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5. Institutional design in plural societies:

mitigating ethnic conflict and fostering
stable democracy®

Bernard Grofman and Robert Stockwell

A fu'ndamental challenge faced by many countries is the accommodation of
ethmlc and religious diversity (Diamond and Plattner, 1994), Nations which are
{nuvltlethnic in character but in which ethnic differences have been minimized
1‘1'1 Jmportz'm.ce are commonly referred to as pluralistic. In contrast plural, or
de.eply divided,” societies are those where politics is organized’largel ’ or
entirely along ethnic lines, and two or more ethnic groups compete for poywer
at the cepter of the political system. The potential for severe ethnic conflict is
g're.atest in plural societies. In the worst case, in plural societies we may have
?ml wars between competing ethnies! that are fought with genocidal fzr as
in R'wanda..But even in pluralist societies there are many domains Wﬁ,ere
fathmc conflict remains possible, even if it is confined to individual acts of

Intolerance or small-scale protests or the occasional so-called ‘race riot.’
In the post-World War II period, transnational migration, including an .influx

of people from former colonies (for example, Algerians into France, Indians

and West Indians into the UK) and international refugees (whose recent impact

relaFlve? to total population, has been especially marked in Scandinavia), has led
to s_1gn1f1cant changes in the ethnic composition of a number of indusErialized
nations. Moreover, ethnic issues that had previously been kept off the political
ager'lda (for'example, Quebec nationalism in Canada, Catalan nationaplism i
Sp;}m, chtpsh nationalism in the UK) have led to ong,oing negotiations and/ ;
g;?g;u[:.oht;gal reorganizations, including in many instances a large dollop g;
lution ecentralization. In the US, changes associated wit
ér;ullgggagon Reform Act of 1965 and the Immigration Reform and Contrkclﬂ 12::?
ave led to a remarkable transformation of the ethnic landscape, with
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Hispanics soon to eclipse African—Americans as the nation’s largest ethni-
cally-defined minority, and substantial increases in immigration from various
Asian nations as well. Moreover, in ‘settler’ nations such as Canada, New
Zealand and the United States, long-buried issues about land claims and other
rights of ‘first peoples’ reemerged.? In these and other pluralist nations, issues
of national identity and of the meaning of citizenship have risen in political
importance. Elsewhere in the world, the ending of colonial empires, including
most recently the breakup of the Soviet Union, has created a multiplicity of
states whose borders do not coincide neatly, or at all, with ethnic territorial
boundaries, but where repressive former colonial regimes are no longer in
place to suppress ethnic conflict.

In the study of the link between ethnic diversity and the prospects for
democracy two key questions are debated: ‘Is democracy possible in plural
societies?’. And, if so, ‘What are the mechanisms by which democracy might
be achieved/strengthened?’. Students of ethnic conflict are deeply divided
over the prospects for democracy in plural societies. One camp argues that, in
plural societies, democracy is inherently unstable.? In such societies, it is
argued, conflicts over division of resources will inevitably be fought primar-
ily along ethnic lines, and thus will be inherently unresolvable, especially if
the ultimate question is “Who owns the state?’.

Indeed, it can even be argued that democracy, or at least attempts at democ-
racy, can exacerbate conflicts in plural societies. As Brendan O’Leary, Chair
of the Political Science Department at London School of Economics, and an
expert on Northern Ireland, observed in a panel broadcast on BBC radio in
April 2000: ‘Democracy can cause conflict because it nationalizes territories,
suggesting exclusive rights for one people, the Staatsvolk, the nation. ...
Unchecked democracy . . . can drive conflict.” On the other hand, Sisk (1996,
p. ix) observes that ‘democratic practices offer greater promise for long-term
peaceful conflict management.’

In this chapter we will be interested in political arrangements in both plural-
istic and plural nations, but almost all our attention will be on nations in the
latter category. Our concerns in this chapter are also limited in a variety of
other ways. Our focus will be on the impact of ethnic conflict on the prospects
for democratization, and conversely. Even more importantly, our discussion
will deal exclusively with institutional arrangements that might facilitate
inter-ethnic accommodation and/or might mitigate the importance of ethnicity
for political decision making so as to permit democracy to survive. Also,
because the literature on ethnicity and ethnic conflict is vast, we will deal with
many of the central issues in this literature (for example the debate about the
extent to which extent identities are primordial in nature as opposed to manip-
ulable at both the personal and the societal level,* and the debate about

whether particular ethnic conflicts, such as that in the former Yugoslavia,
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on institutions to solve collection action problems for common pool resources.
Moreover, even those economists or political scientists who see institutions as
problem solvers tend to focus on only one kind of problem, for example, how
the organization of the firm provides a way to minimize transactions costs
(Coase, 1937), or how choice of a particular k/n rule can solve the problem of
balancing off costs and gains from collective action (Buchanan and Tullock,
1962), or how institutions can solve the problem of cycling among multidi-
mensional alternatives (Shepsle, 1979 and Shepsle and Weingast, 1981). In
contrast, earlier students of institutional design such as Madison and
Hamilton, emphasized plural goals: in the Federalist, we see the notion that
institutions can be the solutions to important problems: for example, harness-
ing self-interest, preventing factionalism, assuring that choices reflect
long-term perspectives that resist the passions of the moment.

Elsewhere, one of the present authors (Grofman, 2000) has identified seven
specific problems that constitutional arrangements might be directed to solv-
ing: to assure popular sovereignty, to prevent the rise of tyranny, to improve
the competence of decision making, to prevent corruption, to foster participa-
tion, to protect liberty, and to strengthen the power of the polity to act collec-
tively.l0 Here we are interested in institutions that can facilitate political
stability within societies divided along ethnic or religious lines, within the

context of democratic politics.!!

INSTITUTIONAL DESIGN AND ETHNIC CONFLICT IN
PLURAL SOCIETIES

In line with an insight of the noted sociologist Robin Williams (personal
communication, February 2000), we believe it important to distinguish two
bases for ethnic conflict: (1) fundamental conflicts over national identity, that
is, over ‘“Who owns the state?’, and (2) more focussed conflicts over particu-
lar resources or competition for jobs (for example, perceived unfair competi-
tion from immigrant Chinese vis-a-vis native Malays in the rubber business, or
disputes about mineral or grazing or fishing rights).

For modernization theorists in political science, economic and political
development is supposed to promote integration of ethnic groups based on
national identities that override and displace ‘parochial’ attachments {Almond
and Powell, 1966; Deutsch, 1953; Huntington, 1968). For Marxists, ethnicity
has always represented a form of false consciousness that masks the class
character of society; for them, to focus on ethnicity is to miss the ‘real’ driving
force behind political conflicts (Brown, 1989). Similarly, economists who look
at ethnic conflicts tend to view ethnicity as an epiphenomenon to ‘real” inter-
ests in which an economic calculus of greed is masked in the guise of ethnic
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look closely at the structure of incentives (especially for elites), rather than
regarding ethnic conflicts as completely foreordained. We shall be reexamin-
ing the bases for the Rabushka-Shepsle pessimismm in the light of more recent
work on incentive aspects of various specific features of constitutional design.
Pessimism about plural societies is empirically grounded in the large
number of plural societies that have failed to sustain democracy, or suffered
repeated lapses. An abbreviated list includes Burundi, Fiji, Guyana, Lebanon,
Myanmar, Nigeria, Northern Ireland, Rwanda, Sri Lanka, Suriname, and
Sudan, and now, of course, most of the parts of the former Yugoslavia.

Quantitative research that looks at the link between ethnic diversity and
degree of democracy is generally consistent with the expectation of a nega-
tive relationship (Bollen and Jackman, 1985; Diamond, 1992; Hannon and
Carroll, 1981; Muller and Seligson, 1994; Powell, 1982). On the other hand,
a few researchers find no statistically significant linkage between the two
variables once other factors are controlled for (Thomas et al., 1979); and
others, while recognizing the difficulty of achieving ethnic accommodation in
deeply divided societies, reject the claim that stable democracy is impossible
in such societies. In defense of their more optimistic appraisal, they point to
plural societies that have achieved democratic accommodation (Austria,
Belgium, Canada, India, Mauritius, the Netherlands, South Africa,
Switzerland, and Trinidad and Tobago). The case for at least partial optimism
is bolstered by the fact that at least some of these plural societies lack the
wealth (and substantial middle class) that are often held to be prerequisites of
stable democracy.!?

Those who hold out hope for democracy in plural societies are virtually
unanimous in their belief that institutional design is the key to avoiding disas-
ter, with constitutional engineering, particularly of electoral systems, treated
as an important lever.!3 Prominent scholars of comparative politics (perhaps
most notably Arend Lijphart) have asserted that majoritarian political institu-
tions, especially single member district elections conducted under a
first-past-the-post (plurality voting) rule and presidential (as opposed to
parliamentary) systems, are not suited to plural societies and must be
replaced. Because, in plural societies, ethnic issues are likely to be ‘trump’
cards in the quest for votes, and radical outbidding on divisive ethnic issues is
pervasive (Rabushka and Shepsle, 1972; Sisk, 1996, p. 32), majority rule in
such societies often ends up in permanent control over the political process by
the largest (or most war-like) ethnic group, and permanent exclusion of minor-
ity ethnic groups. Similarly, the existence of a president, and the inevitable
winner-take-all conflict for that office is also argued to be a factor that exac-
erbates ethnic tension, on the one hand, and provides a power base to the
winner to use for ethnic subordination, as well (compare Lijphart, 1992; Linz
and Valenzuela, 1994).
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Horowitz questions the consociational focus on accommodation at the elite
level, and is concerned that consociational arrangements reinforce the impor-
tance of ethnic or religious cleavages. He argues for an integrative approach
that seeks to deal with ethnic conflict potential through fostering political
arrangements that will lead to bridging or transcending ethnic group differ-
ences. As laid out by Sisk (1996, p. 5), the goal of the integrative approach is
to structure politics in such a way as to provide incentives for inter-ethnic
cooperation and the creation of pre-election coalitions between ethnic parties
or broad multi-ethnic parties based on interests (for example, region or
common economic interests) that transcend ethnic identities.

Moreover, just as there is a dispute between advocates of communal and
advocates of integrative approaches to mitigating ethnic conflicts, there are
further divisions among those who advocate institutional solutions to mitigate
ethnic conflict or reduce its political significance. In particular, even those
who are sympathetic to the integrative approach do not have the same views
about the specifics of choice among electoral rules. Horowitz (1985, 1991a, b,
1993) has been rather insistent that the alternative vote is the best electoral rule
to foster voting patterns and that will cross ethnic lines and parties that will
have a multi-ethnic base.!® In contrast, Reynolds (Reynolds, 1999a; Reynolds
and Grofman, 1994; Reynolds and Reilly, 1999) has argued for use of the
single transferable vote (STV),!¢ as have various authors familiar with its use
in Northern Ireland (for example, O’Leary et al., 1993).

Our discussion of strategies to foster democratic modes of accommoda-
tion/dispute resolution in plural societies leads us to four-fold (2 x 2) catego-
rization, whose horizontal axis represents communalist vs. integrative
perspectives and whose vertical axis is the degree of emphasis on institutional
mechanisms that foster elite accommodation as compared to institutional
arrangements that affect the society as a whole (see Table 5.1).

The argument over the merits of mass-centered vs. elite-centered
approaches can be thought of in political economy terms as, at least in part, a
debate about the optimal tradeoffs between (a) making changes in those
aspects of the incentive structures that are most easily changed and (b) making
changes where changes are likely to have the greatest impact. Most students
of ethnic politics would agree with Suzanne Lohmann’s observation (personal
communication, December 1999) that ‘it is easier to change institutions than
it is to change people.’ Yet, if we succeed in changing people, that is, in lead-
ing citizens of a state to conceive of their self-interest in a different way or to
see more commonalities between themselves and their fellow nationals
regardless of ethnicity, this may have a far more profound effect on societal
cohesion than negotiating elite deals that may, ultimately, come unglued (as in
Lebanon, for example).

In contrast, the debate between integrative and communalist approaches to
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Ta e
ble 5.1 Categorizing institutional approaches to fostering stable
democracy in plural societies

.Institulions that perpetuate the
tmportance of ethnicity but
seek to minimize its negative
consequences (communal
institutions)

Mass-oriented

Institutions that seck to
minimize the importance of
ethnicity and/or foster a multi-
ethnic character to the state
(integrative institutions)

Separate legal systems

Specific provisions for group
rights

Separate school systems

Ethnically-based allocative

rules for jobs, etc. that draw
on the norm of proportional
representation

Elite-based

Alegal system with a strong
emphasis on individual rather
than group rights

Political distributions that are
not tied to ethnicity

Requiring a single common
language or requiring
multilingualism of all citizens

Forbidding certain markers of
group distinctiveness (e.g.,
the veil)

Ethnically rooted (territorial)
federalism with considerable
autonomy for subunits

Mono-ethnic electoral con-
stituencies (or, in the extreme,
communal rolls)

Elite power-sharing
mechanisms (e.g., grand
coalitions; minority veto,
cthnically-based political
parties, or, in the exireme,

ethnically designated office-
holding)

Electoral rules that foster

centralized elite control (e.g.
list PR) ,

Use of a parliamentary rather
than presidential system

Forms of federalism that either
do not coincide with ethnicity
or that divide up ethnic blocs
into multiple units so as to
diminish prospects of ethnic
solidarity

STV in multi-ethnic con-
constituencies (Reynolds and
Reilly, 1999)

The alternative vote in multi-
ethnic constituencies
(Horowitz, 1985)
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institutional design might seem to involve irreconcilable differences in prin-
ciple, with no possibility of a middle ground. In Lijphart (1984, 1999) polit-
ical institutions are viewed as naturally tending toward one of the two polar
ends of the majoritarian (Westminster) vs. consensus continuum; this classi-
fication subsumes that in Lijphart (1977), with consociationalism now taken
to be a particular form of consensual arrangements devised for societies with
well-defined (and mutually exclusive and exhaustive) subgroup member-
ships.

A somewhat different perspective in institutional design for plural societies
can be derived from the views on constitutional political economy in the
Calculus of Consent.'® Buchanan and Tullock (1962) consider deviations from
the pure majoritarian or pure consensus model as being deliberate attempts to
reach a particular tradeoff between two competing goals: the ability of govern-
ments to reach decisions and the avoidance of negative consequences of those
decisions for some members of a society. In the context of plural societies, it
is easy to think of those who enjoy/suffer particular (positive or negative)
consequences as being members of particular subgroups of the society. As Sisk
(1996, p. 4) puts it: ‘A central challenge of managing ethnic conflict in the
current era is to promote practices that successfully regulate competing group
claims within a democratic framework.’ Thus, from the Buchanan and Tullock
perspective, it is natural to look for a mix of institutional mechanisms to deal
with the problems confronted by plural societies, some of which will provide
ways of strengthening the potential for collective action and others which will
emphasize the protection of (group) rights/interests.

The ‘optimal tradeoffs’ perspective on constitutional political economy in
the Calculus of Consent is directly relevant too in considering some of the
more specific issues in designing electoral institutions for plural societies.!? In
terms of this perspective, Buchanan and Tullock identify four basic features of
the rules under which representation takes place.2’ These four features can
readily be thought of as ways to generate tradeoffs between consensus and
majoritarian forms of conflict resolution.

Let N be the total number of voters; let n be the number of voters in a given
constituency; let s (= N/n) be the size of the legislature.?!

X, the degree of agreement required to elect a representative, generally rang-
ing from plurality to n/n (unanimity).?2

X,, the degree of randomness in the specification of the constituencies from
which representatives are to be chosen, ranging from maximally homoge-
neous constituencies (for example, a ‘functional’ form of representation such
as election from within racial groupings or from occupational groupings, as
the late Senator Paul Douglas once proposed in the 1920s) to a purely random
assignment process.
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side-payiments) s pact ;1?:}:8 imposed (traqsaction costs, perhaps also
yariables zbove can be fh & process of reaching agreement. Each of the four
(¥pes of costs. Fo o ?ugpt of in terms of its consequences for these two
then we raie iransact'amp €, if we look at X,, as we move toward unanimity
more than one parl anizﬁtcosts and lower external costs. Similarly, if we have
then we inorbase the pos ary chz.imber, each with different modes of selection,
Sion costs if the roggnelty of the selection process and increase deci-

agreement of the two chambers is needed to pass legislation,

while at the same lowerin i
o e T g external costs by making changes from the status

For B i
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Bocomas cﬁiic::tf}f:?i costs’ plus decision-making costs’ is minimized.
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of costs and comploman, u lock emphasize tradeoffs between the two kinds
at the costs consequens arifty across Fhege variables, that is, we need to look
specifiontion. s, Wes of each choice in the context of the full institutional
and benofits of . elnee‘d to look at ‘partial derivatives.’ Hence, the costs
in the light of the ltDOtaLIC{u ar institutional choice can only be properly weighed
25 noted coion o ig:-tltutlon.al backage. In the context of plural societies,
language of Bucl’lan'm ' Cngreadﬂy translate from the purely individualist
of) thoce whon int; red? ullock to one where here we may think of (some
cthny St need to be protected as members of a particular

A potenti i i icat]

< thatpit : S:géls};sll};ig:ant lmlph'causm of the Buchanan and Tullock approach
‘of 2 picce. it oh Vl\llllf sg utions’ {that is, those in which all institutions are
mizing) are probably wei ;CI t}_’pe of costs they are most concerned with mini-
from the Bastiy {md "lr eny to be mlnlrplzing of total cost (and thus optimal
by bringing down one | u tf)ck perspective) in that the gains to be achieved
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prove more desirable thin oer‘ll:sl- '“1:2;18, hYb'rid,'S&tS‘ O insitutions may well
minimizing one of the two types of inssfitlunt(i):nvzﬁuc(:)nstzs singularly in terms of
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Before we turn to any further consideration of various of the specific mech-
anisms enumerated in Table 5.1 a few comments about the issues of seces-
sion/rectification of borders are in order.

The Secession/Partition Option

« «Self-determination” is the rallying cry of many aggrieved ethnic groups in
every . . . region of the world. In 1992 a study [commissioned by] the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace identified more than sixty states with
active subnational movements seeking self-determination’ (Sisk, 1996, p. 1).
Many of these groups were seeking their own state. Yet, as the political scien-
tist, Samuel Huntington (1972, quoted in Sisk, 1996, p. 1) has noted, after the
breakup of (colonial) empires into their component parts there has long been
a strong opposition to further proliferation of nation-states on the part of the
major world powers. Some advanced industrial nations had minerity popula-
tions with separatist leanings; to help keep the lid on at home they may have
sought to keep the lid on secessionist (and even regional autonomy) move-
ments abroad. Perhaps even more importantly, during the Cold War, any
changes in national boundaries were feared as destabilizing, and those on
different sides in a civil war or war for independence often sought allies from
opposite sides in the Cold War.

In the US, of course, secession still brings up memories of the War Between
the States (a.k.a. the Civil War). Among Yankees, at least, the movement to
secede is associated with a desire to oppress minorities. But the strong bias
among US policy makers and academics against any further partition to create
(more) ethnically homogeneous states has at least two other sources.

First, the US is committed to the nation-state as a form of voluntary social
contract, joining those with a commitment to freedom and not merely those
who share ties of blood or culture. Everyone can become an American.
Ethnically defined states do not leave open the possibility of choice.
Moreover, the exclusivity of the ‘ethnic state’ is thought likely to give rise to
illiberal and even undemocratic policies — policies that do not recognize
natural rights and that are likely to lead to various forms of ethnic segregation,
ethnic cleansing or even genocide. Here memories of Nazi Germany still
shape policy preferences.24

Second, the partition of existing nations into ethnically defined segments
will, if carried out to its ‘logical’ conclusion, lead to the proliferation of mini-
and micro-states. Such small-scale states are thought not to be economically
viable.2> And economic hardship is viewed as a near sure route (o dictatorship,

as well as a continuing push toward illegal immigration from these ‘basket
cases’ to the wealthier nations of the world.

Furthermore, despite clear language about ‘self-determination’ in Article
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1.2 of ter, i
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Territorial Federalism vs, a Unitary State

The American poet, Robert Frost, once proclaimed that ‘Good fences make
good neighbors’ (Frost, 1919).29 Territorial mechanisms of various sorts may
be employed to minimize contacts/conflicts between ethnies. While it might
be thought that differences in patterns of ethnic concentration across wide
territorial areas may be used as the basis for ‘natural’ divisions into federal
units, ethnic segregation is often ‘unnatural,’ that is, fostered by both state
and private action,3 an extreme case of which would be the creation of
ethnic ‘reservations.” In such cases, ‘fencing off’ is synonymous with
oppression. In many settler states, ‘first peoples’ were driven off valuable
land and confined to reservations in less desirable parts of the country (for
example, the Cherokee and Seminole being transported from Georgia and
Florida, respectively, to reservations in Oklahoma in the nineteenth century,
or apartheid-driven white South Africa attempting to force its black popula-
tion into Bantustans occupying only 13 per cent of the nation’s land
surface).?!

Still ‘fencing-off’ of ethnies via territorial federalism in settings where
geography and ethnicity are highly coincident may be a sensible mechanism
to maintain national unity in the presence of strong ethnic and linguistic divi-
sions. The model for a federal state is one in which the central government has
responsibility for matters affecting the polity as a whole, for example, national
defense and foreign policy, while the states (and subunits within them) deal
with more ‘local’ matters.32 Territorial federalism is commonly advocated as
the constitutional design appropriate for plural societies — at least in contexts
where ethnies are geographically concentrated. For example, Donald
Horowitz, on the same April 2000 BBC radio show from which we have taken

earlier quotes asserts:

I think there’s very good evidence that a great many countries could benefit from
federalism and regional autonomy, Regional autonomy and federalism started out in
the post-colonial world as dirty words because they were thought to be latter-day
versions of techniques that the colonialists used to divide and rule, but slowly over
the decades many states have come to realize that there’s real utility in bringing
government down to lower levels where members of ethnic groups will have more
of a say over their own destiny. We're stowly learning that.3?

On the other hand, because federal arrangements are seen as concessions to
(separatist) minorities that challenge the dominant ethny’s perception of the
nature of the state they may be strongly resisted. In Estonia, for example, with
its large proportion (over 30 per cent) of Russian ‘colonizers,” native Estonians
are unwilling to define the state in federal terms despite the geographic concen-
tration of Russian speakers. Similarly, in Sri Lanka, history as ‘remembered’ by
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the Siphalese majority defines the Tamils as interlopers — not entitled to a
share in the state (Eller, 1999, chap. 3).34

At first blush there is little apparent relationship between the nation’s
degreg of ethnic homogenity (or even ethnic dispersion) and its likelihood of
adogtmg federal arrangements: some federal nations are effectively mono-
ethn}c (f‘m: example, Austria, Australia, Germany, Venezuela) or do iot have
ethnic divisions as the basis for territorial units (for example, the US), and
some multi-ethnic nations are unitary in form (for exarnp’le Maur’itius
Botswana, Indonesia). Nonetheless, at least if we confine oursel,ves to long—,
Ferrr} dc?mocracies, a relationship between ethnicity and adoption of federal
1n§t1tut10n§ does seem to emerge. As Lijphart (1999) summarizes the
f3v1der}ce‘, in long-term democracies, federal arrangements are most common
1n societies ‘that are geographically large and/or ethnically and linguistically
dl\‘/erse,. while the vast majority of monolingual and mono-ethnic states are
unitary in form.35 India is perhaps the most striking example of a multilingual
and mu?tlethnic federal nation.3® While the original division of India into
statc_asz did not match that well with the linguistic divisions in the countr
add{tloflal states were created along linguistic lines and there was also som{;
;eallgn1n3g7of sta_te boundaries in the 1950s and thereafter (Brass, 1990, pp
146-56), Belgium (after 1993) and Switzerland also leap to mil,‘ld. In iaotl;

countries, language and terri L »
obfain, g 1tory tend to coincide and federal arrangements

Mono-Ethnic Electoral Consti i
stituencies/Communal R i i
Electoral Constituencies ol vs. Muli-Ethnie

The greater the residential concentration of ethnic groups the harder it will b
tf) create mu.lti-ethnic constituencies. When there is virtually perfect residen?
tial s<=jgregaF10n it may appear inevitable that we will end up with mono-ethnic
constftuenc‘tes. Still, in‘plural societies, if we are willing to allow for very large
zs:;;igeng:s Ir(11n C‘L}he‘hmiting case the nation as a whole), or to engage in very
roalive g yf andering, we can always create constituencies with substantial
propor 19n:s ol more than one ethny. However, we are unaware of any countr
that explicitly mandates the creation of multi-ethnic constituencies. But. the 'y
are l;nany countries where the opposite is true. S
o [hc:ar g;(sg;[gi,);; ttihe U]S,, as a Aresult of recent constitutional interpretation
ights o b Frote do? clause of the 1‘4Fh Amendment (added to protect the
Rights of 190 g] andeths z;vgegs after the Civil War) and of language in the Voting
g (inyolvis dr;:Win; (?Fl:;l:lij?ﬁ?ts to.that. Actc,l race-conscious district-
g (b dray Ity-minority’ districts) is mandated in
Situations where minority candidates of choice
because of patterns of same-race voting andcalzi:htg;g tzxrif;%su lifllzolﬁi;
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populations large enough and geographically concentrated enough to form the
majority in a single member district (Grofman et al., 1992; Grofman and
Davidson, 1992; Davidson and Grofman, 1994; Grofman, 1998).

The extreme case of a mono-ethic constituency is the communal roll, where
only members of a given ethny may participate (Lijphart, 1986), as in the
Maori seats in New Zealand. Involving only a handful of seats, the Maori seats
are relatively noncontroversial (although there have been proposals to do away
with them).3® In contrast, in Fiji, communal seats (and communal quotas) are
much more controversial because what is at stake is who will control the state
(Stockwell, 2000).

Ethnically-Based vs. Non-Ethnically-Based Party Systems

When territory and ethnicity coincide, at least some parties are likely to be
ethnically-based parties. There have been attempts to prevent the formation of
ethnically-based parties, for example, Nigeria’s constitution had an explicit
prohibition against such parties (Sisk and Reynolds, 1998, pp. 37-54).% But
such attempts are both anti-democratic and futile, since they may be circum-
vented by ethnically-based parties who officially organize around ostensibly
non-ethnic issues. One of the more peculiar responses to the problem of
ethnic-based conflict tied to the actions of ethnically-based party leaders came
in Uganda. A June 29, 2000 referendum sponsored by President Yoweri
Museveni was held on whether or not to make a multi-party system illegal,
that is, to endorse a ‘non-party’ system. With 51 per cent turnout, the referen-
dum carried, with 90.7 per cent of those voting expressing support! (Wasswa,
2000).

However, even if parties form on the basis of ethnicity, this need not be
the whole story; there still may be mechanisms that allow for/foster
cross-cutting cleavages. For example, in Belgium, while almost all parties
are either Flemish parties or Walloon parties, by the 1980s most of the major
parties can be viewed as language-based halves of a larger entity which is,
at root, ideologically defined, for example, the Greens have been split (since
1981) into a Flemish and a Walloon half (Ishiyama and Breuning, 1998, p.

123).
Majoritarian vs. Proportional Electoral Rules

In post-1994 South Africa, even though the ANC could have virtually elimi-
nated any competitors if it instituted a majoritarian electoral system, it delib-
erately chose PR (Reynolds and Grofman, 1994) partly to reassure whites and
partly because it was ideologically committed to the principle of inclusive
representation.
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Use of a Parliamentary rather than Presidential System

Several leadi .
Lingy havzagiglglesgl;g:ts of_ comparative politics (perhaps most notably Juan
potential for conflict g reSlqentlal Systems are particularly pernicious in their
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between presidential ao centers of power. For €xample, ill-defined borders
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In general, in our view, fixed quota rules are unlikely to prove stable. The
problem with such rules is that they often attempt to preserve a particular
status quo against changing demographic realities. Maintaining them almost
invariably means refusing to permit new censuses to take place. The arrange-
ments in Fiji, for example, have proven short-lived and the use of the alterna-
tive vote there did not have the desired consequences. In 1999, the Fijian
Labor Party (FLP) not only won all 19 of the Indian communal seats but it also
won 18 of the 25 geographically defined ‘open’ seats (each filled using the
alternative vote), thus controlling a majority (37 of the 71 seats) in the Fijian
legislature.*! The FLP leader was Indo-Fijian, and assumed the position of
prime minister — outraging some ethnic Fijians and leading to a successful
coup (initiated in May 2000) by a group advocating a ‘Fiji for Fijians’ policy
and arguing that existing constitutional arrangements failed to provide suffi-
cient guarantees of native Fijian political control.

We are much more optimistic about a feature of the British-Irish Accord of
1998 (the ‘Good Friday’ agreement) that generated political inclusion without
the need to treat religious identification as the sole touchstone of political
identity in Northern Ireland and without attempting to freeze into place a
particular (and otherwise temporary) balance of power. The ‘trick’ used was to
require minimal representation for various parties, but to define those group-
ings entitled to special representation not by the religion of their
supporters/representatives but by the policy positions they espouse

(pro-Union, anti-Union, other).*?

Another intriguing and unusual feature of the ‘Good Friday’ accord that we
wish to call attention to because of the potential for its adoption in other
settings is the mechanism the Accord specifies to determine the allocation of
ministries across parties. After the prime minister (and associate prime minis-
ter) positions are allocated, the remaining ministries are determined by using
the d’Hondt rule for proportional representation. However, the rule is used to
do more than just determine what proportion of the ministries each party will
be entitled to — a share proportional to its share of seats among the parties in
the governing coalition. The sequencing aspects of d’Hondt are used to deter-
mine which party would get the first seat, which the second, and so on.*3 The
party that is entitled to the first seat gets first pick of the ten ministries. The

party that is entitled to the second seat gets second pick among the nine
remaining ministries, and so on. The first use of this mechanism worked
smoothly (O’Leary, 1999).44

To see how this sequencing works, we observe that any method for propor-
tional representation that can be characterized as a divisor method (B alinski and
Young, 1982) can be characterized by a unique vector of divisors (d|, d,, ds,
...). These divisors are (1, 2, 3, .. .) in the case of Jefferson/d’Hondt, and (1, 3,
5,...)in the case of Webster/Sainte Lagué. If there are m seats to be allocated,
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Table 5.2a  Iustration of d’Hondt divisor rule (elect 7)

D’Hondt divisor Party 1 Party 2 Party 3
Y
1
) gggs 0.32 0.21
2 0.157 0.16 0.105
5 0.107 0.07
Table 5.2b  Nlustration of Ste Lagué divisor rule (elect 7)
D’Hondt divisor Party | Party 2 Party 3
1
; gfll';7 0.32 0.21
; . 0.107 0.07
0.094 0.064 0.042

and j i
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(e als ins i i » 1L1s easy to think of generalizing this sequencing rule to
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, 1 pICKS; party two gets the second, fifth, and seventh picks; anci
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party three gets the fourth pick. For the Sainte Lagué allocation rule, as shown
in Table 5.2b, in contrast, party one gets the first, third, and sixth picks, while
party two gets the second and fifth picks, and party three gets the third and
seventh picks. In this example, different aggregate allocations lead to different
sequencing under d’Hondt and Sainte Lagu€; however, O’Leary et al. (manu-
script in progress) show that, even if the PR allocations are identical under two
divisor rules, the sequencing need not be.

Minority veto

By requiring more than a simple majority or imposing especially complicated
procedures, something very close to a minority veto may be implemented. For
example, the transition phase of South Africa’s transition to democracy
imposed supramajoritarian requirements for certain kinds of decisions (Sisk
and Reynolds, 1998).

Constitutional protection of rights

Many states have constitutions whose provisions regarding rights (or federal
arrangements) either cannot be amended or require supermajorities or a popu-
lar referendum. In the 1999 Fijian Constitution, various quite specific safe-
guards pertaining to native Fijian rights and customs are written in. Moreover,
amendment of these provisions required supermajorities in parliament (three-
quarters approval) and the concurrence of the Council of Chiefs (Lal, 1999;
Stockwell, 2000). Similarly, amendments to rights provisions of the new
Spanish constitution require a two-thirds vote of both chambers, and automat-
ically dissolve parliament if passed, with the proposed amendment submitted
to the people for ratification by amendment (Stone Sweet, 2000, p. 59).
Writing unamendable provisions into a constitution is also not unheard of. For
example, it is a relatively little known fact about the US Constitution that the
provision that each state must have at least one representative in the US House
cannot be amended.*

Citizenship and Language Policies

Lijphart (1999, p. 196) observes that, although the Swiss Federation has four
official languages, 22 of the 26 cantons (and half-cantons) are officially unilin-
gual, only three (Bern, Fribourg, and Balais) are bilingual, and even the most
linguistically polyglot (Graubiinden) has only three official languages. In
Belgium, the ‘natural’ division of the country is threefold, a Flemish-speaking
area, a French-speaking area, and a bilingual area around Brussels.
Nonetheless, in both countries, school policies encourage/require basic liter-
acy in more than one language. In Spain, too, linguistic divisions are largely
territorial in nature. A series of recent decisions there has given legitimacy to
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that ‘citizens whose mother tongue is not Bulgarian shall have the right to
study and use their own language alongside the compulsory study of the
Bulgarian language,” demands by the Turkish minority for ‘the recognition of
Turkish as an official language [in addition to Bulgarian] ... have enraged
xenophobic Bulgarian nationalists’ (Ishiyama and Breuning, 1998, p. 25).

In many countries some level of demonstrated competence in the ‘official’
language is required for an immigrant seeking citizenship. Sometimes this
language requirement is used as a barrier to limit naturalization; often it is used
as a litmus test of a willingness to ‘assimilate.” It plays both roles in parts of
the former Soviet Union where there are ‘leftover’ Russian-speakers.

In Latvia, for example, knowledge of spoken Latvian is required as a
prerequisite of naturalization. In 1994, Latvia also sought to set quotas on
naturalization that would dramatically slow the rate at which Russians living
in that country could gain citizenship. However, protest from within and
outside the country led to an elimination of the quota, and in 1995 the
language provisions of the citizenship law were further eased to allow those
who had obtained language instruction in Latvian only schools or schools with
Latvian langnage classes to automatically satisty the language competence

requirement (Ishiyama and Breuning, 1998, p. 95),.46

DISCUSSION

Even if one believes that institutional solutions can mitigate ethnic conflict
and foster stable democracy, the fact that such mechanisms exist does not
mean that they will be adopted. Rabushka and Shepsle (1972) warn about the
incentives for elites to engage in ethnic outbidding; even the much more opti-
mistic Sisk (1996, p. xiii) warns about the likelihood that there will only be
certain brief windows of opportunity.’ On the other hand, integrative solu-
tions may take decades before they shift political attitudes and reduce ethnic
tensions, and there may be sparks that trigger ethnic conflicts long before these
integrative solutions have had an opportunity to work. Gurr (1993) has identi-
fied 275 ‘politically significant’ ethnic groups, in the ‘Minorities at Risk’
project that he headed. Fifty-seven of the 275 groups were in open rebellion,
with 21 fighting medium-to large-scale guerrilla war, like the KLA in Kosovo
(Gurr, 2000Db).

Still, not all plural societies fail. Democracy has been multiply interrupted
in Fiji and nonexistent in Guyana, but there have been clear democratic
successes in Mauritius and Trinidad. Perhaps most importantly for optimism,
India, despite a period of presidential rule under Indira Gandhi, clearly
deserves to be labeled a democracy. Indeed, Lijphart (1999) treats it as one of

his 36 major long-term democracies.
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This land area is rich in natoral resources, so the decision to turn its resources over to native
control did not come easy.
To observers concerned with the expansion, consolidation, and deepening of democracy
around the world, the second half of the twentieth century presents a mixed picture. On the
positive side, more states than ever before have made transitions to democracy (Huntington,
1991). The recent wave of democratization has seen the end of dictatorships in Greece,
Portugal, and Spain; democratic openings in Eastern Europc associated with the end of the
Cold War; and births and rebirths of democracy in Africa, Asia and the Pacific, as well as
North and South America. These developments support a cautious optimism about the
prospects for the furtherance of human rights, increased economic development, and peace.
But there remain a large number of states securely locked in authoritarian rule — half or more
depending on how lenient a definition of democracy is used. Also, many democratizing
states subsequently reverted back to authoritarianism. Moreover, most democratic transi-
tions remain frail, unstable, and restricted; and many face severe economic and social prob-
lems that make democratic consolidation highly unlikely (Diamond, 1999; Huntington,
1996; Schmitter, 1994; Sgrensen, 1998).
An immense amount of energy has been spent on the ‘primordial’ vs. ‘constructed/instru-
mental’ debate about the meaning of ethnicity. The use of the term ‘*primordial’ to refer to
ethnic and kinship attachments that are thought to be virtually impossible to change and
providing fundamental social identity is commonly attributed to Shils (1957). Eller (1999,
pp. 78-9) suggests that primordial theorists attribute three features to ethnicity: apriority,
ineffability, and affectivity. Apriority means that ethnicity is ‘just there, ascribed or founded
upon characteristics that individuals are born into and cannot deny.’ Ineffability means that
‘primordial ethnic givens are inexpressible, inexplicable, overpowering and coercive in their
social force.” Affectivity emphasizes ‘the essentially emotional nature of ethnicity (with
constant reference to ties, bonds, attachments, and sentiments).” For primordialists, the
combination of these aspects of ethnicity makes ethnicity something whose effects can best
be thought of as ‘irrational or at least nourational.” Some primordialists even offer a socio-
biological basis for the intensity of ethnic atlachments (van den Berghe, 1967).
Thus, in the terminology of the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, we
are interested in aspects of *structural prevention,’ rather than in the ‘immediate operational
tasks to defuse a crisis’ (Hamburg and Solomon, 1996, p. xviii)., Important treatments of
many of the general theoretical issues involving ethnic conflict include Smith (198D,
Horowitz (1985), Montville (1991), McGarry and O’Leary (1993), Sisk (1996), Brown
(1997), Eller (1999) and Gurr (2000a).
Our typology has a strong resemblance to that in Sisk (1996, pp. x-xi), but we have added
a second dimension to better structure the discussion about alternative perspectives.
I take this point from discussions with Edwin Winckler (personal communication, 1996).
See Grofman (1999) for further elaboration.
This perspective is closely related to that common in the political economy ‘new institu-
tionalist’ literature, in which institutions are viewed as game-theoretic equilibria, bul we
would pay far more attention to considerations of political, military and economic power and
considerably less Lo formal definitions of equilibrium than most game theorists do.
There are many variants of new institutionalism in addition to that familiar to economists.
While the narrative historical approach, with its emphasis on institutions as organic growths
whose understanding requires ‘thick description,’ tends to be insensitive to our view of insti-
tutions as problem solvers, there is a sociological literature on organizations that includes the
‘garbage can model” of Cohen et al. (1972) in which problem solving is key, but this litera-
ture also tends to emphasize nonsystematic and unanticipated consequences of organizational
choice and to emphasize the ways in which preferences are shaped by institutions more than
the ways in which institutions are shaped by preferences (March and Olsen, 1989).
Grolman (2000) matches these problems (not intended to be an exhaustive list) with institu-
tional solutions offered by three different schools of thought: the classic Athenian approach
1o direct democracy, the Madisonian approach to representative democracy, and contempo-
rary Downsian and neo-Downsian approaches, Each of these trad itions tends Lo address only
some of the seven problems identified above.
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One of‘the present authors is completing a dissertation that involves a comparative analysis
2& exl)l;mc conflicts and democratization in Fiji, Guyana, Mauritius, and Trinidad (Stockwell,
In its cla:ssic articulation, Seymour Martin Lipset (1959, p. 75) writes, ‘[t]he more well-to
do a nation, the greater 'tllle chances that it will sustain democracy.” High levels of wealth
provide resources that mitigate the tensions produced by political conflicts. Economic devel-
opment brings about higher rates of literacy and education, urbanization, and the develop-
ment of mass media, factors conducive to democracy. A large number of empirical studies
have generally supported Lipset’s thesis (Diamond, 1992; Lipset, 1994), The strength of the
associution led Robert Dahi (1971, p. 65) to conclude that it is ‘pretty much beyond dispute’
that the higher the socioeconomic level of a country, the more likely that it would be a
democmcy..However, one of the present authors (Grofman) has work in progress casting
doubt on this conclusion: arguing that the degree of inequality in the distribution of wealth
(and Telated factors such as levels of citizen literacy) are more important in predicting
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such as Arend Lijphart and the approach in Buchanan and Tullock are discussed in Grofman
(2000).

19. This book is rich in ideas about institutional design, but despite the fame of the book, a
number of these ideas have largely been lost sight of in subsequent research. In our discus-
sion we draw primarily on chapters 15-17 in Calculus, in our view the most neglected
section of the book. Most of these chapters heavily reflect the ideas of Gordon Tullock.

20. Grofman (2000) suggests that four variables not directly considered by Buchanan and
Tullock in Calculus are especially good candidates for addition to their select list of key
representational variables: equality of treatment of voters, committee structurc within the
legislature, ease of constitutional amendment, and degree of legislator/legislative account-
ability. In addition, the domain of governmental action, a central concern of the early chap-
ters in Calculus in our view, ought, we think, to be explicitly identified as one of the key
variables in determining an optimal form of representation,

21. For convenience we may let N, 1, and k be odd.

22. Buchanan and Tullock suggest this variable can take on values as low as 1/n. These would
be minoritarian processes of selection such as use of, say, the d"Hondt list PR method, with

its threshold of exclusion for a national election of 1/(s + 1) (Grofman, 2001).

23. Contrasts in approach between Buchanan and Tullock and Lijphart can be overdrawn. For
example, Lijphart (personal communication, 1995), is also concerned about interaction
effects, for example, the interaction between the first and third of the variables in Buchanan
and Tullock (1962), and takes the view (following the line of argument of John Stuart Mill,
as elucidated by Dufl Spafford (1985)) that PR is a more truly majoritarian institution than
plurality (see discussion of this point in Grofman, 2000). ‘

24, Even Istacl remains suspect when Americans are reminded about the second-class status of its
Arab citizens and its theocratic sell-definition. Only the notion that Isracl has been at war with
its Arab neighbors (and the despotism of those neighbors) has served to (partially) shielq Israel
from the natural preference for ‘universalism’ among American intellectuals. (This preterer_lce
for universalism is widely shared among the academics who write about ethnic conﬂ{ct,
regardless of their country of origin, For example, a book on the Baltic states by sevcra'l Pamsh
social scientists (Norgaard, 1996, pp. 188-220) takes Estonia and Latvia to task for failing o
integrate the substantial number of Russophones living in those nations, without any rec‘ogm-
tion of the perspective of the ‘natives’ that the Russians came there o_nly as ‘occupiers,” who
lived in Russian-speaking enclaves without ever being part of the ‘nation.”) . )

25. We would note, that in today’s ‘wired world,” with the widespread use of English as a lingua
franca, and the remarkable economic success of states such as Taiwan and Singapore, claims
about the economic non-viability of very small states seem much less plausible than thy
once did. But to pursue this topic would take us tao far afield from our central concerns in

this chapter.

26.  On the other hand, secession may be chosen even if a compelling case for it cannot be made.

In Czechoslovakia, for example, while potential ethnic conflicts were avoided b'y the famous
‘velvet divorce,” many area specialists regard this as an outcome '\K{thh was driven more by
the relatively self-serving motivations of Czech and Slovak political elites than by strong
voler preferences for an ethnically-based separation of the two paris of the.couutry,

27. As Brendan O’Leary put it in one of his comments on the'1999 BBC radio program from
which we have previously quoted: ‘If borders cannot be adjusted, peoples may be adjusted
instead — through genocide or expulsion.’ i

28. P:ul Collier, oi tl%e 1999 BBC l)Radio program from which we have previously quofed',
observes: ‘Raising the question of borders with me 15 of course like a red rag to a bulll ina
sense because [ argued in 1992 onwards in Yugoslavia that you wou.]d never get a Eso ugo.n.
until you opened up the regional borders of the former Yugo§]av1a. Simply ma ing [i ellcll
regions international borders and claiming that they were now mdepefndent countries f::‘ouk
not resolve the basic fundamental problems that lay beneatb it, and it was a great mistake
not to do that, I argued publicly and even more strongly prlyately, well pefore the Kosovg
war, that there was a deal available to exchange part of Bosn.la—Herzegov'ma,_ that part roup
Pale which has simply not become integrated at ail in Bosnia-Herzegovina in exchange for

letting go the Kosovo Albanians.’
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29.  The most extreme form of such a fencing-
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was not original with O'Leary but had actually been used since the 1950s in allocating
ministerial offices to parties in local governments in Denmark (O*Leary et al,, manuscripl in
progress).
‘Rights provisions in the German constitution are considered to be possessed of “supracon-
stitutional” status, a natural law position’ (Stone Sweet, 2000, p. 59).
Many western scholars have criticized the insistence on language competence in the “offi-
cial language’ as a prerequisite for naturalization in couniries like Latvia and Estonia as
‘illiberal’ and ‘undemocratic.’
When ‘ethnic conflict is at a nascent stage of tensions, parties may be unwilling to embrace
power-sharing practices because they are not sufficiently desperate [for solutions]’ (Sisk,
1996, p. xiii), or because they see their own side triumphing at relatively little cost to them-
selves, ‘At a lale stage of conflict, after significant violence, enmities may be too deep for
parties to share power for mutual benefit’ (Sisk, 1996, p. xiii).
For example, according to Stockwell (2000) democracy has failed to take clear hold in Fiji
not only because insufficient cross-cuiting class cleavages among Fijlans militated against
multiethnic strategies, but because ethnic Fijian elites sought to achieve exclusive Fijian
control over the state, Similarly, he argues that democracy failed in Guyana despite the exis-
tence of cross-cutting class cleavages because ethnic elites, locked in a power struggle,
pursued strategies of ethnic exclusion that provoked ethnic conflict.
There remain important discontents among darker-skinned citizens in both Mauritius and
Trinidad. In Mauritius, skin color matiers even among Afro-Mauritians, in that discontent is
greatest among the Africans who are locally referred to as having ‘no milk in their coffee,’

that is, darker-skinned blacks, Discontent among this group was evidenced by rioting in
1999 following the death in police custody of Kaia, an Afro-Mauritian reggae singer.
Afro-Creoles felt marginalized and excluded from three decades of economic growth. They
remain the most economically disadvantaged group in Mauritius (News Report on
Mauritius, “The World’ National Public Radio, February 25, 1999). Similarly in Trinidad,
Afro-Trinidadians (especially those of darker skin) feel that they remain marginalized
economically and socially. Demonstrations of discontent came with the Black Power move-
ment of the 1970s as well as the Muslimeen insurrection of 1990 (Stockweli, 2000).
Democracy in Mauritius is aided by the fact there is no single majority bloc: the native popu-
lation is in the minority and the Indian population is divided among Hindus and Muslims.
(The country is 68.0 per cent Indo-Mauritian, 27.0 per cent Creole [African Creole, Colored
Creole], 3.0 per cent Chinese and 2.0 per cent White [Franco-Mauritian]. Mauritians are
largely tri-lingual, speaking French, English and a nativity language.) In Trinidad, there is
also arguably no single majority bloc (The country is 40.3 per cent Indo-Trinidadian [East
Indian or Indian], 39.6 per cent Afro-Trinidadian [African, Black], 18.4 per cent Mixed
[Colored, Doogla, and so on], and 0.6 per cent White, 0.4 per cent Chinese, and 0.7 per cent
Other.)
We may think of this agreement (in the spirit of the Otiver Wendell Holmes poem) as a
‘wonderful one hoss shay.” It may last for a long time or it may fall apart early, but if it is
implemented it is likely to be implemented ‘all of a piece.’ Remove one part and the whole

may collapse.
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APPENDIX 5.1: THE RABUSHKA AND SHEPSLE (1972)
MODEL

The plural society perspective is grounded in the work of J.S. Furnivall (1948)
and M.G. Smith (Kuper and Smith 1969), but its most systematic application
to understanding the problem of achieving democracy in plural societies is
Alvin Rabushka and Kenneth Shepsle’s (1972) Politics in Plural Societies: A
Theory of Democratic Instability. Writing in the early 1970s, and trying to
explain why a large number of African and Asian plural states failed to main-
tain democracy following decolonization in the 1950s and 1960s, Rabushka
and Shepsle make three simplifying assumptions regarding ethnic preferences.
The first is intracommunal consensus: ‘the members of an ethnic community
perceive and express preferences about political alternatives identically. Thus
all members may be represented by identical “ethnic preference functions”’
(p. 67). The second assumption is intracommunal conflict: ‘ethnic comrmuni-
ties ate in disagreement on all issues that face the collectivity’ (p. 67). The
third assumption is perceptual consensus: ‘aliernatives are viewed according
to a perceptual frame common to all actors . .. [A]Jmong the various commu-
nities, and especially among elites, there is agreement as to what constitutes
the set of available alternatives. Moreover, how these alternatives benefit or
harm each community is readily apparent’ (p. 69).

Rabushka and Shepsle (1972) construct a five-stage paradigm to demon-
strate why democracy is inherently unstable in ethnically-divided societies.

The first stage (pre-independence) is marked by elite-level inter-ethnic
cooperation. Throughout this period, ethnic differences are submerged by
colonial rule (a common enemy) and common aspirations for independence,
which explains the early successes of African and Asian democratizing states
(pp. 74-3). It is during stage two (post-independence) that strains begin to
develop in the multiethnic coalition over the distribution of resources.
Politicians respond by generating demand for national issues (for example,
development) and remain intentionally ambiguous on communal issues (pp.
76-80). If they do this successfully, the rrulti-ethnic coalition remains in
power.

Stage three (the early period of democratic rule) marks a critical turning
point in the democratization process. The state’s ability to manage the pres-
sures created during this stage determines whether or not it spirals into a
deeply divided society or evolves to become more pluralistic in orientation.
During this period, national issues lose their salience, politicians ‘fan the
flames’ of ethnic chauvinism, and ethnic appeals made by outbidders strain the
unity of the multi-ethnic governing coalition (pp. 80-82).

According to Rabushka and Shepsle’s theory, multi-ethnic coalitions
cannot be sustained during stage three because of the actions of outbidders.
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Outbidd i :
designe cfrtf) :Zli a??:lt; e{luepreneu¥s whq adopt extremist ethnic positions
outbidders depends o eﬂl]nt‘erest’s .of a particular ethnic group. The success of
ethiic extiemn . n their ablhty to convince ethnic group members that
eroups. If their anpe iecessary to protect tbe group from domination by other
s becomlslin c,rse resonatg, then outbl.dders can pressure moderate ethnic
group. IF the othets s extlremlst by accusing them of ‘selling out’ their ethnic
then outbidders wil klfgze: 1s_tgf gutbldders do not find a receptive audience,
societios. 1title impact on the direction of politics in plural
Rabu .
successflsjllﬂiqz ;ﬂ‘:hsifllepstﬁ? §ugg§st that, m most plural societies, outbidders are
force thet underliés t{}gl :. nic ehte§ toward more extreme ethnic positions. The
is during stage four Wl; succes§ is the ever-increasing salience of ethnicity. It
that the governing n,1 o erihet‘hmmty. l')ecmp?s the defining political division,
have becone hyper-ean{'e‘ nic coalition d1§n_1tegrates. In plural societies that
muli-ethnic apacaly o 1101zed (Where eﬂlplclty defines all political matters),
cooperating with et tl?nger find an audience. Ethnic elites have difficulties
PO Communitie‘s v\(/)h er whep for'ced by outbidders to mend fences in their
constituencies, the ' enden etfhm'C s can no longer appeal to muli-cthnic
furthers the ‘s;:curi}t]y dilexilin atll'mg back. on e.thnically—based parties, which
intense ethnio diviso, a’ inherent in a situation of low social trust and
Durin our, i ;
othrie o ugt I)Sitélc%:rsfo?}xl,e ever-increasing ethnic salience, the divisive impact of
brealcdomn of n—u;t mdconsohdat}on of ethnically-exclusive parties, and the
the creation of an etch . cc;operatmn‘ among ethnic groups inevitably leads to
preserve of fhe acwanltl;CE:3 Clly—efl(clluswe state, where public goods become the
distribution, The sute Sg . it. nic group and ethnicity the criterion for their
goods reiaforces nability to ensure the nonexcludability of public
Tndividuals sock oes Itc attgchments and drives a spiral of deligitimation.
in their ethnc comminimﬁnve sources of public goods and bases of statehood
tudes of illegitimacy 1 t};a tn zrte\élcmus cycle, eth,nic communalism breeds atti-
COnPt‘ribLI!{tes {0 greater illegitimac;lc(; ptl;e%sgtes effectiveness and thereby
or Rabus e
inevitably leaglgioa?}?esfzeﬁsle, th.e creation of an ethnically-exclusive state
ethnic confliot ot (1} t and fmgl stage, where democracy collapses and
ethnic divisions. o a.t. 1ven ever-increasing ethnic salience and deepening
parties, ethnts klilovel nc 1ons of outbidders, and the breakdown of multiethnic
Driven by concen fOrer::ts emerge that demand total control over the state.
SHate 10 seone g main:)rlnmunal‘ self-preservation, ethnic elites exploit the
because the temptation f; ain ethnic group advantage. Democracy collapses
Seize powor by nondy or majorities to enhance their power and minorities to
is ushered (oo mocratic means is overwhelming. The end of democra
either shrewdly, through the exploitation of voting rules arclzI,
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methods of representation, franchise qualifications and vote counting, and
gerrymander, or blatantly, through disenfranchisement, jailing opposition
Jeaders, deregistration of political parties, forced emigration, militarist inter-
ference, and violent intimidation (pp. 86-8).

In addition to empirical support,! an obvious strength of the above
approach is its delineation of process. By identifying key stages in the democ-
ratization process, it focusses our attention on critical junctures and forces that
operate to bring about nondemocratic outcomes. Nevertheless, a critical weak-
ness of plural society theory is the fact that it predicts only one outcome: insta-
bility and the end of democratic rule. Therefore, plural society theory cannot
explain successful democracy outcomes. For example, it cannot explain how
Mauritius and Trinidad (defined as plural societies by Rabushka and Shepsle)
have managed to sustain stable democratic rule since independence.

NOTE

1. This model appears to be supported by
tain democracy and avoid ethnic con
describes Guyana’s democratization proc

the large number of plural societies that failed to main-
flict from the 1950s to the present. For example, it
ess quite well: ever-increasing ethnic salience
created a unidimensional politics based on deep ethnic divisions; Guyanese elites played the
ethnic card, contributed to increased ethnic salience, turned away from multiethnic accom-
modation, and constructed an authoritarian regime based on ethnic exclusion and repression

(Stockwell, 2000).



