freedom House scale, illustrated in Figure 7.5, show that federal constitutions
have consistently displayed a better record of democracy than unitary states,
with hybrid unions falling in between these polar extremes, as expected. The
differences between types which are apparent are not just the result of one
or two years but instead appear to be a robust and consistent pattern which
persists despite the major changes in levels of democracy occurring during the
third wave era. The period since the end of the cold war sees a slight closing of
the contrasts between constitutional types but not a reversal of these persistent
patterns.

Nevertheless many other factors may be generating these differences, above
and beyond the type of regimes, for example, if federal constitutions are more
common among nations which have affluent industrialized economies or in
more homogeneous societies. To control for other potentially confounding
factors, the cross-sectional time-series models used OLS linear regression with
PCSEs to measure the impact of federalism on levels of democratization in each
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nation-year, while controlling for other variables associated with democracy.
The results of the analysis presented in Table 7.3 show that the type of vertical
power-sharing was significantly associated with the four indicators of democ-
racy, even after applying the series of controls for socioeconomic development,
colonial origins, regional patterns of democratic diffusion, ethnic fractionaliza-
tion, area size, and the other institutional arrangements which we have already
identified as related to levels of democracy (proportional representation elec-
toral systems for the lower house and parliamentary monarchies for the type of
executive). Even with this battery of controls, federalism proved to be positively
linked to democracy, across each of the four models using different measures,
as consociational theory argued. The models explained a substantial amount
of variance in levels of democracy (between 45% and 66%). Unfortunately
it is not possible to monitor the impact of decentralization on democracy by
replicating similar time-series models by using the Schneider scales of fiscal,
administrative, and political decentralization since these are only available for
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figure 7.6. Types of Constitution and the Degree of Fiscal and Political Decentral-
ization. Note: The type of constitution was classified using the definitions in the text
according to data derived from Griffiths (2005), Watts (1999), and Banks (2004). The
mean level of fiscal and political decentralization was estimated for 68 nations in the
mid-1990s, based on the measures developed by Schneider (2003).

the mid-1990s in 68 nations. Moreover there are problems in using this data
for a broader cross-national comparison, since detailed levels of subnational
government expenditure were often not reported in many autocratic states. As
Figure 7.6 illustrates, most of the federal systems tend to have relatively high
levels of fiscal and political decentralization, exemplified by Canada, but a few
such as Malaysia and Belgium do not follow this pattern. Moreover some uni-
tary states such as Norway are also fairly highly decentralized through local
governance. Figure 7.7 looks at the simple correlation between liberal democ-
racy and the degree of fiscal decentralization, in those countries where data is
available, and it shows a relatively poor fit, with notable outliers such as Russia,
Belarus, and Turkey. Accordingly further research is required to see whether
the conclusions drawn here about the impact of different types of federal con-
stitution on democracy also hold for broader patterns of administrative, fiscal,
and political decentralization.
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figure 7.7. Freedom House Liberal Democracy and the Degree of Fiscal Decentraliza-
tion. Note: The standardized 100-point scale of democracy is described in Table 3.1.
The scale measures liberal democracy (Freedom House 2000). The type of constitution
was classified using the definitions in the text according to data derived from Griffiths
(2005), Watts (1999), and Banks (2004). The mean level of fiscal decentralization was
estimated for 98 nations on the basis of the mean level of subnational expenditure
reported for the period 1972–2000.

case studies of constitutional change: india
and bangladesh

To understand the impact of federal and decentralized arrangements in greater
depth, we can turn to the paired case-study comparisons contrasting histor-
ical developments which occurred in India and Bangladesh. These bordering
states were selected as they shared a common history and colonial government
for many centuries, as well as displaying many similar social and economic
characteristics (see Table 7.4). With a population of over 1.1 billion spread
over 3.3 million square kilometers, Indian society is divided among multiple
ethnic identities, languages, religions, and cultures. Hindi is the national lan-
guage and primary tongue of a third of the people, but there are more than a
dozen other official languages. About 80% of the population is Hindu but India
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table 7.4. Key Indicators in India and Bangladesh

India Bangladesh

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS
Area 3,287,590 sq km 144,000 sq km
Pop., 2007 1.13 bn 150.4m
Pop. below poverty line (%) 25% 45%
GDP per capita (PPP US$), 2006 $3,700 $2,200
Life expectancy at birth, 2003 68 years 63 years
Human Development Index, 2003 .501 .600
Adult literacy (% of pop. 15+), 2003 59% 43%
Ethnic fractionalization (Alesina), 2002 .418 .045

POLITICAL INDICATORS
Year of independence (from) 1947 (Britain) 1971 (W. Pakistan)
Liberal democracy Freedom House Index,

1973
2.5 3

Freedom House classification, 1973 Free Partly free
Liberal democracy Freedom House Index,

2007
2.5 4

Freedom House classification, 2007 Free Partly free
Control of corruption (Kaufmann), 2005 47 8
Government effectiveness (Kaufmann), 2005 52 21
Political stability (Kaufmann), 2005 22 7
Rule of law (Kaufmann), 2005 56 20
Voice and accountability (Kaufmann), 2005 56 31
Regulatory quality (Kaufmann), 2005 41 15

Note: See the Technical Appendix for details of these indices and full sources of data. The Kaufmann
indices rank each country on 0–100-point scales where high = better governance ratings.
Source: Daniel Kaufmann, A. Kraay, and M. Mastruzzi. 2006. Governance Matters V: Governance
Indicators for 1996–2005. Washington, DC: World Bank. www.worldbank.org

also contains sizable minorities of Muslims (13%), Christians (2%), and Sikhs
(2%). According to World Bank estimates, one-quarter of the Indian popula-
tion live below the poverty level ($1 a day), with 59% literacy. Despite the
immense challenges of governing such a vast, poor, and diverse society, Indian
democracy has persisted and deepened since independence was achieved in
1947. This endurance is a remarkable achievement, given the odds, despite the
fact that Indian democracy has been flawed by intermittent ethnic violence in
many states, persistent conflict in Kashmir, a major suspension of civil liber-
ties under Mrs. Ghandi’s emergency rule for 19 months in 1975–1977, rising
economic inequalities, and sporadic crisis from political assassinations.60

The neighboring state of Bangladesh, by contrast, is far smaller in area and
population, as well as more ethnically homogeneous as a predominantly Mus-
lim state. The population is 98% Bengali and 83% Muslim, with a sizable
Hindu minority (16%), and the main languages are Bangla and English. These
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structural characteristics should make it easier to govern than India, but it
in fact has had a checkered history of democracy and continued instability,
conflict, and confrontation. Bangladesh came into being in 1971 following
a civil war with West Pakistan, and the years since independence have been
marred by political turmoil and violence, symbolized by two presidential assas-
sinations, 13 heads of government, three military coups, and 19 failed coup
attempts. After independence, the next 15 years were governed under military
rule. In 1991 civilian rule was restored, with elections which were regarded as
meeting international standards, but subsequent elections have been troubled
and marred by violence. Throughout 2006, there were signs that the forth-
coming electoral process would face difficulties, due to high levels of politi-
cal violence and major cities facing paralyzing street actions. The opposition
Awami League declared a boycott of the elections which had been planned
for 2007 and called for their supporters to take direct action. The country
appeared to be descending into chaos, with riots, strikes, transport block-
ades, and business instability adding to an already strong sense of tension.
In January 2007, a state of emergency was declared and the military-backed
caretaker government banned all political activities, while the security forces
have arrested many political leaders. Deep tensions and antagonisms persist
between the leaders of the major parties, the Bangladesh Nationalist Party and
the Awami League, and their minor party alliances, with attacks on oppo-
sition rallies and public meetings, and hundreds of people have been killed
by political violence in recent years. Rather than a process of bargaining and
compromise, during periods in power each major party seeks to monopolize
politics in a zero-sum game, as if the other did not have a right to exist. Lead-
ership has been dynastic and bitterly personal, based on patronage placement
for supporters in bureaucratic positions, rather than development of institu-
tionalized and programmatic party organizations.61 The caretaker government
has sought to stamp out corruption, by arresting and detailing many politi-
cal leaders since the state of emergency was first declared.62 Some estimates
suggest that more than 50,000 people have been arrested since the announce-
ment of the state of emergency in January 2007, many of whom have not
been charged. The Emergency Power Ordinance gave the caretaker govern-
ment sweeping powers to ban all political activities, suspend fundamental civil
rights, and detain and arrest high-ranking party leaders on charges of corrup-
tion and crime. According to the Fund for Peace’s global comparison in 2006,
based on indicators of instability such as suspension of the rule of law, inter-
communal violence, and delegitimization of the state, Bangladesh was ranked
as the 19th most vulnerable out of 148 nations worldwide to becoming a ‘failed
state’.63

What explains these contrasts? The countries have similar first-past-the-
post (single-member district) electoral systems for parliament, but the federal-
unitary constitutional arrangements, the degree of decentralization, and the
contemporary structures of local governance present striking contrasts between
the states.
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India has had a two-tier federal constitution since independence, with deci-
sion making divided among 28 states. The form of power-sharing has been
regarded as asymmetrical federalism, with Kashmir being given special pro-
visions, although this view has been challenged.64 The states vary greatly in
population size – the ratio between the population of the largest and smallest
states is 307 to 1 – and there are also significant inequalities among states in lev-
els of economic growth and economic development.65 Under the constitution,
India’s form of federalism has been described as relatively centralized, with
state powers circumscribed in several important regards and the central gov-
ernment having overriding powers.66 Nevertheless the constitutional arrange-
ments have had certain important consequences. Most importantly, for such
a divided society, since the breakdown of Congress Party dominance in 1967,
federalism has facilitated the proliferation of a range of state-based political
parties, aggregating varied regional interests based on region, language, caste,
class, or views on secularism. This, in turn, has had an impact on the com-
plex mosaic of parliamentary national elections. Reflecting Duverger’s law, the
single-member simple plurality electoral system (first-past-the-post) in use for
the lower house of parliament, where voting support is spread relatively evenly
geographically, can usually be expected to generate a two-party system. After
the general elections of 1999, however, more than 20 parties provided a stable
national coalition government, transforming the political process. A national
multiparty coalition again formed the government following the elections of
2004. Federalism therefore facilitates multiparty competition and the politics
of coalition building, as smaller parties can gain credibility and expand elec-
toral support within each state.67 India’s federal structure has also facilitated a
remarkable capacity for innovation, for example, in terms of diverse strategies
of economic policy or in language policy. The federal structure is also reflected
in the bicameral national parliament (Sansad), which includes the Council of
States, with not more than 250 members with most chosen by elected members
of state and territorial assemblies plus a dozen selected by the president. The
federal state has allowed flexibility in the containment and management of
ethnic conflict, for example, through the creation of the separate federal state
of Nagaland in 1963, Tripura in 1972, Mizoram in 1986, and an autonomous
Bodo council created in 2003 following negotiations with a rebel group. Inter-
mittent fighting and sporadic conflict continue with Assamese, Tripuras, and
Acehnese communities, along with ongoing violence with Kashmiri Muslims,
but nevertheless the federal structure of the state has allowed some important
intercommunal conflicts to be settled.68

Since 1993, the Indian state has been radically decentralized into a three-
tier structure.69 Reformers sought to challenge the existing structure of power
exerted primarily through landownership, patriarchy, and the caste system.
Political decentralization through local government aimed to eliminate rural
poverty and to expand human development. Today India’s government is
divided into 28 states, seven union territories, and a complex system of local
government in 600,000 villages and towns. The 73rd and 74th Constitutional
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Amendments of 1993 introduced radically new institutions through several
significant innovations, including reservations of seats for marginal groups,
women, Dalits, and Adivasis; creation of decentralized planning mechanisms;
establishment of state election commissions to oversee local elections and state
finance commissions to prepare a blueprint for sharing of state revenues; and
institutionalization of the direct-participation village assembly (gram sabha).70

Urban areas are governed by municipal corporations, municipal councils, town
area committees, and notified area committees. Rural areas have a three-tier
structure consisting of 474 district legislative bodies (zilla parishads), at the
top; 5,906 block councils (panchayats samitis); and 227,698 village councils
(gram panchayats) at the base. Together these institutions have added approx-
imately 3 million elected local offices to the 5,000 state representatives and
the 500 or more members of parliament. Among the new local officeholders,
one-third or about 1 million are women. Nearly 700,000 are drawn from the
Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribal communities (the Dalits and Adivasis).
The expansion in representatives has considerably increased the density of the
political system, drawing literally millions into elected office for the first time.
Moreover the inclusion of women as council leaders through reserved seats
is not just of symbolic importance, but has been found to influence public
policy. In particular, a study which examined village councils reported that
women leaders invested more in public goods which were more closely related
to women’s concerns, such as drinking water, while by contrast male leaders
invested more heavily in education.71 The village assemblies were institution-
alized in the new structure, with direct forms of decision making among all
members of the village. The assembly was designed to function as a watchdog
over the workings of the village council.72

By contrast, the Bangladeshi state has always centralized power. The
national parliament (Jatiya Sangsad) is a unicameral body where 300 members
are popularly elected from single-territorial constituencies. Many parties are
registered to stand for parliamentary elections, but the single-member plural-
ity electoral system concentrates seats in just four parties: the Awami League,
the Bangladesh Nationalist Party, the Jatiya Party, and the Jamaat-i-Islami
Bangladesh. The two major parties remain in confrontational mode under
dynastic leaders, gaining power from patron-clientalistic relationships which
protect and reward their supporters. Intolerance, corruption, and malfeasance
are rife. Distinctive regional parties have been unable to break the hold of the
major players without a state legislature to develop an electoral base. Moreover
local government also remains seriously underdeveloped. During the 1980s, the
military government introduced some wide-ranging structural reforms in local
government, partly in the attempt to create a rural power base and to increase
their legitimacy. Contrary to expectations, however, the country has not moved
further toward decentralization since the early-1990s, when democracy was
restored, and indeed in some cases there have been significant attempts at
recentralization.73 In short, the multiparty diversity characteristic of contem-
porary India could never have developed in this country, in part because of
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the vertical centralization of power within the Bangladeshi state, coupled with
the majoritarian electoral system for parliament. With more significant forms
of vertical power-sharing, the Bangladesh party system could have developed
more checks and balances, breaking the feudal hold of dynastic leadership
which has encouraged kleptocracy and the destabilization of the state.

conclusions

To summarize, processes of decentralization take diverse forms. Federalism
is one important mechanism, but fiscal, administrative, and political decen-
tralization can also transfer power to bodies in the public sector (local gov-
ernment elected officials and executive bodies), as well as those in civil society
(nongovernmental organizations and community, philanthropic, and voluntary
associations) and in the private sector (such as through privatization and con-
tracting out of services). A wide variety of elected and nonelected authorities
operate in different nations at the level of departments, prefectures, counties,
municipalities, boroughs, districts, or villages, including governors and may-
ors, as well as administrative agencies and units representing a sub-branch of
national ministries and departments. Complex structures determine how far
decision-making powers, control of taxation and spending, and administrative
responsibilities are dispersed among governing units at local, state, provincial,
and central levels, such as roles and responsibilities over public health care,
social services, and education.

Decentralization is often thought to strengthen democratic participation,
representation, and accountability, as well as improving government efficiency
and effectiveness. Federal forms of power-sharing are commonly regarded as
especially suitable for accommodating cultural diversity in fragile multinational
states. Nevertheless critics argue that decentralized arrangements may fail to
strengthen democracy and federalism may dilute a sense of unity and commit-
ment to the nation-state, thereby undermining fragile multicultural states such
as Iraq and Sudan.

The typology of vertical power-sharing constitutional arrangements used in
this study defined unitary constitutions as those where the national govern-
ment retains sovereignty over all subnational tiers. In this system, the presi-
dential executive branch, or the prime minister heading the largest party in
the lower house of the national parliament, has both de jure and de facto
authority to override all other regulations, directives, and decisions emanat-
ing from subnational units. Constitutions were classified as federal if govern-
ments had national and subnational units, in a compound polity where each
tier possesses some autonomous powers and functions. Hybrid unions, the
intermediate category, represent those constitutions where some independent
powers are granted for certain subnational units or dependent territories, but
where sovereignty remains ultimately with the central government. The results
of the time-series cross-national analysis served to confirm the consociational
claims that compared with unitary states, federal arrangements were associated
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with stronger performance of democracy, even after controlling for many other
factors commonly linked with democratization. Finally, the illustrative cases
strongly suggest that the federal and decentralized vertical forms of power-
sharing are one major reason why democracy has flourished in India, despite
the odds in a vast, poor, and deeply divided society, while it has foundered in
neighboring Bangladesh. More radical constitutional reforms through decen-
tralized governance could be one way to break the stranglehold of the major
parties in Bangladesh and therefore to lay the basis for more genuine and
sustained multiparty competition.
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The Fourth Estate

What is the role of the free press in strengthening democracy, good governance,
and human development?1 Liberal theorists have long argued that the existence
of an unfettered and independent press within each nation is essential in the pro-
cess of democratization, by contributing to the right of freedom of expression,
thought, and conscience; strengthening the responsiveness and accountability
of governments to all citizens; and providing a pluralist platform and channel
of political expression for a multiplicity of groups and interests.2 The guaran-
tee of freedom of expression and information is recognized as a basic human
right in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights adopted by the UN in
1948, the European Convention on Human Rights, the American Convention
on Human Rights, and the African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights.
In particular, Article 19 of the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights
states: “Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right
includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek, receive and
impart information and ideas through any media and regardless of frontiers.”
The positive relationship between the growth of the free press and the process
of democratization is thought to be reciprocal. The core claim is that in the
first stage the initial transition from autocracy opens up the state control of the
media to private ownership, diffuses access, and reduces official censorship and
government control of information. The public thereby receives greater expo-
sure to a wider variety of cultural products and ideas through access to multiple
radio and TV channels, as well as the diffusion of new technologies such as
the Internet and mobile telephones. Once media liberalization has commenced,
in the second stage democratic consolidation is strengthened where journalists
in independent newspapers and radio and television stations facilitate greater
transparency and accountability in governance, by serving in their watchdog
role to deter corruption and malfeasance, as well as providing a civic forum
for multiple voices in public debate, and highlighting problems to inform the
policy agenda.3

186
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Through this process, numerous observers have emphasized, a free press is
valuable for democracy, for good governance, and for human development.
This perspective is exemplified by Amartya Sen’s famous argument that in
independent and democratic countries, the free press encourages government
responsiveness to public concerns, by highlighting cases of famine and natural
disasters: “in the terrible history of famines in the world, no substantial famine
has ever occurred in any independent and democratic country with a relatively
free press.”4 The independent media, Sen suggests, enhances the voice of poor
people and generates more informed choices about economic needs and prior-
ities.5 James D. Wolfensen echoed these sentiments when he was the president
of the World Bank: “A free press is not a luxury. A free press is at the abso-
lute core of equitable development, because if you cannot enfranchise poor
people, if they do not have a right to expression, if there is no searchlight on
corruption and inequitable practices, you cannot build the public consensus
needed to bring about change.”6 Systematic evidence supporting these claims
has been reported by Besley and Burgess, who found that Indian state gov-
ernments proved more responsive to external shocks, such as falls in crop
production and crop flood damage, by expanding local public relief in places
where newspaper circulation was higher and electoral accountability greater.7

Similarly, greater transparency and more open information are thought to be
particularly important for stamping out malfeasance and misappropriations by
public officials; for example, economic studies have reported that places with
widespread newspaper circulation and the existence of freedom of information
laws have less corruption.8 Many case studies also emphasize the vital role of
the mass media in transitions from autocracy, for instance, in Georgia’s ‘rose’
revolution.9 Likewise in Serbia, Georgia, and Ukraine, McFaul argues that the
presence of the independent media was one of the key components of successful
transitions from post-Communist states, for instance, their role in highlighting
news about rigged votes and publicizing popular protests and dissent expressed
against the authorities, encouraging opposition movements onto the streets.10

More liberal media landscapes are therefore widely regarded among popular
commentators, donor agencies, and the international community as strengthen-
ing democratization processes. But what systematic comparative evidence sup-
ports these claims? Much existing research has focused on assessing the impact
of media structures and access, such as the diffusion of independent newspa-
pers or the existence of private television channels or radio stations, rather than
comparing press freedom per se.11 Cross-national work on democratic institu-
tions has usually emphasized the classic constitutional arrangements analyzed
in earlier chapters, including the impact of electoral and party systems, federal
or unitary states, and parliamentary or presidential executives, while neglect-
ing to analyze comparable evidence about the institutional role and function
of the news media as an integral part of power-sharing arrangements.12 Yet
many constitutions contain general provisions respecting rights to freedom
of speech and the press, and more detailed freedom of information and data
protection laws implementing these rights have been passed in more than six
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dozen nations worldwide, often a fairly recent development, as part of the
anticorruption drive to promote transparency and open government.13 Many
other statutory provisions can limit or promote media independence, including
requirements for registration or licenses for journalists or newspapers, broad-
casting regulations and the degree of public and commercial ownership of
radio and television stations, as well as laws governing broadcasting contents,
concentration of ownership, official secrecy, intellectual property, libel, and
taxation.14 Levels of access to radio, television, newspapers, and the Inter-
net also vary substantially around the globe, affecting patterns of information
reach and availability.15

To explore the role of the independent media in the democratization pro-
cess, the first section outlines the analytical framework and summarizes the
previous research on this topic. The second outlines the comparative evidence
where Freedom House provides the principal measure of Press Freedom, with
annual data available from 1992 to 2007. This indicator is strongly correlated
with the independently developed Press Freedom Index created by Reporters
without Borders, increasing confidence in the reliability of the Freedom House
measure. The next sections describe the distribution and trends in press free-
dom. The analytical models using time-series cross-national regression present
the results after controlling for many factors commonly associated with pro-
cesses of democratization, as observed earlier, including levels of economic
development, colonial origins, population size, and regional effects, as well as
other institutional arrangements. Two paired cases drawn from Eurasia are
then compared, in Ukraine and Uzbekistan, to illustrate the underlying pro-
cesses at work and the role of the media in regime change. The study confirms
that even with prior controls, freedom of the press contributes toward demo-
cratic governance, with important consequences as another check and balance
on government.

the roles of the news media as watchdog, civic forum,
and agenda setter

In the late-1950s and early-1960s, early modernization theories assumed fairly
simple and unproblematic relationships among the spread of access to modern
forms of mass communications, economic development, and the process of
democratization. Accounts offered by Lerner, Lipset, Pye, Cutright, and others
suggested that the diffusion of mass communications represented one sequential
step in the development process. In this view, urbanization and the spread
of literacy led to growing access to modern technologies such as telephones,
newspapers, radios, and television, all of which laid the basis for an informed
citizenry able to participate effectively in political affairs.16 Hence, on the basis
of a strong connection between the spread of communications and political
development, Daniel Lerner theorized: “The capacity to read, at first acquired
by relatively few people, equips them to perform the varied tasks required in the
modernizing society. Not until the third stage, when the elaborate technology of
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industrial development is fairly well advanced, does a society begin to produce
newspapers, radio networks, and motion pictures on a massive scale. This, in
turn, accelerates the spread of literacy. Out of this interaction develop those
institutions of participation (e.g. voting) which we find in all advanced modern
societies.”17

By the late-1960s and early-1970s, however, the assumption that the mod-
ernization process involved a series of sequential steps gradually fell out of
fashion. Skepticism grew, faced with the complexities of human development
evident in different parts of the world, and the major setbacks for democ-
racy with the ‘second reverse wave’ experienced in Latin America, sub-Saharan
Africa, and Asia.18 There was growing recognition that widening public access
to newspapers, radio, and television was insufficient by itself to promote democ-
racy and development, as these media could be used to maintain autocracies, to
reinforce crony capitalism, and to consolidate the power of media oligopolies,
as much as to provide a democratic channel for the disadvantaged.19 Access
remains important, but this study theorizes that the news media is most effec-
tive in strengthening the process of democratization, good governance, and
human development where journalists function as a watchdog over the abuse of
power (promoting accountability and transparency), as a civic forum for polit-
ical debate (facilitating informed electoral choices), and as an agenda setter for
policymakers (strengthening government responsiveness to social problems).20

The Role of Journalists as Watchdogs of the Powerful

In their ‘watchdog’ role, the channels of the news media can function to pro-
mote government transparency, accountability, and public scrutiny of decision
makers in power, by highlighting policy failures, maladministration by public
officials, corruption in the judiciary, and scandals in the corporate sector.21

Since Edmund Burke, the ‘fourth estate’ has traditionally been regarded as one
of the classic checks and balances in the division of powers.22 Investigative
journalism can open the government’s record to external scrutiny and critical
evaluation and hold authorities accountable for their actions to the public as
well as scrutinizing the record of public sector institutions, nonprofit organiza-
tions, or private companies. Comparative econometric studies, and historical
case studies of developments within particular countries such as Taiwan, have
explored evidence for the impact of the news media upon corruption. Brunetti
and Weder, among others, found that there was less corruption in nations
with a free press. The reason, they argue, is that journalists’ roles as watch-
dogs promote the transparency of government decision-making processes and
thereby expose and hinder misuse of public office, malfeasance, and financial
scandals.23 In competitive multiparty democracies, voters can use information
provided by the media to hold parties and leaders to account by ‘kicking the
rascals out’.

By contrast, control of the news media is used to reinforce the power of
autocratic regimes and to deter criticism of the government by independent
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journalists, through official government censorship, state ownership of the
main radio and television channels, legal restrictions on freedom of expression
and publication (such as stringent libel laws and restrictive official secrets acts),
limited competition through oligopolies in commercial ownership, and use of
outright violence and intimidation against journalists and broadcasters.24 In
Malaysia, for example, human rights observers report that the state has manip-
ulated the media to stifle internal dissent and forced journalists employed by
the international press to modify or suppress news stories unflattering to the
regime.25 Elsewhere governments in Myanmar, Sri Lanka, and Saudi Arabia,
among others, commonly place serious restrictions on press freedom to crit-
icize government rulers through official regulations, legal restrictions, and
state censorship.26 It remains more difficult for governments to censor online
communications, but nevertheless in nations such as China and Cuba, state-
controlled monopolies provide the only Internet service and thereby filter
both access and content.27 Media freedom organizations demonstrate that
each year dozens of media professionals are killed or injured in the course
of their work. In Colombia, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Zimbabwe, and Egypt, for
example, many journalists, broadcasters, and editors have experienced intim-
idation or harassment, while journalists in many parts of the world face the
daily threat of personal danger from wars or imprisonment by the security
services.28

The Role of the News Media as Civic Forum

Equally vital, in their civic forum role, the free press can strengthen the public
sphere, by mediating between citizens and the state, facilitating debate about
the major issues of the day, and informing the public about party leader-
ship, political issues, and government actions.29 If the channels of communi-
cation reflect the social and cultural pluralism within each society, in a fair
and impartial balance, then multiple interests and voices are heard in public
deliberation. On the other hand, if the airwaves and press overwhelmingly
favor the government, this state of affairs can drown out credible opponents.
The role of the media is particularly important during election campaigns, as
balanced and open access to the airwaves by opposition parties, candidates,
and groups is critical for competitive and fair multiparty contests. During cam-
paigns, the media provides citizens with information to compare and evaluate
the retrospective record, prospective policies, and leadership characteristics of
parties and candidates, providing the essential conditions for informed voting
choices.30 The role of the news media as a civic forum remains deeply flawed
where major newspapers and television stations heavily favor the governing
party, in the total balance or else the tone of coverage, rather than being open
to a plurality of political viewpoints and parties during campaigns. This prin-
ciple has been recognized in jurisprudence from countries as varied as Ghana,
Sri Lanka, Belize, India, Trinidad and Tobago, and Zambia.31 There are many
cases where electoral observers have reported that bias on television and radio
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toward the party or leader in government has failed to provide a level playing
field for all contenders, exemplified by election campaigns in Russia, Belarus,
and Mozambique.32 As observed earlier, in Benin and Mali the process of lib-
eralization and privatization has undermined the older state-controlled media,
which once consolidated the grip of autocrats, facilitating competitive multi-
party electoral democracies.33

By contrast, where the media fails to act as an effective civic forum, this
can hinder democratic consolidation, as observed earlier in Togo. State owner-
ship and control of the primary broadcasting channels are important issues, but
threats to media pluralism are also raised by overconcentration of private own-
ership of the media, whether in the hands of broadcasting oligopolies within
each nation or of major multinational corporations with multimedia empires.34

It is feared that the process of media mergers may have concentrated exces-
sive control in the hands of a few multinational corporations, which remain
unaccountable to the public, reducing the diversity of news media outlets.35

Contemporary observers caution that the quality of democracy remains limited
where state ownership of television has been replaced by private oligopolies
and crony capitalism, for example, in nations such as Russia, Brazil, and Peru,
which have failed to create fully independent and pluralistic media systems.
Broadcasting cartels, coupled with the failure of regulatory reform, legal poli-
cies which restrict critical reporting, and uneven journalistic standards, can all
limit the role of the media in its civic forum or watchdog role.36

Speaking Truth to Power

Last, the news media also functions as an agenda setter, providing information
about urgent social problems and thereby channeling citizens’ concerns to
decision makers in government. Particularly in cases of natural disaster, public
officials often suffer from a breakdown in the usual channels of communication.
Poor internal communications among official agencies can hinder the delivery
of effective emergency relief, so that timely and accurate information about the
scope and nature of any disaster is vital as the first component of any effective
official response. Similar observations can be made concerning reporting about
social issues such as the extent of any food shortages, the spread of diseases
such as HIV/AIDS, or problems of crime and violence. In these situations,
independent journalists can act as a vital conduit for decision makers, helping
to make governments more responsive to the needs of the people. For example,
Besley and Burgess examined the Indian case and established that regions with
higher levels of newspaper circulation proved more active during an emergency
in responding to food shortages.37 The reason, they suggest, is that political
leaders learn about local problems more accurately and in a timely fashion
when journalists function as an intermediary by reporting living conditions at
the grass roots, and the role of news headlines as an agenda setter can also
pressure officials to respond to local problems and report cases of corruption
and misuse of public money.
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indicators of press freedom

For all of these reasons, where the press is effective in these roles, greater media
freedom and journalistic independence can be expected to promote and sus-
tain democracy, as well as to improve broader indicators of good governance,
such as limiting corruption. To explore some of the evidence, the annual Free-
dom House Index of Press Freedom was used as the standard cross-national
indicator.38 Press freedom is measured by this index according to how much
the diversity of news content is influenced by the structure of the news industry,
legal and administrative decisions, the degree of political influence or control,
the economic influences exerted by the government or private entrepreneurs,
and actual incidents violating press autonomy, including censorship, harass-
ment, and physical threats to journalists. The legal environment category exam-
ines the laws and regulations that could influence media content, as well as the
government’s inclination to use these laws and legal institutions to restrict the
media’s ability to operate. The organization assesses the positive impact of legal
and constitutional guarantees for freedom of expression; the potentially nega-
tive aspects of security legislation, the penal code, and other criminal statutes;
penalties for libel and defamation; the existence of and ability to use freedom
of information legislation; the independence of the judiciary and of official
media regulatory bodies; registration requirements for both media outlets and
journalists; and the ability of journalists’ groups to operate freely. Under the
political environment category, Freedom House evaluates the degree of polit-
ical control over the content of news media. Issues examined here include
the editorial independence of both state-owned and privately owned media,
access to information and sources, official censorship and self-censorship, the
vibrancy of the media, the ability of both foreign and local reporters to cover
the news freely and without harassment, and the intimidation of journalists
by the state or other actors, including arbitrary detention and imprisonment,
violent assaults, and other threats. The last category examines the economic
environment for the media. This includes the structure of media ownership,
transparency and concentration of ownership, the costs of establishing media
as well as of production and distribution, the selective withholding of adver-
tising or subsidies by the state or other actors, the impact of corruption and
bribery on content, and the extent to which the economic situation in a country
impacts the development of the media. The assessment of press freedom distin-
guishes between the broadcast and print media, and the resulting ratings are
expressed as a 100-point scale for each country under comparison. Evaluations
of press freedom in 191 contemporary nations were available in the Freedom
House annual index from 1992 to 2007.

As with any such indicators, however, it is important to check whether
the results of this measure proved reliable or biased. To do this, the Freedom
House index was compared against the Worldwide Press Freedom Index, which
is independently produced by Reporters without Borders. The Worldwide Press
Freedom Index is constructed to reflect the degree of freedom journalists and
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news organizations enjoy in each country, and the efforts made by the state
to respect and ensure respect for this freedom. The organization compiled
a questionnaire with 52 criteria for assessing the state of press freedom in
each country. It includes every kind of violation directly affecting journalists
(such as murders, imprisonment, physical attacks, and threats) and news media
(censorship, confiscation of issues, searches, and harassment). It registers the
degree of impunity enjoyed by those responsible for such violations. It also
takes account of the legal situation affecting the news media (such as penalties
for press offenses, the existence of a state monopoly in certain areas, and the
existence of a regulatory body), the behavior of the authorities toward the state-
owned news media and the foreign press, and the main obstacles to the free flow
of information on the Internet. The Worldwide Press Freedom Index reflects
not only abuses attributable to the state, but also those by armed militias,
clandestine organizations, or pressure groups that can pose a real threat to
press freedom.

The results of the comparison of these two indices in the 160 nations where
there are data, illustrated in Figure 8.1, show a strong correlation across both
these measures (R = .755, sig .001), with just a few outliers such as Sao Tome
and Principe where the organizations disagree in their rankings. The indices
differ in their construction, data sources, and conceptualization. Despite this,
these organizations largely report similar judgments, a correspondence which
increases confidence in the reliability of the measures. The Freedom House
measure was selected for the analysis since it provides the longer time-series,
with data available since 1994, compared with the start of the Reporters with-
out Borders index in 2002. Nevertheless replication of the basic models in this
study suggests that the results remain robust irrespective of the particular mea-
sure used for analysis, which is hardly surprising given their intercorrelation.
Many countries scoring most highly on press freedom by both these indica-
tors are highly developed nations, such as New Zealand, the Netherlands, and
Sweden, as expected given the strong linkage established earlier between afflu-
ence and democracy. But other countries with high press freedom are classified
by the UNDP as having only moderate or even low development, as Mali
and Benin, Jamaica, Nicaragua, and El Salvador, as well as Burkina Faso and
Senegal. The countries ranked as having the minimal freedom of the press by
both organizations include Cuba, Eritrea, China, and Turkmenistan. Alterna-
tive indicators which are available for comparison include whether countries
recognize rights to freedom of expression in their written constitutions, or
whether they have passed a freedom of information act.39 These measures
were not used in this study, however, because what matters is the implemen-
tation of such rights or legislation; after all, the Kyrgyz republic, Russia, and
Colombia have such freedom of information laws on their books, while Uzbek-
istan’s constitution has a nominal guarantee protecting freedom of speech and
the press, but this does not mean that journalists are safe in these countries
or that such regulations have proved effective in promoting freedom of the
press.
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figure 8.1. Press Freedom in 161 Nations Worldwide, 2004. Note: Freedom House
Global Press Freedom Index, 100 points (100 = high). Reporters without Borders
Press Freedom Index, 100 points (100 = high). See the Technical Appendix for
the construction of each index. Sources: Freedom House. Freedom in the World.
www.freedomhouse.org (various years); Reporters without Borders.

the distribution of the free press

What do these indices show about the contemporary distribution of press
freedom? The pattern shows considerable variations around the world. As
illustrated in Figure 8.2, as expected, the most liberal media were usually
found in industrialized nations, including the most affluent economies and
longest-standing democracies. Latin America and Southeast Asia proved the
regions which also scored relatively high in freedom of the press, and the Arab
states the least free. Despite the growing audience for the more independent
and aggressive style of journalism found in Al Jazeera, and moves to liberal-
ize the press in other nations in the region, this region lagged behind others
to a marked extent. Nevertheless important contrasts can be found within
regions; for example, some relatively affluent nations have serious restrictions
on an independent press, notably Saudi Arabia, Singapore, and Malaysia. In
Singapore, as observed earlier, the People’s Action Party (PAP), founded and
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figure 8.2. Press Freedom by Global Region, 2005. Note: Freedom House Press
Freedom Index, 100 pts. Source: Freedom House. Freedom in the World. www.
freedomhouse.org (various years).

originally led by Lee Kuan Yew, has maintained its unbroken rule in govern-
ment since 1959, despite a regular series of multiparty contests challenging their
hegemonic status. One reason contributing to the ruling party’s predominance
is their strong control of the press and news media; for example, the leading
newspaper of Singapore, the Straits Times, is often perceived as a propaganda
newspaper because it rarely criticizes government policy and covers little about
the opposition. The owners of the paper, Singapore Press Holdings, have close
links to the ruling party and the corporation has a virtual monopoly of the
newspaper industry. Government censorship of journalism is common, using
the threat or imposition of heavy fines or distribution bans imposed by the
Media Development Authority, with these techniques also used against articles
seen to be critical of the government published in the international press, includ-
ing the Economist and International Times Herald Tribune. Internet access is
regulated in Singapore, and private ownership of satellite dishes is not allowed.
As a result of this record, the Reporters without Borders assessment of Press
Freedom Worldwide in 2005 ranked Singapore 140th out of 167 nations.

By contrast, some poorer developing nations, such as Bolivia, Mali, Benin,
and South Africa, also scored well on journalistic freedom. As discussed earlier,
Benin is widely regarded as a successful African democracy with constitutional
checks and balances, multiple parties, a high degree of judicial independence,
and a lively partisan press, which is often critical of the government. Benin
ranks 161st lowest out of 177 states in the 2003 UNDP Human Development
Index, with a per capita GDP (in purchasing power parity) of $1,115. One-third
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of the population lives with income below the poverty level and two-thirds of
the adult population is illiterate. Despite this, the country is categorized as 66th
out of 195 nations in the 2007 Freedom House Global Press Freedom Index,
comparable to Italy, Israel, and Chile in its record.

the impact of the free press on democracy

The key question is whether press freedom is related to democracy, even using
multivariate regression models controlling for many other institutions and con-
trol variables which previous chapters established are commonly associated
with political development.

As in previous chapters, in the multivariate models the dependent variables
are two indicators of levels of democracy: the Polity IV project’s measure of
constitutional democracy and Vanhanen’s indicator of participatory democ-
racy. Freedom House’s index of liberal democracy was not employed in this
chapter as the measure contains freedom of the press as one of its core com-
ponents. By contrast, the other two indicators do not suffer from this problem
as neither contains data on freedom of the press. As discussed in Chapter 3,
Polity IV excludes civil liberties in its measure of constitutional democracy,
focusing instead on constructing a measure based on the competitiveness and
openness of executive recruitment, constraints on the chief executive, and the
competitiveness of political participation. Vanhanen’s participatory democracy
also excludes any classification of freedom of the press as it is based on the
degree of electoral competition and the level of electoral participation. The
most prudent strategy, as adopted by earlier chapters, is to compare the results
of analytical models using alternative indicators, to see whether the findings
remain robust and consistent irrespective of the specific measures of democ-
racy which are employed for analysis. If so, as Collier and Adcock suggest, this
procedure generates greater confidence in the reliability of the results and we
can conclude that the main generalizations hold irrespective of the particular
measures which are used.40

As noted in Chapter 4, the relationship between wealth and democracy is
a long-standing observation which has withstood repeated tests in the social
sciences, and accordingly the models were initially tested controlling for levels
of economic development (measured by logged per capita GDP in purchasing
power parity [PPP]), but this variable was dropped from the final model, after
checking for tolerance, as a result of problems of collinearity with the strength
of the free press. The models control for the effects of the historical pattern
of colonial legacies. An association between the past type of colonial rule and
contemporary patterns of democracy has been noted by several observers; for
example, Clague, Gleason, and Knack report that lasting democracies (char-
acterized by contestation for government office) are most likely to emerge
and persist among poor nations in ex-British colonies, even controlling for
levels of economic development, ethnic diversity, and the size of the popula-
tion.41 The Middle East is also entered into the analysis, since many observers
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have pointed out that this region has been least affected by the trends in
democratization since the start of the third wave, and indeed to be the
least democratic region worldwide. The degree of ethnic heterogeneity is also
entered, on the grounds that deeply divided societies are widely assumed to
experience greater problems of democratic consolidation. Nations were clas-
sified according to the degree of ethnic fractionalization, based on a global
dataset created by Alesina and his colleagues.42 The models also control for
the impact of the size of the population and the geographic size of each country.
Ever since Dahl and Tufte, the idea that size matters for democracy has been
widely assumed, and Alesina and Spolaore have provided the most detailed
recent examination of this proposition.43 Smaller nations are expected to be
easier to govern democratically; for example, the smaller the population, the
greater the potential for citizen participation in key decisions. Finally, the insti-
tutions already observed as linked to patterns of democracy are added, namely,
proportional representation electoral systems, parliamentary monarchies as a
type of executive, and federal constitutions. The number of cases used for anal-
ysis dropped substantially, compared with previous chapters, given the shorter
period available for the data on freedom of the press.

The results of the multivariate analysis in Table 8.1 confirm that the free
press is significantly associated with levels of democracy, even after employ-
ing the battery of controls. The impact of the free press appears to be robust
irrespective of the particular indicator of democracy which is selected, despite
major differences in the conceptualization and measurement processes used
by Polity IV and by Vanhanen. Indeed the impact of media liberalization was
one of the most consistent predictors of democracy out of any of the factors
under comparison. The institutions of the type of electoral system (propor-
tional representation) and the type of executive (parliamentary monarchies)
also remained significantly associated with levels of democracy, although the
measure of federalism dropped out of the analysis in one model. The results of
the overall models explained in total between 55% and 62% of the variance in
the Polity IV and Vanhanen measures of democracy. The contemporary pattern
was inspected visually in Figure 8.3, using the Polity IV measure of democracy,
to examine the goodness of fit and to identify any obvious outliers. As the
scatter-plot shows, a few countries fall quite far below the line, such as Russia,
Guatamala, and Bangladesh, suggesting that limits on independent journal-
ism in these nations may be more severe than might be expected from other
indicators of democracy, such as holding free and fair elections for the major
government offices. And there are other countries well above the line where the
free press is particularly strong, given their overall level of democratization.

case studies: ukraine and uzbekistan

To understand the underlying processes at work in this relationship, cases
examining the role of the independent media in regime transitions and in
multiethnic societies were selected from post-Soviet Eurasia. Significant and
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table 8.1. The Free Press and Democracy, All Societies Worldwide

Constitutional Democracy Participatory Democracy

Polity IV Vanhanen

B PCSE P B PCSE P

INSTITUTIONS
PR Electoral system 10.88 (.091) ∗∗∗ 6.46 (1.00) ∗∗∗

Parliamentary monarchy 10.67 (3.13) ∗∗∗ 2.36 (1.13) ∗

Federal constitution 1.24 (.926) N/s 2.79 (.468) ∗∗∗

Freedom of the press .501 (.091) ∗∗∗ .251 (.055) ∗∗∗

CONTROLS
Ex-British colony (0/1) 2.22 (2.46) N/s −1.56 (.697) ∗

Middle East (0/1) −16.16 (1.58) ∗∗∗ −.965 (1.12) N/s
Regional diffusion of democracy .295 (.058) ∗∗∗ .654 (.037) ∗∗∗

Ethnic fractionalization (0–100-pt scale) −5.67 (4.25) N/s −10.30 (2.27) ∗∗∗

Population size (thou) −.001 (.001) N/s −.001 (.001) ∗∗

Area size (sq mi) .001 (.001) N/s .001 (.001) ∗

Constant 19.7 −7.89
No. of observations 1,495 1,256
No. of countries 154 181
Adjusted R2 .616 .554

Note: Entries for constitutional democracy and participatory democracy are unstandardized beta OLS regres-
sion coefficients (B) with panel-corrected standard errors (PCSE) and the significance of the coefficients (P)
for the pooled time-series cross-national dataset obtained using Stata’s xtpcse command. With PCSE the
disturbances are, by default, assumed to be heteroskedastic (each nation has its own variance) and contem-
poraneously correlated across nations. Models for contested democracy were run using logistic regression
for the binary dependent variable, with the results summarized by Nagelkerke R square. For the measures
of democracy, standardized to 100-point scales and lagged by one year, see Chapter 2. For details of all the
variables, see the Technical Appendix. Significant at ∗ the 0.05 level, ∗∗ the 0.01 level, and ∗∗∗ the 0.001 level.

sustained progress toward democracy has transformed the political landscape
in Central and Eastern Europe since the fall of the Berlin Wall in the late-
1980s and early-1990s, including the extension of the 27-member European
Union to the borders of the Black Sea. This was followed in a second stage by
the ‘color revolutions’ in the mid-1990s signifying a radical transition in the
political leadership in Georgia (the 2003 rose revolution), Ukraine (the 2004
orange revolution), and Kyrgyzstan (the 2005 tulip revolution).44 Each time
massive street protests followed disputed elections and led to the resignation or
overthrow of unpopular authoritarian leaders. As Hale points out, these dra-
matic events all occurred when countries were entering a period of succession,
with the previous leader either too old, too unpopular, or too afraid of legal
term limits to continue.45 Although triggering processes of regime change, it
remains unclear at this stage whether the dramatic events in Ukraine will lead
toward the transition and consolidation of a stable democratic state. Instead of
a smoothly sequential process, some observers interpret the process of regime
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S S

figure 8.3. Press Freedom by Level of Democratization. Notes: Freedom House Press
Freedom Index 2004, 100-pt scale. Polity IV autocracy-democracy scale, standardized to
0–100 points. Sources: Freedom House. Freedom in the World. www.freedomhouse.org
(various years); Polity IV.

change as cyclical, with incremental steps ebbing and flowing, and with omis-
sions and deviations, rather than a steady march toward democracy.46 At
the same time, other Eurasian states such as Belarus, Uzbekistan, and Turk-
menistan, which also gained independence following the collapse of the Soviet
Union in 1991, have failed to make any consistent transition from authoritar-
ian rule. These states have not witnessed a peaceful handover of power from
the governing leader to opposition parties following elections, or any substan-
tial gains in human rights. Presidents in these nations continue to exert rigid
control, through a series of manipulated elections. Their power is bolstered
through restricting the independent media, intimidating government critics and
crushing dissent, persecuting journalists, and limiting reporting about unrest
or public discontent.

The striking contrasts which are apparent between Uzbekistan and Ukraine
today illustrate the role of the mass media in the process of regime transi-
tions. Those countries were selected for comparison as they shared common
political histories for more than a century under the dominance of the Rus-
sian Empire and then the Soviet Union, attaining roughly similar levels of



200 The Impact of Power-Sharing Institutions

table 8.2. Key Indicators in Ukraine and Uzbekistan

Ukraine Uzbekistan

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS
Area 603,700 sq km 447,400 sq km
Pop., 2007 46.3m 27.8m
Pop. below poverty line (%) 29% 33%
GDP per capita (PPP US$), 2006 $7,600 $2,000
Life expectancy at birth, 2003 68 years 65 years
Human Development Index, 2003 .780 .710
Adult literacy (% of pop. 15+), 2003 99.7% 99.3%
Ethnic fractionalization (Alesina), 2002 .473 .412

POLITICAL INDICATORS
Year of independence (from) 1991 (Soviet Union) 1991 (Soviet Union)
Liberal democracy (Freedom House), (USSR), 1973 6 6
Freedom House classification (of USSR), 1973 (Not free) (Not free)
Liberal democracy (Freedom House) Index, 2007 2.5 7
Freedom House classification, 2007 Free Not free
Press freedom rank (Freedom House), 2006 113th/194 187th/194
Press freedom (Reporters without Borders), 2006 105th/168 158th/168
Control of corruption (Kaufmann), 2005 35 13
Government effectiveness (Kaufmann), 2005 40 10
Political stability (Kaufmann), 2005 32 3
Rule of law (Kaufmann), 2005 35 7
Voice and accountability (Kaufmann), 2005 40 4
Regulatory quality (Kaufmann), 2005 47 4

Note: See the Technical Appendix for details of these indices and full sources of data. The Kaufmann indices
rank each country on 0–100-point scales where high = better governance ratings. Press freedom is ranked out
of 194 nations by Freedom House and 168 nations by Reporters without Borders; in both higher scores =
better ranked.
Source: Daniel Kaufmann, A. Kraay, and M. Mastruzzi. 2006. Governance Matters V: Governance Indicators
for 1996–2005. Washington, DC: World Bank. www.worldbank.org

human development, poverty, education, and literacy today, although Ukraine
is considerably more affluent in per capita GDP (see Table 8.2). Both are presi-
dential republics, with few significant checks on the powers of the presidency in
Uzbekistan, although parliament provides more effective checks and balances in
the Ukrainian constitution, particularly after recent amendment. Both states
are multiethnic societies; a significant proportion of those living in Ukraine are
Russians or Russian-speaking (24%), and the country also contains sizable
Romanian, Polish, and Hungarian linguistic minorities. This is comparable to
Uzbekistan, located in Central Asia, where about three-quarters of the popu-
lation speaks Uzbek and there are Russian, Tajik, and other linguistic groups.
By religion, Ukraine is divided among Orthodox churches, although with
high levels of secularization, while Uzbekistan is predominantly Muslim with
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Orthodox minorities. Uzbekistan is the most populous Central Asian country
and has the largest armed forces.

Uzbekistan

In 1991 Uzbekistan emerged as a sovereign country after more than a century
of Russian rule – first as part of the Russian Empire and then as a component
of the Soviet Union. The country continues to be governed by a Soviet-style
autocrat, President Islam Karimov, who has dominated the leadership since
1989, when he rose to be Communist Party leader in the Soviet era. The fol-
lowing year he became Uzbek president and he has continued to rule ever since.
A referendum held in 1995 extended his term until 2000, when he won the
presidential elections with a reported 91.9% of the vote. A further referendum
in 2002 extended the presidential term from five to seven years and there are
no constitutional term limits on the presidency. President Karimov has sweep-
ing powers as he appoints the prime minister and cabinet. The 100-seat upper
house in the bicameral parliament contains 84 members indirectly elected by
regional governing councils and the remainder appointed by the president.
The lower house contains 120 members popularly elected by a majoritarian
electoral system. The few OSCE international observers who monitored par-
liamentary elections at the end of 2004 condemned them as having failed to
meet international standards, noting that although there were competing par-
ties, all the candidates supported President Karimov.47 There are also a dozen
provinces functioning as administrative divisions, and the president selects and
replaces provincial governors.

In this context, the state maintains tight control of the media, through
owning or running most major national newspapers. Despite a formal consti-
tutional ban on censorship, the media rights body Reporters without Borders
said in 2005 that the use of violence against journalists and disinformation
by the authorities were commonplace. According to the Committee to Protect
Journalists, in 2006 Uzbekistan was in the top 10 countries for censorship of
the media, ahead of Syria, Belarus, China, and Russia.48 Uzbekistan saw an
unsuccessful imitation of the color revolutions, with violence on both sides, at
and around Andijan, on 13 May 2005. In this case, the events were triggered
by the trial of 23 local businessmen, who were subsequently imprisoned. Sev-
eral hundred demonstrators stormed the jail to release the businessmen and
other prisoners. The military swiftly intervened to stamp out antigovernment
protest by firing into the crowd of demonstrators.49 Dispute continues to sur-
round the number of fatalities, ranging from 173 in official figures given by
the authorities to an estimated 750 by human rights groups. In the aftermath
of the deadly unrest, activists were arrested, journalists were expelled from
the area, Russian Web sites were blocked, and foreign TV news broadcasts
by Russian broadcasters, CNN, BBC, and others were restricted, replaced by
music videos on cable TV. Amnesty International reports that restrictions on
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press reporting worsened in the year following these events, along with the
imprisonment, ill treatment, and torture of human rights activists.50 Indeed
two years later an Uzbek journalist was imprisoned for seven years for seeking
to investigate events at Andijan. Prepublication state censorship of the press was
officially abolished in 2002, but nevertheless OSCE observers report that many
techniques used to stifle investigation of controversial subjects remain
widespread, including tough regulations of the press, prosecution through strict
libel or defamation laws, limits on newspaper licenses, intimidation or harass-
ment of reporters, visa restrictions on entry for foreign journalists, restrictions
on bloggers and Web sites, and self-censorship by journalists.51

The government in Uzbekistan controls much of the printing and distri-
bution infrastructure, although private TV and radio stations operate along-
side state-run broadcasters. There are no private publishing houses or print-
ing presses, and the establishment of a new newspaper is subject to political
approval. Foreign channels are carried via cable TV, which is widely available.
The Committee to Protect Journalists notes that many Uzbeks rely on foreign
sources – including Russian TV and other broadcasters – as a counterpoint
to the stifled domestic news media.52 The law limits criticism of the presi-
dent, and public insults are a crime punishable by up to five years in prison.
The law also specifically prohibits articles that incite religious confrontation
and ethnic discord or advocate subverting or overthrowing the constitutional
order. In short, the post-Communist authoritarianism exercised by Karimov
has not yet been successfully challenged by other elites, opposition parties, or
reform movements in part because of the severe repressions of critical cover-
age. In a ranking of press freedom worldwide, Uzbekistan was rated in 2007
as 189th out of 195 nations by Freedom House, and it was ranked 158th
out of 164 countries by the Reporters without Borders World Press Freedom
Index. Indeed, far from any improvement, the last decade has seen a glacial
erosion in freedom of the press in Uzbekistan, according to the Freedom House
index.

Ukraine

Ukraine also gained independence as a presidential republic after the collapse
of the Soviet Union in 1991. After independence, former Communist Party
official Leonid Kravchuk gained almost two-thirds of the popular vote in the
1991 presidential elections. His support was slashed in the 1994 elections,
however, following a period of economic decline and runaway inflation. The
contest was won by the former prime minister, Leonid Kuchma. The new
constitution adopted in June 1996 specified popular elections for the president
for a five-year term (limited to two successive terms) using a second ballot
majoritarian system. Under this system, President Kuchma was reelected for a
second term in 1999, with 56% of the vote.

The unicameral 450-member parliament (Supreme Council) is directly
elected using a system which has been amended on a number of occasions.53
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Since Ukrainian independence, parliamentary contests were held in 1994 and
1998 using a combined-independent (mixed parallel) system, where Ukrainian
voters could each cast two ballots. Half the deputies (225) were elected by a
second ballot majoritarian system in single-member districts, and the remainder
were elected from nationwide closed PR party lists, with a 4% national vote
threshold. The two electoral systems operated separately, so that many smaller
parties were elected from the single-member districts. The 1998 elections were
contested by 30 parties and party blocs, although only 10 of these groups
could be said to have a clear programmatic profile and organizational base.
The Ukrainian result in 1998 produced a party system that was both extremely
fragmented and unstable: 8 parties were elected via party lists and 17 won seats
via the single-member districts, along with 116 Independents. The election pro-
duced one of the highest effective numbers of parliamentary parties (5.98) in
the region, and it also generated a fairly disproportional votes/seats ratio that
benefited the larger parties. Ethnicity was reflected in the appeal of particular
parties, including the Russophile Social Liberal Union, the Party of Regional
Revival, and the Soyuz (Union) Party, and in the way that ethnic Russians were
twice as likely to support the Communist Party as ethnic Ukrainians.54 In turn,
the largest parties in parliament select the prime minister, providing a greater
check and balance than the system in Uzbekistan.

In the presidential elections held in October 2004, election observers
reported government intimidation of the opposition and of independent media,
abuse of state administrative resources, and skewed press coverage. The two
major candidates were Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych and opposition
leader (and former prime minister) Viktor Yushchenko. Outgoing president
Leonid Kuchma backed as his successor Viktor Yanukovych, a candidate also
supported by Russia. Each candidate garnered between 39% and 40% of the
vote and proceeded to a winner-take-all second round ballot. On 24 Nov-
ember 2004, the Central Electoral Commission (CEC) declared Prime Minister
Yanukovych the winner with 49.46% compared to 46.61% for Yushchenko.
Observers widely reported that the results were rigged, however, generat-
ing the mass protest of this outcome for 10 days. The November 21 runoff
election was marred by credible reports of widespread and significant viola-
tions, including illegal expulsion of opposition representatives from election
commissions, multiple voting by busloads of people, abuse of absentee bal-
lots, reports of coercion of votes in schools and prisons, and an abnormally
high number of (easily manipulated) mobile ballot box votes.55 Hundreds of
thousands of people took to the streets of Kyiv and other cities to protest
electoral fraud and express support for Yushchenko and conducted peace-
ful demonstrations during what came to be known as the “orange revolu-
tion.” In the turmoil that followed, journalists at the state-run TV rejected
the network’s usual pro-government line. For the first time in years, opposi-
tion views were aired in a balanced way. On 1 December, the Rada passed a
vote of no confidence in the government. On 3 December, Ukraine’s Supreme
Court invalidated the CEC’s announced results and mandated a repeat of the



204 The Impact of Power-Sharing Institutions

second-round vote to take place on December 26. The new ballot led to the vic-
tory of President Viktor Yushchenko by 51.99% of the votes, compared with
44.20% for Yanukovych. Just two years later, however, following parliamen-
tary elections in 2006, divisions in the pro-presidential Our Ukraine bloc let
Vikton Yanukovych make a comeback as prime minister, heading a coalition
of the Party of Regions, Our Ukraine, and the Socialist Party.

The history of Ukraine since independence has therefore been character-
ized by an unstable transition, marked by continued strong clashes for power
between the executive and legislative branches, and a lack of consensus about
the constitutional rules of the game concerning the powers of the presidency,
as well as many modifications to the electoral system used for parliament. A
series of multiparty competitive elections have been held since independence,
with far more effective legislative and judicial checks and balances on the pow-
ers of the executive than exist in Uzbekistan. Nevertheless numerous observers
have raised doubts about Ukraine’s ability to consolidate democratic institu-
tions.56 In this context, one important institutional check on the power of the
executive, and a watchdog over corruption and cronyism, lies in the role of
the news media. Independent reporting has contributed on certain occasions
to decisive events in Ukrainian politics, notably during the ‘orange revolution’.
Ukraine is characterized by a vibrant and politically diverse newspaper indus-
try, which is largely free of censorship and government interference, although
observers note the continued harassment of journalists for reporting on stories
critical of government officials. The decade under President Kuchma’s rule saw
the closure of a number of opposition papers and a marked deterioration in
human rights. Moreover, several journalists investigating high-profile crimes
died in mysterious circumstances. The most prominent case was the journalist
Georgiy Gongadze, who disappeared in September 2000; his body was found
two months later.

Today all the main newspapers are privately owned, some by oligarchs
and individuals with close ties to the government, and offer a wide range of
opinions as well as factual reporting. For example, Zerkalo Nedeli is Ukraine’s
most influential analytical weekly, published in Ukrainian and Russian. Widely
read by the Ukrainian elite, the paper is nonpartisan. It was highly critical of
both major parties in Ukraine. It employs high journalistic standards and offers
political analysis, exclusive interviews, and opinion. There are hundreds of state
and private television and radio stations, and Radio Free Europe has resumed
broadcasting after being shut down in 2004. In contrast to Uzbekistan, in the
same ratings of press freedom worldwide, Ukraine was rated in 2007 as 112th
out of 195 nations by Freedom House, and it was ranked 105th out of 164
countries by the Reporters without Borders Press Freedom Index. The last few
years have also seen resurgence in press freedom according to the Freedom
House index (see Figure 8.4). The future of democracy in Ukraine remains
uncertain but the constitutional reforms brought in under Yushchenko seem
likely to strengthen the consensual arrangements, by increasing the proportion-
ality of the electoral system, boosting the power of parliament, and limiting the
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figure 8.4. Press Freedom in Ukraine and Uzbekistan, 1994–2007. Note: Freedom
House Press Freedom Index, 1994–2007, 100-pt scale (reversed, higher = greater
freedom).

role of the president. If this lays the foundation for a genuine power-sharing
constitutional settlement which is accepted by all parties, then in the long
term this should help to promote consolidation, given the evidence presented
throughout this study.

conclusions

Overall the cross-national analysis lends considerable support to the claims of
liberal theorists about the critical role of the free press, as one of the major com-
ponents buttressing democratic transitions and consolidation. The independent
media functions as another check and balance on government, although it
remains unclear which of the roles of the free press – as watchdog, as civic
forum, or as agenda setter – is most important in this relationship. Plausi-
bly, for example, the effectiveness of the press as watchdogs should have the
greatest impact upon stamping out corruption and promoting transparency
and freedom of information, while their function in calling attention to social
problems should influence government responsiveness to policy problems.

The illustrative case studies from post-Soviet Eurasia reinforce many of the
claims about the role of independent journalism which are pervasive in lib-
eral theory, including the core argument that independent journalism matters,
both intrinsically and instrumentally. Policies which eradicate limits on the
freedom of information and communication, whether due to state censorship,
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intimidation and harassment of journalists, or private media oligopolies, there-
fore have important consequences for those seeking to strengthen transitions
from autocracy, although how far freedom expression and communication can
contribute to the consolidation of democratic development in the particular
cases compared here remains an open question at this stage.
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What Works?

Lessons for Public Policy

In conclusion, what are the implications of this study for comparative research
in the social sciences seeking to understand processes of democratization, as
well as for practical reformers, NGOs, and agencies in the international com-
munity actively engaged in peace building and promoting democracy? This
chapter summarizes the main findings developed throughout the book, and
it considers further issues which skeptics could raise in response to the argu-
ment. One potential methodological criticism concerns the dangers of self-
selection bias in the cases used for illustration and whether this invalidates the
evidence. In addition, are power-sharing constitutions a practical and viable
reform which should be advocated by domestic reformers and the interna-
tional development community, as an effective strategy with a realistic chance
of success? There are many reasons for caution about this claim. In particular,
it should be emphasized that many alternative political reforms should also
be implemented, beyond those discussed within this study; opportunities for
major constitutional reform often remain extremely restricted; the odds of suc-
cess in generating durable ends to civil wars are daunting; and the conditions of
deep-rooted poverty and fragile states make democratic development through
power-sharing agreements extremely challenging. Reflecting upon these issues
provides insights into the fundamental role, and also limits, of institutional
reforms.

the impact of power-sharing arrangements

Power-sharing arrangements are understood here to include four features as
the basic building blocks, used singly or in combination. Proportional electoral
systems with low vote thresholds and reserved seats facilitate the inclusion
of minority parties in the legislature, opening the door to representation in
multiparty coalitional cabinet government. Federal and decentralized arrange-
ments allow minor parties to build a local power base and a degree of regional
autonomy in the communities where their support is most concentrated. In
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parliamentary monarchies, prime ministers face many checks and balances on
their decision-making authority within the cabinet and the legislature, includ-
ing the ultimate sanction of removal from office. And an independent pluralistic
news media in civil society, free of state control, scrutinizes the conduct of the
powerful; expands transparency, accountability, and open government; and
provides the foundation for informed choice by the electorate.

As outlined in the opening chapter, advocates make strong claims that
power-sharing regimes encourage moderate and cooperative behavior among
contending groups in divided societies.1 Through inclusive processes in repre-
sentative bodies, consociational democracies are thought to manage and con-
tain ethnic tensions, armed uprisings, and intercommunal violence, helping to
build peace and stabilize fragile democracies in plural societies. Rebel factions
are encouraged to lay down their arms and to contest power as political par-
ties, gradually becoming integrated into the conventional process of bargaining
and compromise. These assumptions have shaped constitutional agreements
in many recent peace-settlements, as exemplified by the Dayton Agreement
governing Bosnia-Herzegovina and the Good Friday agreement in Northern
Ireland. They remain at the heart of constitutional talks and peace-building
initiatives in many countries, such as Nepal, Sudan, and Sri Lanka, which are
currently searching for a solution for deep-rooted armed conflict.2 Despite the
popularity of these ideas, theories about power-sharing constitutions always
attracted many critics challenging the core claims, the precise classification
of cases, and the consequences of these arrangements.3 Skeptics have empha-
sized the breakdown of these arrangements, such as in Lebanon and Cyprus.
Controversy surrounding consociational theory has continued for almost
40 years. Despite a wealth of case studies cited by both proponents and critics,
many issues remain unresolved. Over successive elections, proponents argue
that power-sharing regimes generally serve to reduce conflict in deeply divided
societies by providing rivals with a stake in the government, thereby facili-
tating a durable constitutional settlement, political stability, and the underly-
ing conditions under which democracy flourishes. In response, critics suggest,
the incentives under power-sharing regimes can unintentionally serve to freeze
group boundaries and heighten latent ethnic identities, thus failing to ensure the
long-term conditions leading toward stability and democratic consolidation.4

This long-standing controversy generates important questions for scholarly
researchers seeking to understand the underlying drivers of the democratiza-
tion process. It raises even more pressing issues for domestic reformers and
the international community trying to implement effective peace-settlements,
rebuild failed states, and promote democratic governance.

The opening chapter outlined the theoretical reasons why power-sharing
arrangements have been thought to generate incentives leading toward more
stable processes of democratic consolidation, especially in plural societies
divided into distinct communities. The study has presented the results of the sys-
tematic cross-national time-series analysis for patterns of regimes worldwide
since the early-1970s, along with the selected paired case-study narratives,
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which point in a consistent direction. The cumulative results reinforce and
confirm the advantages of power-sharing institutions which have often been
assumed, irrespective of which particular indicators are selected to measure
democracy, even with the controls used in the series of multivariate models.
Societies which are deeply divided, whether by identities based on religion,
language, region/nationality, ethnicity, or race, which are emerging from deep-
rooted conflict should consider adopting power-sharing arrangements in demo-
cratic constitutional settlements.

Before examining the role of institutions, models have to control for broader
conditions associated with democratic consolidation. Previous chapters con-
firmed the relationship between wealth and democratic consolidation in a vari-
ety of contexts and circumstances. The results of the analysis presented in this
study lend further confirmation to the classic Lipset proposition that democra-
cies usually flourish in wealthy economies. Democracies are also more likely to
be found in countries with a British colonial heritage, in regions where there are
many other democracies and outside the Middle East, in more homogeneous
societies, and in nations with smaller populations. Nevertheless the relationship
between the underlying characteristics and the type of regime remains proba-
bilistic, and it was found to explain, at most, between one-half and two-thirds
of the variance in democratization found during the third wave period. The
case of South Korea plausibly fits the Lipset theory, but, as Singapore shows,
many important outliers remain.

Electoral rules are some of the most basic institutional features of a regime
and these determine much else about how democracy works, including patterns
of party competitions, levels of electoral participation, and the representation
of women and cultural minorities. The results of the analysis presented in this
study confirmed that PR electoral systems are more democratic than majori-
tarian systems, especially in divided societies. The case studies of electoral
reform in the United Kingdom and New Zealand suggested that either PR with
low thresholds or positive action strategies (or both) can be used to facilitate
the election of representatives and groups drawn from minority communities.
The adoption of the additional member system in Scotland and Wales boosted
the electoral success of nationalist parties in regional contests, with the Scottish
National Party taking the reins of the regional government in a minority admin-
istration in 2007, although so far their increased support has not translated into
greater representation in Westminster general elections. This process has also
led to greater party fragmentation in Scotland. In New Zealand, the mixed
member proportional electoral system strengthened the inclusion of Maoris,
Asians, and Pacific Islanders, although it has also facilitated the success of the
New Zealand First party on a platform of cultural protection, and thus stirred
up greater controversy about issues of Maori rights and multiculturalism.

Another critical aspect of constitutional choice concerns the type of exec-
utive. The idea that presidential democracies are less stable and more prone
to regime breakdown has a long pedigree, but the comparative evidence has
been challenged by those who argue that there are many different types of
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presidential regimes, rather than just one category. Comparisons of the empir-
ical evidence have usually been limited to historical patterns in Latin America
and Western Europe, rather than considering types of executives found else-
where. This study developed a new typology of executives, based on a few
simple criteria, including the formal constitutional structure of a unified or
dual executive and the forms of selection and tenure for executives. The con-
clusions from the analysis using this typology are that parliamentary monar-
chies have a demonstrably better record at democratic consolidation, as many
have commonly argued, compared with presidential republics. This is also true
if the comparison is limited to elected presidential republics compared with
parliamentary monarchies. Mixed republics – the type of executive which has
proved most popular for many new constitutions during the last decade –
display a somewhat inconsistent record. Nevertheless this type of executive
has a poorer record of democracy than parliamentary republics, according to
the indicators provided by Freedom House and Polity IV. And presidential
republics also have a poorer record than parliamentary monarchies according
to direct indicators of crisis events, such as experience of coups d’etat, political
assassinations, and riots. The reasons are that parliamentary systems are led by
a prime minister who can be replaced without a major constitutional crisis if
he or she loses backbench support, a mechanism which provides an additional
safety valve. The incentives for cooperation and consultation between the exec-
utive and legislature are likely to promote accommodation and compromise in
parliamentary systems, fostering stability. The dual executive found in par-
liamentary monarchies divides the ceremonial head of state from the prime
minister, who functions as the effective head of government. This ensures state
continuity even when governments collapse in crisis.

Parliamentary republics and proportional electoral systems generate hori-
zontal checks and balances in the core institutions of state. By contrast, feder-
alism and decentralization lead toward vertical power-sharing among multiple
layers of government. Processes of decentralization take diverse forms. Fed-
eralism is one important mechanism, but fiscal, administrative, and political
decentralization can also transfer power to bodies in the public sector (local
government elected officials and executive bodies), as well as those in civil
society (nongovernmental organizations and community, philanthropic, and
voluntary associations), and in the private sector (such as through privatiza-
tion and contracting out of services). The typology of vertical power-sharing
constitutional arrangements used in this study defined unitary constitutions as
those where the national government retains sovereignty over all subnational
tiers. In this system, the presidential executive branch, or the prime minister
heading the largest party in the lower house of the national parliament, has
both de jure and de facto authority to override all other regulations, directives,
and decisions emanating from subnational units. Constitutions were classi-
fied as federal if governments had national and subnational units, in a com-
pound polity where each tier possesses certain autonomous functions. Hybrid
unions, the intermediate category, represent those constitutions where some
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independent powers are granted for certain subnational units or dependent ter-
ritories, but where sovereignty remains ultimately with the central government.
The results of the time-series cross-national analysis using this typology con-
firmed the claims that compared with unitary states, federal arrangements were
associated with a stronger performance of democracy, even after controlling
for many other factors commonly linked with democratization. Moreover the
illustrative cases drawn from Southeast Asia explain the underlying reasons
why federal and decentralized vertical forms of power-sharing have helped
democracy persist in India, despite the odds in a vast, poor, and deeply divided
society, while it has foundered in neighboring Bangladesh.

The free press is one of the major institutions buttressing democratic transi-
tions and consolidation. The cross-national time-series data demonstrates that
the independent media functions as another check and balance on the govern-
ment executive, even after controlling for other democratic institutions. This
relationship operates primarily through the roles of the media as watchdog,
civic forum, and agenda setter. The case studies of Ukraine and Uzbekistan in
post-Soviet Eurasia reinforce many of the claims about the role of independent
journalism, showing how this mattered in facilitating the orange revolution
in the former, while suppressing dissent in the latter. Policies which eradi-
cate limits on the freedom of information and communication, whether due to
state censorship, intimidation and harassment of journalists, or private media
oligopolies, therefore have important consequences by deterring transitions
from autocracy.

self-selection bias in the choice of cases?

The evidence used to support these arguments combines qualitative and quan-
titative analysis. One legitimate question which arises concerns the choice
of cases for comparison in this book. Small-N qualitative case studies have
often been used to illustrate the pros and cons of power-sharing regimes. This
approach is invaluable as a way to explore the complex processes of regime
change, using historical narrative to describe detailed developments and spe-
cific practices within each nation.5 Cases help to develop grounded theories, to
derive testable propositions, and to explore the underlying causal mechanisms
driving processes of regime change. This approach is particularly illuminating
in considering outliers which are atypical, such as the one-party rule persist-
ing in wealthy Singapore in contrast to the persistence of Indian democracy
despite widespread poverty, and the reasons why these nations deviate from
the generally observed pattern.

This method is unable to resolve the debate between proponents and critics
of power-sharing, however, since the potential danger of selection bias means
that different cases can be cited on both sides of the argument. The paired exam-
ples used in this book were chosen to illustrate the underlying processes estab-
lished in the broader cross-national time-series data, but, arguably, other partic-
ular cases could always be used to challenge the argument. For every apparent
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success of power-sharing arrangements, there are other notable failures.6 Many
historical examples can be cited, exemplified by Lebanon, where the 1943
National Pact divided power among the major religious communities, a system
which collapsed in 1975 when civil war erupted. Other cases include Cyprus
prior to 1963, when civil war led to partition between the Greek and Turkish
communities. Another potential failure concerns the intricate consociational
arrangements for power-sharing along ethnic lines developed in the new con-
stitution for Bosnia and Herzegovina set up by the Dayton Agreement, which
have been blamed for reinforcing ethnic divisions.7 Czechoslovakia also exper-
imented with these arrangements briefly from 1989 to 1993, before the ‘velvet
revolution’ produced peaceful succession into two separate states. Elsewhere,
many peace-building negotiations and treaties have offered a degree of self-
autonomy for rebel groups and armed factions through regional government
and decentralization, with different degrees of success.8

Elsewhere, even within the same region, power-sharing has been judged to
have very different degrees of success, such as in the West African cases of
Rwanda, the Democratic Republic of Congo, and Burundi.9 Given the mixed
bag of positive and negative experiences in different nations, clearly the power-
sharing arrangements compared in this study cannot be claimed to be sufficient
for containing communal violence and preventing outbreaks of open hostility,
as multiple other factors may outweigh the institutional arrangements. Not
surprisingly, given the complexity of the challenge, there is no single solution
which can automatically be applied to guarantee peace-building operations will
succeed. Constitutional design is more of an art than a science. Nor can it be
claimed that power-sharing arrangements are necessary for containing potential
sources of communal conflict; the outright suppression of ethnic identities and
minority rights is another strategy employed by strong states, as illustrated by
the containment of ethnic divisions in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia prior
to dissolution and the outbreak of the Balkan wars, the bloodiest conflicts
in Europe since the end of World War II.10 The paired cases selected for
comparison in successive chapters are striking illustrations of countries which
are similar in many (although not all) important regards and yet which took
divergent pathways in their political development, arriving at contrasting end
points today.

Nevertheless because of the methodological limitations of potential selection
bias, case studies alone are unable to resolve the debate over power-sharing.
Greater weight should be given to the more systematic evidence presented in
this research, derived from the cross-national time-series data, covering all
countries worldwide since the early-1970s. As Brady and Collier argue, it is
the combination of econometric techniques and qualitative case studies which
becomes more powerful than either method used in isolation.11 What this
evidence demonstrates is that power-sharing arrangements increase the proba-
bility of democratic governance’s succeeding, even after controlling for factors
such as economic development, ethnic heterogeneity, and colonial background,
all of which are also significantly associated with patterns of democratization.
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are power-sharing constitutional reforms a realistic
strategy for reformers?

The last issue which needs to be addressed concerns the claim that power-
sharing, even if effective in reducing or managing conflict, is not necessarily
the most practical and realistic strategy to achieve a peace-settlement and con-
solidate democracy in divided societies. There are four reasons, in particular,
offered to support this claim. The first emphasizes that there are many other
types of initiatives which help to strengthen democratic governance, beyond the
institutional reforms discussed here. The second stresses the rigidity of constitu-
tional arrangements. The third concerns the fundamental difficulties of achiev-
ing any success in peace building and resolving conflict. The last is derived from
the sequential arguments that the economic conditions and/or the basic func-
tions of the state have to be established first before power-sharing arrangements
can be implemented with any realistic chance of success. These are important
considerations, but these claims rest, ultimately, on flawed assumptions.

what of other strategies for strengthening
democratic governance?

One potential issue which arises concerns the narrow institutional focus of
the book. The study should certainly not be read as suggesting that these are
the only constitutional reforms which are important for power-sharing agree-
ments, still less that this is the only strategy possible for building sustainable
democratic governance and resolving conflict. Of course many other political
institutions associated with democracy and good governance, which are not
discussed in this limited study, may also contribute toward dispersing decision
making in power-sharing regimes. Most notably, this includes the vital role
of the independent judiciary and constitutional courts, functioning as a classic
check on the executive, protecting human rights, and establishing the rule of
law as an essential function of the state. The bureaucratic structure of the pub-
lic sector provides the chain of accountability for the delivery of public goods
and services which stretches from public servants to elected leaders and thus to
the electorate. Pluralistic competition among multiple voluntary groups, com-
munity associations, and new social movements is widely seen as critical for
the vitality of civil society, as well as promoting bargaining and compromise
among rival interests and providing opportunities for civic engagement and vol-
untary community work. Positive action mechanisms such as legal quotas help
ensure the inclusion of women and cultural minorities in public office, widen-
ing social diversity within legislatures and executives. Limits on the political
powers and role of the security forces maintain the military, police, and secret
service under civilian control. The parliamentary voting rules and provisions
for minority vetoes provide checks and balances within coalition multiparty
governments. Reforms which promote transparency, such as rights to access to
information laws, encourage open government, increase the ability of citizens



216 Conclusions

and journalists to scrutinize the policymaking process, and reduce opportu-
nities for corruption and malfeasance in public office. Liberalization through
market mechanisms is another way of dispersing economic power and divesting
patronage from state control, through a variety of privatization, private-public
partnerships, deregulation, and contracting out policies. Central bank indepen-
dence can be regarded as playing a similar role, through limiting state control
of macroeconomic policy.

Reflecting recognition of these considerations, an emerging set of interna-
tional norms and standards supporting democratic governance has been pro-
moted by many global and regional bodies. The last decade has experienced
growing initiatives and a range of activities by national reformers, bilateral
donors, regional multinational bodies, nonprofit foundations, and democracy
movements in many countries designed to strengthen and consolidate demo-
cratic institutions and processes.12 The international emphasis on strengthen-
ing democratic governance is reflected in the activities of regional multilateral
bodies, including the Organization of American States, the European Union,
the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, the Commonwealth of Nations, the African Union, the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations, and the Arab League.13 Major bilat-
eral donors in the development community, such as USAID, Dfid in the United
Kingdom, and CIDA in Canada, have devoted growing resources to promoting
democracy.14 Under the Bush administration, the notion of democracy promo-
tion to root out extremism and violence has taken center stage in American
foreign policy, but although the priority given to this idea has been higher
than usual, this rhetoric reflects a long tradition within the United States.15

In the nonprofit sector, the democracy promotion process is exemplified by
programs run by the International Foundation for Electoral Systems (IFES),
the Soros Foundation and Open Society Institute, the Forum of Federations,
Transparency International, and International IDEA.16 Transnational activist
networks and NGOs have also been very active, including those concerned
with monitoring human rights, such as Amnesty International, the Committee
to Protect Journalists, and Human Rights Watch, among others.17

Within the international community, the United Nations plays a lead role in
this activity.18 The United Nations Development Programme spends approx-
imately $1.4 billion per year in this area, making it the largest organization
providing technical assistance on democratic governance worldwide. The UN
Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UNDESA) works on issues of
ethics and public administration, decentralization, and e-government. In the
areas of human rights, the UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human
Rights (UNOHCHR) has the normative mandate and specific responsibility to
monitor human rights violations. The Department of Political Affairs (DPA),
specifically the Electoral Administration Division, has played an important
role in elections, while the UN Department of Peace Keeping Operations
(DPKO) has focused on state-building and transitional governance issues, along
with the UNDP Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery. The UN Capital
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Development Fund (UNCDF) has emphasized decentralization, local gover-
nance, and microfinance initiatives to achieve the Millennium Development
Goals. The UN Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) has the normative man-
date on corruption and helps build national capacities for the implementation
and monitoring of the UN Convention against Corruption. On the issue of
women’s participation in the political process, the UN Development Fund
for Women (UNIFEM) is a key agency. UNESCO has led on activities pro-
moting freedom of expression and protecting cultural diversity. The World
Bank has emphasized the importance of strengthening ‘good governance’ to
achieve sustainable development, emphasizing the principles of transparency,
accountability, and efficiency in the public sector and the role of private-public
partnerships in development. The World Bank has also pioneered work on
indicators of good governance. Work by these organizations within the United
Nations therefore seeks to promote democratic governance and development
assistance, both at global and at country level, through multiple strategies and
approaches.

Much of the emphasis of the international democracy promotion efforts has
focused upon building civil society, including sustained efforts to strengthen
voluntary associations and community organizations and interest groups,
building social capital and networks which connect citizens and the state. Voter
and civic education programs have played an important part in these activi-
ties. USAID, for example, one of the largest international democracy assistance
agencies, spent over $2.4 million on civil societies initiatives from 1990 to 2003,
about 40% of its total budget on democracy assistance.19 Another major set
of activities and programs have been devoted to promoting effective electoral
systems and processes, including developing the capacity of electoral manage-
ment bodies to administer elections, training professional staff, and sending
international observers to monitor and report on standards.20 Many founda-
tions have also emphasized providing assistance for party-building initiatives
and programs, through strengthening party organizations and internal party
democracy. The attack on corruption through strengthening transparency and
integrity in government, as well as traditional work on public administration
reform, has been given added impetus by development agencies concerned that
basic public services will fail to be delivered, and aid will not meet its objec-
tives, if there is widespread inefficiency, venality, and malfeasance in the public
sector. As discussed in Chapter 7, one of the major trends in activities involves
decentralizing government through strengthening local authorities and engag-
ing local communities in development. Human rights monitoring is critical to
calling the attention of the world to abuses of civil liberties, by international
agencies and local NGOs, along with establishing human rights commissions,
legal reforms, truth commissions, and war crime tribunals. Law enforcement,
the courts, and judicial agencies have also been strengthened, along with civil-
ian control over the military.

All these initiatives, and many others, are part of the difficult long-term
process of facilitating democracy and building capacity, especially in fragile
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and postconflict states. The impact of each of these institutions on patterns
of democratization remains to be classified and analyzed systematically in fur-
ther research, beyond the limits of this study, to explore their role and relative
importance in this process. The book does not claim to provide a comprehen-
sive and thorough examination of all the diverse mechanisms of power-sharing.
There is no simple set of institutional reforms which can reduce conflict and
build peace without many other conditions. What is claimed here is that the
four types of power-sharing arrangements within each state which are ana-
lyzed at the heart of this book are some of the most important building blocks
in any constitutional arrangements designed to build sustainable democracy,
whether promoted by domestic reformers or influenced by the international
development community. There are serious measurement problems in classify-
ing and developing suitable comparative indicators for all these institutional
arrangements with any degree of reliability, especially for longitudinal time-
series analysis. New work with a database classifying and comparing constitu-
tional provisions is emerging which will eventually help to overcome some of
these hurdles.21 It seems likely that other forms of power-sharing will probably
have a similar impact on patterns of democratization to that of those we have
studied here, using the same basic theoretical logic, although this remains to
be confirmed in further research.

how often are constitutions amended?

Another related argument rests on the way that the institutional arrangements
which define the role of the head of state and government, the federal division
of powers, and the basic type of electoral system, embodied in written con-
stitutions or special laws, are relatively fixed and immutable. As such, even if
reform is highly desirable, it is not a practical step which could be considered by
practitioners. As a result, it could be concluded that alternative strategies such
as providing technical support designed to strengthen grassroots NGOs in civil
society, to provide civic education, or to facilitate community participation
may prove more effective reforms which could be implemented by govern-
ments and supported by the international community to strengthen democratic
governance in the short to medium term.

As noted, the institutional features which are the focus of this study are only
one way that democracy can be strengthened, and many other initiatives need
to be implemented, especially in electoral democracies and countries which are
in the process of deepening the quality of democratic governance. It is true that
major constitutional reforms which generate regime change are relatively rare,
especially in established democracies. Formal written constitutions are often
resilient pacts which are designed to be difficult to alter by formal amendment,
especially where these documents are regarded as legitimate and an impor-
tant symbol of the nation-state. At the same time, more minor reforms, for
example, adjusting detailed features of electoral systems and processes, such
as the average district magnitude, the ballot structure, or the vote threshold,
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have been found to be far more common than is usually assumed, even within
established democracies.22 The powers of the states and the federal govern-
ment are often revised, including through the creation of new states to resolve
communal conflict (such as in India), while further reforms for devolution and
the decentralization of government are widespread in many nations. Although
fundamental constitutions are often enduring, a recent comprehensive review
has compared all national constitutions worldwide since 1789 and estimated
that the average life span is only 16 years.23 Wholesale constitutional revision is
particularly common among newer democracies in Latin America. More minor
constitutional amendments are often far more frequent, depending upon the
requirements established for revision and the role of constitutional courts in
this process. The establishment of a new constitution, specifying the core nor-
mative principles and the rules determining the structure of the state, represents
an integral part of the peace-building process for newly independent nations,
for ‘failed’ states where the previous central authority has collapsed, and for
societies emerging from civil conflict. As a result, understanding the options
which are available for designing and implementing new constitutions is vital;
once the rules of the game are negotiated and agreed, they will determine much
else in the regime.

the odds of success?

Another critique emphasizes that most postconflict agreements often have poor
chances of success: for example, Collier estimated that 40% of civil wars recur
within a decade and thus, on average, a country that has terminated civil war
can expect the outbreak of a new round of fighting within six years.24 Research
on civil wars suggests that cease-fires imposed by external powers on a country
after intense ethnic conflict seem least likely to survive and to provide durable
peace-settlements, particularly once the outside powers withdraw and cease
to enforce the arrangement.25 Furthermore, in civil wars where third parties
intervene by economic, diplomatic, or military means, conflicts persist, except
when the intervention clearly supports the stronger party, in which case it
generally shortens conflict. Compared to a peace agreement or a cease-fire,
civil wars that end with an outright victory are three times less likely to recur,
possibly because one party is sufficiently subdued or deterred from fighting
again.26

Given these patterns, it is true that institutional theories of power-sharing
which focus upon societies such as Belgium, Switzerland, or the Netherlands (or
even Lebanon, South Africa, and Malaysia) may underestimate certain prac-
tical realities about achieving durable agreements in contemporary societies,
such as the DRC, Liberia, or Sierra Leone, which are emerging from decades
of violent rebellion, prolonged militant hostilities, and armed uprisings. The
initial period of state building and controlling conflict is one fraught with con-
siderable uncertainties and risks, where a few spoilers may use violent tactics
to block full implementation of any constitutional settlement. If there is one
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outright victor at the end of a prolonged civil war, this situation may strengthen
the chances of a durable peace, although, equally, it may make achieving initial
agreement to any negotiated power-sharing arrangement more difficult. Mov-
ing toward reconstruction and reconciliation is an even more challenging stage
of conflict resolution.27 Against this argument, it should be emphasized that
both PR electoral systems and decentralized decision making through territorial
autonomy have been confirmed as important peace-building strategies, leading
toward a lasting conflict reduction after civil war.28 Again, no single strategy
of reform can guarantee peace building; there will be multiple cases of failure.
Given the odds, the claim is not that power-sharing will guarantee the end
of prolonged conflict or prevent its future recurrence. But the odds of power-
sharing will improve under power-sharing constitutions such as federalism and
decentralization, proportional electoral systems, and parliamentary monarchy
executives. The vast research on the many complex conditions leading to the
end of conflict has often examined the classic issue of whether democracy
leads toward peace. International relations scholars should place far greater
emphasis on understanding the particular type of institutions which are agreed
and implemented in any postconflict constitutional settlement, issues which are
surprisingly neglected in the peace-building literature.

development first?

Finally, the ‘sequencing’ argument asserts that in practice the adoption of any
power-sharing arrangements has to wait until the conditions are ripe, in partic-
ular until economic development or rebuilding of the core functions of the state
is achieved, where this is regarded as an essential foundation for achieving a
sustainable democratic government. The continuing strong and robust relation-
ship between wealth and democracy was confirmed in Chapter 4, irrespective
of the controls and the particular indicator of democracy which are selected
in alternative models. Rich nations are not inevitably more democratic, as we
observed earlier with the case of Singapore. Nevertheless in poorer nations
it remains hard to generate the conditions of sustained economic prosperity
which facilitate and buttress lasting institutional reforms.

The sequencing argument is also seen as a barrier to power-sharing agree-
ments, where it is argued that first the state needs to be capable of maintaining
security and basic services, prior to the stage of agreeing upon any power-
sharing constitutional arrangement and then holding any democratic elections.
The case of Iraq illustrates the complexities of this claim. Multiple reasons can
be offered to help explain political failure in Iraq and this case draws attention
to the limits of constitutional engineering alone. The design of the Iraqi consti-
tution adopted in October 2005 contained many elements of power-sharing.
This included the use of a closed list proportional representation electoral sys-
tem for the 275-member House of Representatives, as well as positive action
mechanisms used most successfully to achieve the election of women candi-
dates. A multiparty coalition government was established with a mixed type



What Works? Lessons for Public Policy 221

of executive, where powers were divided between the prime minister, Nuri al-
Maliki, and an indirectly elected three-person presidential council, headed by
Jalal Talabani. After the January 2005 elections, there were some initial hopes
that the Shi’a and Sunni parties within the National Assembly and members
of the coalition government would start to engage in an effective political pro-
cess of bargaining and coalition building. Instead the National Assembly and
the coalition government headed by Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki appeared
to be immobilized from making any effective gestures to bridge the chasm
which deepened between the Shi’a and Sunni communities. Widespread sec-
tarian strife and carnage on the streets of Iraq accelerated after the election,
despite the formal power-sharing arrangements.

The special circumstance of contemporary Iraq remains to be played out,
along with the historical debate about the precise causes of the failure.29 The
role of the power-sharing arrangements in the constitutional settlement, how-
ever, is open to alternative perspectives. One perspective emphasizes that it
was premature to sign a power-sharing constitutional settlement in October
2005, along with holding popular elections a few months later, as these events
occurred prior to establishing effective state institutions capable of maintaining
security and delivering basic public services. In the sequencing view, the heart
of the governability crisis in the Iraqi state arose from the complete collapse
of both the administrative and coercive capacities, including its ministries,
their civil servants, police force, and army, in part due to the radical policy
of de-Baathification which deconstructed the machinery of state.30 Delaying
the elections and the implementation of the power-sharing arrangements until
after basic public institutions had been rebuilt, in this perspective, might have
prevented the legislative stalemate and lack of state capacity to deal with the
conflict and violence which ensued.

Yet alternatively, it is also arguable that a more radical power-sharing agree-
ment in Iraq could have worked better by building trust in the legitimacy of the
new constitution and reducing popular resentment among the Sunni commu-
nity, as well as greater autonomy for the Kurds in the north. This logic has led
to a proposal to share the division of oil and gas revenues among rival commu-
nities and regions, to end laws preventing former Baathist Party members from
taking government jobs, and to consider further steps in the contentious issue
of federalism.31 Historians will have to decide which interpretation provides
the more accurate assessment once events have unfolded more fully. What can
be concluded with greater confidence at this stage is that the power-sharing
constitutional arrangements which governed the country after October 2005
have not proved capable of overcoming the deep divisions within the admin-
istration to produce a viable and legitimate state, capable of acting with unity
to restore basic public services, let alone led to any rebuilding of security and
cessation of the broader conflict in society.

At the same time, despite these observations, it would be too pessimistic to
conclude that reforms for more democratic governance should be delayed until
the ‘right’ conditions are achieved. One reason is that this course would unduly
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delay opportunities for democratic reform when they arise in many develop-
ing countries in Africa and Asia which are afflicted with deep and endur-
ing poverty. The 2006 Millennium Development Goals Report suggests some
significant signs of global progress in human development: rates of extreme
poverty fell globally since 1990, from 29% to 19% of the world’s population,
largely as a result of economic growth in Asia.32 Universal primary educa-
tion is in sight, with great strides registered in Southern Asia. Some countries
have made rapid and sustained improvements in the lives of their citizens. But
positive gains remain uneven worldwide and the situation in some places has
stagnated or even worsened. Estimates suggest that on the basis of projections
from current trends, the world will fall short of achieving many of the key
Millennium targets. More people now experience chronic hunger than in the
early-1990s. Deaths and new infections from HIV are growing. Rapid defor-
estation continues. Half the population in developing countries still lacks basic
sanitation. Surging economic growth has markedly improved the average GDP
in China and India, but inequalities within each society have simultaneously
worsened. Sub-Saharan Africa trails far behind on multiple developmental
indicators, where many countries remain mired in deep-rooted poverty, and
social deprivation and poverty have worsened during the last two decades, not
improved.33 At the same time, democracies can persist and flourish in poorer
nations, as illustrated by the cases of Benin, Mali, and South Africa. It is a
false and outdated assumption that democratic institutions can only be devel-
oped successfully once a basic level of economic and social development is
realized. Moreover the constitutional arrangements are often decided as part
of any cease-fire and negotiated or imposed peace-settlement, so that if the
core functions of the state are rebuilt without an initial agreement to power-
sharing among rival communities, it seems unlikely that this will happen once
incumbents are entrenched in power or that the government which arises from
this process will be based on any sense of popular legitimacy. While focusing
upon understanding the outcome and impact of institutions, the book has not
discussed how power-sharing arrangements are negotiated and agreed, a topic
well deserving its own future study.

Therefore it should be recognized that power-sharing arrangements are the
best chance of success for sustaining democracy, while recognizing that this
claim should be interpreted cautiously, with many qualifiers. Many alternative
political reforms should also be implemented, beyond those discussed here;
opportunities for regime change often remain extremely limited; the odds of
success in peace building and peace maintenance in fragile postconflict states
are daunting; and the conditions of enduring poverty and rebuilding of the
state make democratic development through power-sharing extremely chal-
lenging. Against the odds, the indicators of trends in democratization in this
book demonstrate that there has been considerable progress around the globe
from the early-1970s, with the start of the ‘third wave’ of democratization, to
the end of the twentieth century. Still today many developing nations remain
in the gray zone stranded between democracy and autocracy.34 The world may
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be experiencing a recent backlash against democracy promotion; some major
nations which had experienced periods of electoral democracy have regressed
in recent years, whether afflicted by violence at the ballot box and outbreaks of
rioting (Nigeria), problems of rampant corruption (Bangladesh, Kenya), greater
restrictions on human rights and civil liberties (Russia), limits on freedom of
the press and an expansion of executive powers (Venezuela), or the suspension
of democratic constitutional processes through outright military coups (Thai-
land, Pakistan, Fiji). In 2007, Freedom House reported that the proportion of
‘free’ countries has failed to increase during the last decade, while authoritarian
rule has become further entrenched in some of the world’s poorest countries,
including in Zimbabwe, Burma, and Uzbekistan.35 In this context, given the
complexity of the challenge, no single initiative or program can succeed alone.
Among the alternative strategies which can be used to assist and strengthen the
democratization process, however, the evidence presented here indicates that
reforms which promote and implement power-sharing constitutional arrange-
ments should be more widely recognized as one of the most promising avenues
to contribute toward lasting peace-settlements and sustainable democracy.
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Description of the Variables and Data Sources

Name Description and Source Obs.

Ethno-linguistic
fractionalization

The share of languages spoken as ‘mother tongues’ in
each country, generally derived from national census
data, as reported in the Encyclopaedia Britannica 2001.
The fractionalization index is computed as one minus
the Herfindahl index of ethno-linguistic group share,
reflecting the probability that two randomly selected
individuals from a population belonged to different
groups.

181

Alesina, Devleeschauwer, Easterly, Kurlat, and
Wacziarg 2003.

Religious
fractionalization

The share of the population adhering to different
religions in each country, as reported in the
Encyclopaedia Britannica 2001 and related sources.
The fractionalization index is computed as one minus
the Herfindahl index of ethnoreligious group share,
reflecting the probability that two randomly selected
individuals from a population belonged to different
groups.

190

Alesina, Devleeschauwer, Easterly, Kurlat, and
Wacziarg 2003.

Freedom House
liberal democracy
index

The Gastil index, the 7-point scale used by Freedom
House, measuring political rights and civil liberties
annually since 1972.

191

Freedom in the World. www.Freedomhouse.com

(continued )
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Name Description and Source Obs.

Change in
Freedom House
index

The mean change in the Gastil index, the 7-point scale
used by Freedom House, measuring political rights and
civil liberties every year.

167

Freedom in the World. www.Freedomhouse.com

Polity IV
constitutional
democracy index

The Polity IV Project classifies democracy and autocracy
in each nation-year as a composite score of different
characteristics relating to authority structures. The
dataset constructs a 10-point democracy scale by coding
the competitiveness of political participation (1–3), the
competitiveness of executive recruitment (1–2), the
openness of executive recruitment (1), and the
constraints on the chief executive (1–4). Autocracy is
measured by negative versions of the same indices. The
two scales are combined into a single
democracy-autocracy score varying from −10 to +10.
The democracy-autocracy index for 2000 was recoded
to a 20-point positive scale from low (autocracy) to
high (democracy).

Marshall and Jaggers 2002.

Vanhanen
participatory
democracy index

Vanhanen developed a scaled measure of democracy in
each country according to two criteria, the degree of
electoral competition (measured by the share of the vote
won by the largest party in the national legislature) and
the degree of electoral participation (the proportion of
the total population who voted in national legislative
elections), which are combined to yield a 100-pt index
of participatory democracy.

Vanhanen 2000.

Cheibub and
Gandhi contested
democracy
classification

This classification of regimes from 1950 to 1990 was
originally developed by Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub,
and Limongi, and the time-series was subsequently
extended to 2000 by Cheibub and Gandhi. This
approach defines regimes as autocratic if the chief
executive is not elected, the legislature is not elected,
there is only one party, or there has been no alternation
in power. All other regimes are classified as democratic.
In democratic states, therefore, those who govern are
selected through contested elections.

Cheibub and Gandhi 2004.
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Name Description and Source Obs.

Political stability Indicators which measure perceptions of the likelihood
that the government in power will be destabilized or
overthrown by unconstitutional or violent means,
including terrorism.

177

Kaufmann, Kray, and Zoido-Lobaton 2002.

Voice and
accountability

Indicators measuring the extent to which citizens are
able to participate in the selection of governments. This
includes the political process, civil liberties, political
rights, and media independence.

190

Kaufmann, Kray, and Zoido-Lobaton 2002.

Government
effectiveness

Indicators of the ability of the government to formulate
and implement sound policies. This includes perceptions
of the quality of public services, the competence and
independence of civil servants, and the ability of the
government to implement and deliver public goods.

186

Kaufmann, Kray, and Zoido-Lobaton 2002.

Human
Development
Index (HDI)

The Human Development Index (HDI) is based on
longevity, as measured by life expectancy at birth;
educational achievement; and standard of living, as
measured by per capita GDP (PPP $US).

170

UNDP 2004.

Population size Estimates are for total population per state (thousands). 187

World Bank World Development Indicators.

BritCol The past colonial history of countries was classified into
those which shared a British colonial background (1)
and all others (0).

191

CIA The World Factbook. www.cia.gov

Middle East This classified the regional location of nations into those
Arab states in the Middle East and North Africa (1) and
all others (0).

191

Electoral systems This classified the type of electoral systems used for the
lower house of the national parliament. Majoritarian
formulas include first-past-the-post, second ballot, the
bloc vote, the single nontransferable vote, and the

191

(continued )
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Name Description and Source Obs.

alternative vote. Proportional formulas are defined to
include party list as well as the single transferable vote
systems. Combined (or ‘mixed’) formulas use both
majoritarian and proportional ballots for election to the
same body.

International IDEA. 2005.

Federations Federations are defined as compound polities where the
directly elected constituent units possess independent
powers in the exercise of their legislative, fiscal, and
administrative responsibilities.

191

Watts 1999.

Banks, Muller, and Overstreet. Political Handbook of
the World 2000–2002.

Decentralized
unions

Constituent units of government work through the
common organs of government although
constitutionally protected subunits of government have
some functional autonomy.

191

Watts 1999.

Banks, Muller, and Overstreet. Political Handbook of
the World 2000–2002.

Unitary states All states which are not either federations or
decentralized unions.

191

Press freedom The Freedom House survey of press freedom has been
conducted every year since 1980. Countries are given a
total score from 0 (best) to 100 (worst) on the basis of a
set of 23 methodology questions divided into three
subcategories. Assigning numerical points allows for
comparative analysis among the countries surveyed and
facilitates an examination of trends over time. The
degree to which each country permits the free flow of
news and information determines the classification of its
media as ‘free,’ ‘partly free,’ or ‘not free.’ Countries
scoring 0 to 30 are regarded as having ‘free’ media; 31
to 60, ‘partly free’ media; and 61 to 100, ‘not free’
media.
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Name Description and Source Obs.

The examination of the level of press freedom in each
country currently comprises 23 methodology questions
divided into three broad categories: the legal
environment, the political environment, and the
economic environment.

Freedom House Index of Press Freedom 1994–2007.

Press freedom The Reporters without Borders Worldwide Annual
Press Freedom Index measures the state of press
freedom in the world. It reflects the degree of freedom
journalists and news organizations enjoy in each
country, and the efforts made by the state to respect and
ensure respect for this freedom.

The organization compiled a questionnaire with 52
criteria for assessing the state of press freedom in each
country. It includes every kind of violation directly
affecting journalists (such as murders, imprisonment,
physical attacks, and threats) and news media
(censorship, confiscation of issues, searches, and
harassment). It registers the degree of impunity enjoyed
by those responsible for such violations. It also takes
account of the legal situation affecting the news media
(such as penalties for press offenses, the existence of a
state monopoly in certain areas, and the existence of a
regulatory body), the behavior of the authorities toward
the state-owned news media and the foreign press, and
the main obstacles to the free flow of information on the
Internet. The index reflects not only abuses attributable
to the state, but also those by armed militias,
clandestine organizations, or pressure groups that can
pose a real threat to press freedom.

The questionnaire was sent to partner organizations of
Reporters without Borders (14 freedom of expression
groups in five continents) and its 130 correspondents
around the world, as well as to journalists, researchers,
jurists, and human rights activists. A scale devised by
the organization was then used to give a country-score
to each questionnaire. The 100-pt index is reversed for
analysis, so that a higher score represents greater press
freedom.
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