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Abstract

This paper aims to provide a better understanding of processes of democratic transition in divided polities. Major democratization scholarship highlights the benefits of democratic transition; rarely is the process of democratization considered. In addition, variables that scholars often consider important include the role of civil society, polity endowment with economic resources, history and GDP per capita. While the tenets and outcomes of democratic peace are not questioned here, the process of democratic transition is reviewed. Polities may be willing to democratize, but constraints imposed by the polity characteristics may produce unintended results. These characteristics and the consequences are the focus of this paper. The analysis considers the implication of the constituent factors in democratizing polities. These include tribal affiliations, religion, ideology, Socio-cultural variables and regime characteristics such as autocracy. Other influences such as prior colonization are evaluated for their impact in democratic transition. The paper argues that elections, which are the most pertinent and widely accepted indicator of democratization, often reflect the divisions along which democratization occurs. Elections often formalize ethnic, religious, tribal and imperial divisions in the guise of democratic and representative leadership. The paper further argues that such polities are likely to revert to some non-democratic rule owing to the 'electoralism' nature of their democratization.

Democratic transition processes
However unrepresentative the executive and legislature selection mechanisms may be perceived to be, for example the American Electoral College, none of the major western democracies are at risk of reverting to authoritarianism rule: liberal democracy has taken hold. Extending the benefits of the democratic peace, a condition widely believed to promote peace amongst democracies, therefore targets mostly Latin American, Caribbean, Eastern European, Asian and African countries either in transition, or somewhere between electoral democracies (Ghana, Botswana, Poland) and ‘democratic dictatorships’ (Zimbabwe, Iran) complete with the key democratic indicator: free, fair and ‘competitive’ elections. 
Robert Dahl's (1971) criterion for democracy sets three necessary but insufficient conditions for democracy, which broadly include the provisions that, "citizens must be able to formulate their preferences, signify those preferences to fellow citizens and government through individual and collective action and have their preferences weighed [considered] equally in the conduct of government without discrimination”.
 


Democracy has become the poster-child of representative and desirable governance and by extension, economic prosperity. The Democratic Peace Theory, hypothesizing that liberal democracies have not been known to fight each other, has been instrumental in advancing the cause for increasing the number of democratic polities.
 Democracy is not an entirely new phenomenon; Yves Schemeil (2000) discusses the evolution of democracy from the biblical times, to the Greeks and the Egyptian/Mesopotamian states as well as the orient, pre-modern state. He suggests that democracy was not "the royal way to find a rational truth allegedly discovered after never-ending deliberation, but instead relies on accommodating dissenting opinion".
 Voting in was a method to end the potentially endless debate. Selection of leaders followed different dynamics, ranging from elevating either the tribal head, to the recruitment of scholars and clergy to public offices. Subsuming different societies under a contiguous polity therefore necessitated a change in the mechanisms of selecting the political head from amongst the several tribes, and therefore, structured voting for the representatives.

Dahl (1997, b) suggests a criteria for any modern liberal democracy to meet, but adds that, "…the criteria are so demanding that no actual regime has ever fully met them. Possibly none ever will..."
 Carothers points out, that "...nearly 100 countries (approximately 20 in Latin America, 25 in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, 30 in sub-Saharan Africa, 10 in Asia, and 5 in the Middle East) were thrown into the conceptual pot of the transition paradigm".
 McFaul (2002) suggests that the antecedent-state of the power dynamics had an impact on whether the country embraced democracy or not, and that "...most post communist transitions did not produce democracy…it was the situations of unequal distributions of power that produced the quickest and most stable transitions from communist rule”.


Democracies come of different shades, with some transitions necessitated by the loss of preferential treatment by either the communist / socialist block at the fall of communism, or their inconsequence to the liberal camp at the end of cold war hostilities. As polities emerged and entered the post-cold war order, they transitioned into different types regimes. Schedler (2002) observes that during this transition, 

"They have given birth to new forms of authoritarianism that do not fit into our classic categories of one-party, military, or personal dictatorship. They have produced regimes that hold elections and tolerate some pluralism and interparty competition, but at the same time violate minimal democratic norms so severely and systematically that it makes no sense to classify them as democracies, however qualified. These electoral regimes do not represent limited, deficient, or distorted forms of democracy..."

Levitsky and Way (2002) revisit the wave of "democratization and/or liberation" that followed the fall of communism, contending that most of the transitions and resulting polities were “hybrid regimes". These regimes had the features of "semidemocracy," "virtual democracy," "pseudodemocracy," "electoral democracy," "illiberal democracy," "semi-authoritarianism,""soft authoritarianism," "electoral authoritarianism," and others met Freedom House's "Partly Free" classification).
 

Changes in regime often produced democratic regimes, others remained "partly free" or see-sawed into autocracies. A simplified “democratic” or “non-democratic” binary will be used to illustrate the issue of elections as a process of leadership selection. This paper also briefly addresses some of the mechanisms that allow for transition into "semi-democratic" regimes with the range of democratic institutions, absent the defining individual freedoms that give the western liberal democracies its "liberal" ideal. I will address the democratic transition process of autocratic regimes and the type of regimes that emerge through elections. I contend that elections do not always produce liberal democracies. 

I argue that in divided, democratic societies and polities, elections produce several types of regimes with characteristics of liberal democracies. The divisions in such democracies arise from ethnic, religious, socio-cultural and historical factors. The differences are reproduced in the selection of representatives and executives of these polities, through ‘electoralisms’. I will conclude by summarizing the salient features of these “electoralisms” and the overlapping features that democratic polities with such features are most likely to exhibit, and briefly address the (mix of) optimum conditions under which transitions result in electoralisms rather than liberal democracy.
Democratic transition: issues
The international system is comprised of different types of regimes, differentiated by their internal processes of selection of rulers. Schmitter & Karl’s (1991) classification of governance systems divides regimes into democratic on the one hand; on the other, autocratic, authoritarian, despotic, dictatorial, tyrannical, totalitarian, absolutist, traditional, monarchic, oligarchic, plutocratic, aristocratic, and sultanistic regimes; all these systems are ‘other’ than democratic.
 Ted Gurr outlined a typology that classified the political systems as either: highly democratic, democratic, anocratic, highly anocratic, autocratic, or highly autocratic.
 This typology is widely used in classifying political systems. 

Democratic transitions have generally followed four main trajectories: democracy "imposed from above" (O'Donnell, 1994, Williams, 1994), “negotiated pacts” (O’Donnell, Schmitter & Whitehead, 1986), “evolutionary”, with democratic processes coming from within the governed; these would include most “western liberal democracies” and mixed methods: polities either previously colonized by, in interaction with global institutions, or otherwise influenced by another occupying power, which resulted in the adoption of democratic structures of governance despite internal group fracture, for example in Botswana. While democracy is the most representative form of governance, Mann (2005) observes that the possibility of democratic tyranny cannot be ruled out.

Carothers’s model of democratic transition has three transition phases: opening (cracking of the dictatorial/authoritarian regime), followed by the breakthrough phase (collapse of a dictatorship and emergence of new government, through elections). Finally, consolidation transforms state institutions, civil society locks in democratic gains.
 Elections become a mechanism by which the performance and excesses of a regime are checked, and acts as a verification and regulatory mechanism.

Carothers (2002) disputes the cold-war notion that some countries that are not ready for democracy. Of these post-cold war polities, he further suggests that "...their economic level, political history, institutional legacies, ethnic make-up, sociocultural traditions, or other “structural” features—will not be major factors in either the onset or the outcome of the transition process".
 Whereas this may be an accurate assessment, post-democratic transition, these very same features have proven to be the undoing of democratic gains. It is plausible to suggest that these factors, including economic conditions, are influential on the process of transition, and that interrogation of how the factors affect transition to democracy is necessary. This is pertinent in a democratizing polity with heterogeneous groups: do these factors matter?
From Fearon and Laitlin’s (2000) primordialist conceptual framework, the inevitability of violence between two groups whose socially constructed identities arises "...because of unchanging, essential characteristics of the members of these categories" inherent in the construction of national and group identity.
 This argument, applied to democracies, suggests that communities competing for power and control of resources would therefore be more likely to find no accommodation satisfactory to the several groups, and thereby cannot conduct credible and widely acceptable leadership selection processes (elections). 

Negative sociocultural factors in a democracy are not the only source of the death-knell for democracies; indeed, a correlation has been long established between affluence and the persistence of democracy (see Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub & Limongi, 1996). They assert that "above $6,000, democracies are impregnable and can be expected to live forever: no democratic system has ever fallen in a country where per-capita income exceeds $6,055".
 This correlation is not the sole determinant of whether a country democratizes or whether after democratization, the mere economic welfare is sufficient to prevent the polity from possibly reverting to autocracy. Also, in the cases of the US, Canada, Switzerland, New Zealand, Australia and the Scandinavian countries, conditions for democracy were present before economic development.
 
I hypothesize that a democratizing polity in which the “sociological electoralism factors” are prevalent, and has a low GDP per capita, is even more likely to conduct elections which exhibit the ‘electoralism’ characteristics. These transitions and elections often produce weak, fractured democracies and democratic governance, where transition occurs, is more likely to revert to some level of authoritarianism. This conceptual framework of recalibrating regimes by the results of elections arises from Fareed Zakaria's notions of illiberal democracies. Zakaria (1997) notes that 
"...for almost a century in the west has meant liberal democracy - a political system marked not only by free and fair elections, but also the rule of law, separation of powers, and protection of basic liberties of speech, assembly, religion and property".
 

This paper concerns itself with factors present in democratizing divided polities, where elections produce regimes where "bundles of freedoms" are second-tiered and used purely a means of securing political power, although political parties gain power by proposing to uphold these same bundles of freedoms and rights. The difference in characteristics of polities' components from the western notion of liberal democracies therefore lends the processes of elections to be influenced by other sociological values elected officials and voters consider critical to attaining and maintaining political office.

Executive & Leadership Selection: Elections

Cerpaz (1990) observes that “the most basic of democratic rights is the right to vote…Even though there are other forms of political participation…voting is the one exercised by most people”.
  Voting is one of the most significant indicators of democracy, and is especially prominent in Dahl’s criterion. The processes that entrench democracy, including institutions and elections, are echoed by many democratic and governance scholars, such as Samuel Huntington (1997)
, Francis Fukuyama (1995, 2006)
 and Franck (1992).
 Since the fall of communism as a competing system of management of polities’ political and economic affairs, irrespective of the causes of failure (structural, systemic weaknesses, mismanagement or the interaction with other systems) literature on democratic governance - whose cornerstone and single most significant antecedent is elections – continues to gain importance. 


What influences the conduct of elections and electoral outcomes? Really, it depends. For instance, Jacobson and Kernell (1983) suggest that "national events and conditions have an important effect on congressional and, to a lesser degree, state and local elections".
 Although they propose a link between the stature of the candidate and national issues in explaining elections, these conditions may be true in established democracies, but may not necessarily be applicable to divided democracies. 

In the case of other established, western liberal democracies, such as the European Union, van der Eijk, and Franklin (1996) observe that Europe-wide elections are considered "second order" to the national elections: t most voters are more likely to actively participate in elections with local and national consequences rather than those whose benefits may not be easily apparent.
 Taking place in established democracies, the voting behavior in these types of elections does not offer the most plausible explanation of electoral processes and outcomes especially in regimes in transition. Schedler (2002) captures the relationship between elections and the establishment of democracy with the claim that,
"The idea of democracy has become so closely identified with elections that we are in danger of forgetting that the modern history of representative elections is a tale of authoritarian manipulations as much as it is a saga of democratic triumphs".
 

In the evolution of democracy, dating as far back as Athens, the participation of the citizens was one of the pillars, the expectations of citizenship. Elections, whether free and fair or not, or plagued by rigging and vote-buying remain part of the process of competition to fill leadership offices. Lowell, Bosia & Bruhn (2010) label these as “a variety of competitive processes and channels for the expression of interests and values, associational as well as partisan…”
 Elections are one of the most significant distinguishing features of democracies. An examination of Dahl’s (1989) seven conditions for the criteria of the sustenance of democratic governance, six of the conditions involve selection of leaders through elections.
 
Electoral processes
The level of freedom and fairness of the elections also determines the resultant regime type. In established democracies, electoral processes are often uncontested, and the strength of the party or ideology determines the bent of the next regime. In democratizing polities, often, elections are held for the first time, and incumbents generally attempt to bias the process and outcome towards preservation of power. A good example of the interpretation of "free and fair" elections was implemented on trial basis in Kenya in 1988 for local and parliamentary elections. 
Although it was still a de facto one-party state, with one presidential candidate on the ballot, the conduct of the election raises important paradoxes. Instead of using secret ballots and ballot boxes, voters lined up behind their preferred candidates or their agents. The question of "free and fair" was not in doubt; rigging was thought to be impossible. However, the freedom from intimidation of both candidates and voters, pre- and post-election even where the election in and of itself might have been perceived to be fair, was inconsistent with most established voting and electoral processes. 


In most democratic polities and democratic electoral processes, the availability of the voting option to, at minimum a "majority of the polity’s eligible populace" denotes a minimum threshold for electoral democracy. And while the "minimum eligible" is a question of socio-cultural and political negotiations within the polity, the lack of participation deteriorates the indicators of "democracyness" of a polity, e.g. South Africa's exclusion of the blacks during the Apartheid era. The participation in elections is often influenced and affected by socio-economic status, and as Arendt Lijphart (1997) observes, 


"it is especially the more advantaged citizens who engage in these intensive modes of participation-both conventional activities such as working in election campaigns, contacting government officials, contributing money to parties or candidates, and working informally in the community and unconventional activities like participation in demonstrations, boycotts, rent and tax strikes, occupying buildings, and blocking traffic"
 (1)

Many factors influence the quality of access and participation in elections where “the general rule [is] that the voting frequency rises with rising social standard”.
 The access of a pastoralist who lives in a remote part of the country, with limited access to information, transportation and infrastructure will not be the same as that of someone who has access to these facilities, and therefore, the quality of participation in countries with “low social standards” may be more prone to electoral manipulations and disenfranchisement. 

Variables in elections: ideology

Electoral participation is influenced by different motivations on the part of the voter. Whereas research on voter turnout in 'non-fully democratic' electoral regimes is wanting, the factors that influence participation and voter turn-out point to issues such as compulsory voting, such as present in Australia, Brazil, Belgium,
 registration laws, ease of voting point access, public - rather than private - voting thereby increasing the social costs of non-participation, disproportionality of the voting system, the "social standard" and as shown recently in the US election, the candidate(s) among other factors.
  

In Crepaz's model, the "purity of ideology” plays a central role in determining voting patterns. This model anchors its argument to ideology, which is often promoted by the party, and thereafter, the voter makes a ‘rational choice’ based on the range of available party positions on an issue. This allows for the formulation of the proposition that “the wider the political spectrum of a country as compared to another country the higher the voter turnout”.
 


Ideology is a clearly contested determinant of who votes, why they vote and in what numbers they vote. It is also important to consider other regional and ethno-socio-cultural variables.  While in established democracies these and other issues may be somewhat different from those of “regimes in transition”, the latter democracies may still be grappling with the grounding of democratic institutions (e.g. after the fall of the Berlin Wall and the Soviet Union), or with institutions demanded and instituted through the “third wave” of democratization in the 1990’s. In the former, the lack of prior institutions that undergird a democratic regime of governance, and the paradox of the principle of self-determination, make it more difficult to determine if one emergent/transitory regime is more democratic than the other, especially where certain institutions are either established and do not conform to democratic principles.

Similarly, the trend of ideological thought should be considered. Europe is generally seen to trend more towards the center, towards socialism and often towards the left of the middle of the political spectrum but with a multiplicity of fairly robust political parties. Therefore, a voter in Europe may have more positions represented by parties than one in the US (for example, in the 2010 British General Election, candidates of the Conservative, Labor and Liberal Democratic parties have credible, statistically significant possibilities of forming or influencing the formation of government). On the other hand, the winners vs. losers system of the US raise the stakes in the elections, and in polities with weak central institutions, non-existent democratic tradition and a history of military reversals of elected governments, this option is often exercised. 
The implied multiplicity of registered or even credible political parties does not necessarily guarantee the representation of the different ideological positions. For example, the 300+ officially registered political parties in Kenya may have very little ideological differences. Therefore a more careful study of the proliferation of parties, rather than the centrality of ideologies, is warranted. 

The limitation of the ideological argument is seen in the transition and democratizing regimes. While Crepaz’s argument generally holds, what then becomes important, is to consider the formation of the party and whether or not ideology, rather than other factors, which determine not an ideology, but the notion of legitimate power through electoral processes regardless of ideology. In order to accomplish this ascent, other “socio-cultural, socio-economic variables” that constitute “electoralisms” or the most salient factors within a polity that can influence the outcome of an election, exercise significant influence on the voter. 

A high turnout during elections in such polities then, reflects Crepaz’s “wide spectrum” argument, only the abundance of political positions (ideology) is replaced by the variation in the perceived benefits/losses by the potential winning party, either for business interests or for tribal or religious interests. This is especially pertinent, considering Pattie and Johnston’s (1998) assertion that “Few members of the public are members of political parties. Even fewer are active within parties. But most vote in national elections…”

One concludes then, that some inducement, interest or perceived loss accruing from non-participation in electoral processes, makes the divided polity’s publics vote. These interests are not captured by party ideology: they driven by other, “sociological” concerns, fears and motivating factors, such as ethnicity, personal interest, and cultural and religious traditions that the individual voter perceives. Political parties use such “interests” to appeal to electors, even as the democracy, freedom, rights, equitable distribution of national resources and other rhetoric consistent with democratic values forms the core argument for the parties. These ‘interests’ I label socio-cultural, religious and ethnic variables.
Socio-cultural/religious/political variables: the rise of electoralism

The general view is that a correlation exists between ethically divided societies and the incidence of civil war, due to what Horowitz calls “a host of pathologies that render them especially prone to conflict and, at the extreme, violence”.
 What scholarship has not established, indeed investigated, is the causality / connection between democracy (specifically, multi-party elections) and the effect of political parties in multi-ethnic societies on such elections. 


One of the interesting and perhaps outstanding contra-indications of the notion of association of civil war and multi-ethnic societies is by Fearon and Laitlin (2003).
 They hold that, "it appears not to be true that a greater degree of ethnic or religious diversity—or indeed any particular cultural demography—by itself makes a country more prone to civil war."


To study, test and either reject or not reject the hypotheses, it is important to construct what I call 'electoralisms'. These electoralisms are based on the nature of the division of the democracy. Ethnically divided polities endure process of "ethno-electoralisms" and elections in these polities produce "ethnocracies". Divisions along religious lines produce religiously divided polities, such as the case of Iraq: these I label “theocracies”. 
Other forms of electoralisms exist, which include occupied polities that also hold elections, (Iraq, Afghanistan, West Bank/Gaza) polities where leaders are largely unchallenged or cannot be removed from office but conduct elections, and the prevalent nature of western democracies (popucratism / democratism). Due to the salience of their features and their prevalence, I will discuss and outline conditions for the three main types of electoralisms and the regimes they produce: ethnocratism, autocratism and theocratism. 

Elections and ethnic conflict: Ethnocratism

Ethnic identities are part, sometimes the most critical factor, in the construction of many post-colonial, “modern states”. When states transition to democratic rule, these identities often either provide the impetus for ethnic-based politics, or are subsumed under the greater national identity. Smooha (1991) writes that "...some of these democratic states are ethnically or racially divided societies whose democracies can be classified as...majoritarian or consociational".
 This view is echoed by Collier et al, (2001), who hold that “…currently, in much of the developing world the most powerful levels of social identity are neither the nation nor the region, but the kin group and the tribe”.
 The shared identity as part of an ethnic unit has not found compatibility with the modern democratic state. 

On the other hand, the majoritarian democracy attempts to forge a common identity through language, nationalism and institutions with some mix/separation of sub-cultures and the latter states accept ethnicity "as a principle for the organization of states" with one central government but recognition of specific communal or individual rights.
 Smooha further characterizes "ethnic democracy" or "democratic ethnic states which combine the extension of political and civil rights to individuals and certain collective rights to minorities with institutionalized dominance over the state by one of the ethnic groups".
 
Lijphart highlights Dahl’s acknowledgment that democratic plural societies can and do often exhibit characteristics of “difficulty” in achieving and maintaining democratic government.
 Although Kanchan (2005) proposes that management of ethnic parties within a democracy, if managed by institutions, does not necessarily suggest the incompatibility of democracy and ethnic divisions, he shows the agreement by scholars on both sides of the debate on the impact of ethnic divisions. He observes that "ethnic diversity is inversely related to the maintenance of democracy"; that the threat of these divisions is a threat to the notion and practice of democracy. 
 


As Gagnon (1995) points out, ethnic conflict, where it has occurred in states, has been largely attributed either to the Diversionary War theory to enable solidification of local control by focusing conflict outside the country, or by ethnic differences as causal mechanism of the violence as in the case of Rwanda. The counter-view suggests that ethnicity is often an electoral mechanism that enables certain groups, especially majority ethnic groups, to advance a political agenda through ethnic violence stoked by elites and for political purposes.
 These gains can then be solidified through elections. 


It is not the intention here suggest, or attempt to prove any causality or connections between democracies and incidence of civil strife and intra-state war, or the automatic regression into autocracy or other non-democratic governance systems as a result of multi-party elections. Differences within a robust democracy ought to be negotiated through democratic processes without resorting to conflict. Rather, I hypothesize that within ethnically mixed democracies, the most significant process associated with democracy results in governance systems that reflect social, religious, ethnic, geographical and economic divisions within the polity, and where the most significant of these divisions is ethnic division, an ethnocratic polity will result. 
These outcomes are not universal, or necessarily expected, even across ethnically divided democracies. They are dependent on the nature of the division within the democracy, and to a large extent, on the success of the transition to democracy and perception of inclusion of minorities. The length of polity will also have an effect on ‘ethnocratism’, since polities have theoretically negotiated these differences when they exist over a period of time. Therefore, an ethnically divided democracy in existence for less longer is much more likely to be more ethnocratic (electoral outcomes of parties whose distinguishing feature ethnic difference) especially if the conditions of other variables (e.g. economic underdevelopment) hold. 

The “third wave” of democratic transitions, as Carothers (2002) points out, did not evenly result in purely democratic regimes – rather, the polities had mixed characteristics. Carothers (ibid) takes issue with the classification of the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) by the USAID as being in “…transition to a democratic, free market liberal society”,
 yet arguably a protracted war with characteristics of genocide and an estimated five million casualties has been ongoing for the past ten years. Ethnicity is a major factor in this Great Lakes war, and therefore, the classification of the DRC as a “regime in transition” is problematic. 


In nearby Rwanda, the 1994 genocide continues to reflect in the democratic transition and institutions thereof, be it the most equitable political representation (with 48% of women as parliamentarians), to the new constitution that forbids self-identification as either Hutu or Tutsi. In Iraq, the post-invasion and post-Saddam era has been characterized by ethnic conflict between the Shi’a and the Sunnis, with the violence spilling over into the “first democratic regime” and the elections of 2006 and 2010. 


In the 2007 elections in Kenya, the former bastion of stability, the post-election violence marked one of the worst conflicts in that country. The Post Election Violence (PEV), now the subject of genocide/crimes against humanity and ICC inquiry, was largely along ethnic lines. It therefore follows that the dispute election outcome was prosecuted in ethnic dimensions (Weiss, 2010).
 This is consistent with Horowitz’s view which suggests that "[in] severely divided societies, ethnic identity provides clear lines to determine who will be included and who will be excluded" (Horowitz, 1993).


Elections in such ethnically divided democracies then, cannot escape the formation of political parties based not on ideology, but on these ethnic divisions. It is the competition for the election of political office holders based on these divisions that I characterize as “ethno-electoralism / ethnocratism”, i.e. the elections held in a democratic polity characterized as an ethnically divided democracy. Some ethnically divided polities which have been classified on the spectrum of democratic rule include Kenya, Iraq, Afghanistan, Belgium, Israel, South Africa, among others. Seldom do these elections produce stable democratic regimes, since the leaders concentrate on building institutions and mechanisms that ensure their ability to win elections, and form coalitions that ensure that the rule by proxy is continued even in term-limited elections.  

Fish (2004) proposes that "ethnic diversity hinders open politics” because "ethnic differences divide society and make compromise and consensus difficult".
 He also suggests an explanation for this hindrance, being that "political parties and other organizations coalesce more readily around ethnic than other identities." As the main tools for political organization and competitive elections are likely to "become(s) polarized into several highly antagonistic groups” and thereby collapse, resulting possibly in civil war, or coup d’états (Dahl, 2001).
 Quite often, these differences, conflicts and wars are the result of ethnic, religion, language, region, race and other sub-cultural factors into which people are socialized.
 These factors are important when determining the nature of elections and the level of democracy of such electoral systems. 


The causes of multipartyism are varied, but are intricately linked to competitive politics. The collapse of the Soviet Union and the sudden abundance of formerly client states, especially African countries, opened the door for the promotion of multi-party democracy. As processes that did not evolve internally, i.e. “democracy from above”, formation of political parties followed Ordeshook and Shvetsova's (1994) predicted pattern and outcomes asserting that there are "other causes of multipartyism, particularly the number and depth of cleavages".
 

Nugent (1999) argues that in the case of African countries, a multiplicity of factors and dichotomies, including primarily the ethnic divide, the post-colonial history (e.g. in Kenya, and the question of which tribe was in power and the concerted attempts to lock such tribes out of power); rural-urban divides, among other factors, as explanatory of the voting patterns.
 Klopp succinctly articulates the issue of using ethnicity as a political tool that can often not only shape elections, but also destabilize countries newly transitioned democracy. 
Of the 1992 post-election violence in Kenya, Klopp (2001) writes that "...the violence was part of a strategy to counter the onset of political liberalization in Kenya”.
 Wimmer (2003/4: 120) supports this view, holding that, “…once ethnicity has become a basic principle of political contest and conflicts, the boundaries between groups harden and an individual's group membership is cemented", which leads to the suggestion that each of the competing groups is a "minority" and that their interests must be protected from the "other".

Religion and elections: theocratism
Religion is often a supreme ordering principle in a state's political system. Its effect varies by different political systems, regions and history. The interaction of gods and political rulers dates back to pre-modern states. For example, Pharaoh Akhenaten (political ruler of ancient Egypt) introduced the monotheistic worship of the sun-god in Egypt (Frankfort, 1961).
 Mesopotamia, one of the world's ancient cities where "modern urbanity" originated, had many gods (Black, et al, 1992).
 On the Egyptian eighteenth dynasty records, Breasted (1962) records that, "there came an enemy of the South; his fate, his destruction approached; the gods of the South seized him, and his majesty found him..."

More recently, Huntington (1996) observes that "tribalism and religion (Islam) played, and still plays a significant role in the social, economic, cultural and political development of Arab Societies and Political Systems" thereby being characterized simply as "tribes with flags".
 Political parties and regional blocs often purposely include religion as part of their identity. These include the Lebanese Hezb’ Allah (warriors of God), the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood, and the regional ‘Organization of Islamic Conference’. Others include World Muslim Congress (Pakistani), Muslim World League and the Popular Arab Islamic Conference.

While these connections are historic, the rise of the modern, western liberal democracy is seen as a process originating from the ‘protestant ethic’. Stepan (2000) writes that, even in modern western democracies, the church is somewhat linked to the state. “In fact, until 1995, every longstanding West European democracy with a strong Lutheran majority (Sweden, Denmark, Iceland, Finland and Norway) had an established church. Only Sweden has begun a process of disestablishing the Lutheran church".
 Even historically, the modern western, post-Westphalian state arose out of the Peace of Westphalia, which solidified the non-religious state system was preceded by Princes, Principalities and the Papacy. 
There are few divided democracies whose main division is more religious than ethnic, although a number of them exhibit both characteristics. Even then, the level of freedoms in these democracies appears to be short of Dahl’s criteria. These democracies include India, Indonesia, Pakistan, Israel, Nigeria, Iraq and Afghanistan, among others. By no stretch of imagination would the latter two be categorized as liberal democracies, despite their holding elections; they are more likely to be categorized under “imperielectoral regimes”.

One of the distinguishing features of liberal democracies is the independence of rulers from divine powers; their authority is derived from participation of the people. Although most western polities are considered “Christian”, the nature of separation of church and state which occurred after the Peace of Westphalia in 1648
 restructured the relationship although religious variables continue to invade the political competitiveness, as seen in US Presidential elections. On the other hand, the lingering effects of  the same power re-arrangements empowered Islamic rulers and even at the end of colonization and the Great Wars, countries in the Greater Middle East (from North-West Africa to the Caucus region) embraced Islam without any significant differentiation between the church and state. 


Elections have always produced governments with distinguishing characteristics, whether these be liberal democratic, ideological, meritocratic, or theocratic/religious. In discussing the post-invasion Iraqi degeneration into ethnic-religious conflict, Wimmer observes that, "…especially during the early decades of democratisation, tensions along ethnic-religious lines may be heightened..."


The four major theocratic trends include Christianity, Islam, Hinduism and Confucianism. The binaries of the religious persuasion of the candidates (e.g. Christian vs. Muslim) in the case of the US, the emerging trends in Western Europe, and the obvious divisions between India and Pakistan (territorially and religiously) show that religion exerts significant influence on formation of government, which, according to Dahl, hinges on elections. Therefore, where elections occur in democracies divided by religion, the adherence to one religion or the other will play a key role in the nature of the emergent polity, i.e. theocratism. 


Finally, as Fukuyama (2010, a) sets out part of the research agenda for states’ transition to democracy, he observes the interconnectedness of elections as the precursor to respecting the rule of law even in pre-modern times, a concept that has continued to occupy modern democratic systems. The negotiation of religion and its place in democracy, the twin accommodations that Stepan suggests, will be important in determining the trajectory democratic transitions follow.
 
Autocracy and elections: autocratism 

The history of democracy in developing countries -which incidentally have not sufficiently resolved the questions of national cohesion and integration, and are therefore divided societies - is brief. As Pinkley (2004) notes, "Competitive elections and civil liberties had survived since the achievement of independence in India, the Gambia, Botswana, Mauritius, and some of the islands in the West Indies, and, since the ending of civil war, in Costa Rica. But these were oases in a desert dominated by military governments, one-party regimes, and personal dictatorships".
 

While this claim was made in 1994, the picture today is not much different. Very few countries in Africa have consistently been democratic and exceeded a polity score of 5, without some form of reversal of democratic rule. 

A number of states, especially post-colonization, were classified as “multi-party states.” Over the course of the past sixty years, many of those states provided mechanisms where the ruling party either absorbed the opposition parties or the opposition was so disenfranchised that it could not operate within the polity. These were de facto (absorption of parties) rather than de jure (outlawing/making illegal opposition parties) polities. Arguments for the existence of one party, rather than multiple parties, were often advanced due to the recognition that one multi-party system could be formed based on ethnic identity (thus producing ethnocratism). The conceptual framework of (divided) democracy '…given Africa's new, heterogeneous and socially anomalous nation-states, the "we" may refer to one's ethnic group. In many cases, [loyalty to the group] takes precedence over loyalty to the nation as a whole" (Conteh-Morgan, 1997).
 
Autocratism rose to prominence especially with the “second wave” of democratization, following the collapse of the Berlin Wall and the end of the Cold War. In this conceptual framework, autocratism is defined as “elections under conditions of restricted competitiveness”. The selection of heads of government and legislatures in an election is limited only to the choice of candidates, not policies, although parties seldom offer their candidates based on anything other than ideology and policy. Stifling competitiveness envisioned occurs through political intimidation of opponents, detention, and blatant vote-buying, use of government apparatus to frustrate opposition by restricting freedom to organize, of press, assembly, and expression. 
Other practices within autocratism and its elections include “stuffing” ballot boxes, murder, media and mass communication censorship, lack of information on voting locations or sudden relocations, stringent citizenship or candidature requirements and limitation of other aspects of civic education necessary to ensure equal access to information and competitiveness. 
Many African countries are likely to fall into the category of “autocratism” –they indeed have a history of see-sawing between electoral democracies, military dictatorships and other in-between regime types. In many cases, the outcome of these elections is either the return of incumbents back to power, changes in constitution, delayed elections, or blatant tampering with the constitution of government, among other un-democratic practices. As such, many African countries had "one party democracy" systems, where competition for office was based on candidates, rather than parties and different ideologies. Terms such as "true democracy", "partyless democracy" or "participatory democracy" were widely used to imbibe notions of democracy within one party rule (Wanyande, 1987).

In autocratism, selection of candidates is attached to individual candidates’ appeal, rather than the relationship of the candidate to the party, and therefore the party to the overall leadership of the country. In presidential systems, and where rulers are either the sole candidates for executive office, unimpeachable or absence of mechanisms for the removal of candidates from office, candidates are beholden to the electorate, rather than the party, and the candidates eventually promote the policies of the sponsoring political party. "In other words, voters completely determine the order of candidates elected, and the parties have no say in the matter" (Power & Roberts, 1995).

Other ‘electoralism’ hypotheses: imperiocratism
While the democratic peace theory proposes that democratic polities rarely go to war with each other, they go to war almost as often as non-democracies with other political systems. Also, that no democracy has ever attacked another does not necessarily translate into the impossibility of the condition ever occurring. Given the trends in winning the wars they start, the subsequent regime type / form of governance is one of the areas democracies attempt to influence. In almost all cases where occupation of a vanquished polity was attempted or carried out, the emergent system of governance is democratic. The post-war governance arrangements in Iraq and Afghanistan bear evidence of this: the US has on these and multiple other occasions attempted to change the regime to democratic, with elections being instrumental to achieving this outcome. Other powers have in the course of history, attempted to influence regime types in conquered territories. These include the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and US’ restoration of democracy in Haiti in the 1990’s.
Dangerous combinations

The problems that beset emerging democracies, namely construction of electoral mechanisms (or parties that contest electoral offices) are not only limited to the emerging, democratizing, developing or third world countries. Incidences of the management of politics through inclusion or exclusion of certain traditions, individuals, groups and ideologies, including religious, nationalist and territorial are abundant. For example, the Catholic vs. Protestant in Northern Ireland binary, democratic (by voting) exclusion of Moslem practices such as wearing the burqa, minarets on mosques in Switzerland among others, have formed the basis of nationalist parties in England and much of modern Europe. Such religious and ethnic distinctions have been central to the civil strife in the United Kingdom/Northern Ireland. 


Therefore, the religious/ethnic/antecedent argument only holds in certain circumstances. One of the most critical questions then, is under what conditions can elections produce the most representative of all interests of the entire electorate in divided democracies? 
Reconceptualizing divided democracies: elections and economic development

From the aforegoing, it is conceptually evident that elections as a verification mechanism for the level of freedom (democracy) in divided and democratizing polities is beset by numerous problems that are largely absent in most established, western liberal democracies. 


It is important to study not only those established, western liberal democracies but also those democracies that closely mirror the ‘problematic’ emerging and transitioning polities. Rose and Shin (2001) accurately capture the conundrum of modernizing democracies of the third wave: 'democratization backwards'. They describe 'democratization backwards' as the concept of transition polities holding elections and changing leadership, but by and large not adhering to the rule of law despite their holding elections. They observe that, "While free elections are necessary, they are not sufficient for democratization".
 The model of 'backward democratization' therefore relies on introduction of electoral processes before establishing the institutions necessary to support democratization framework, or the checks and balances which are often provided through free press, civil society, separation of the powers (between co-equal branches of government) and a fairly robust and well educated free citizenry.


Elections in developing democracies / polities in transition often characterized by vote-buying, intimidation, corruption and other forms of "unfreedoms" (see for example Seligson, 2002; Schafer, 2007: 1-4; Lehoucq, 2003). While Schafer observes widespread vote buying even in modern, developed electoral democracies such as Canada and Japan, most of the vote-buying occurs in developing democracies. 


Can a connection be made then, between voting behavior, elections and economic welfare? Sales of titles and (electoral) offices date back to the post-Westphalian state as a mechanism for raising monies by the states, e.g. France and the UK (Kennedy, 1987).
 The expectation then, that the establishment of institutions and offices that manage elections and other democratic processes as an antecedent to the transition may cause a cyclic expectation, especially if these offices are not completely independent, and might also assist in the management of elections and public affairs. To expect then, that the office holders would be above reproach presupposes a level of economic welfare that does not provide for incentive to be corrupt, and to execute independent, robust democratic institutions before elections. 


Put differently: in divided polities, whether the division be tribal, or religious, or socio-economic, each group has an interest in ensuring that the institutions favor their group identity. In tribal societies, the institutions that support democratization will therefore, by this logic, favor the one or several ethnic groups over others, and therefore the "democratic institutions" will be tainted by these preferences. Elections held under such institutions may not be fair. In addition, the development and staffing of such institutions presupposes benevolence on the part of the appointing authority, unless there is consensus (which implies democracy). 


The one plausible probability of eliminating these sources of bias then lies in making it unattractive or unprofitable to influence, or undermine these democratic institutions in order to disadvantage sections of either the voting public or political office contestants. The question of accomplishing this then becomes critical in determining how to make institutions accountable, above influence and representative of a majority of the population. Here, I put forth “propositions for transition to stable democratic regimes in ethnically divided polities”.

Truisms: Democratic Peace and Propositions for Stable Democratic Transition

It is now a widely held view that democracies, although seen as conflict and war-prone as non-democracies, rarely, if ever, fight each other (see Maoz & Abdolali, 1989; Maoz & Russett, 1993; Mesquita, Morrow, Siverson & Smith, 1999, Owen, 1994; among others). Although this hypothesis has been challenged by, among others, Rosato (2003); Farber and Gowa (1997), Layne (1994), among others, empirical studies have not failed to support the hypothesis, and therefore, so far, the theory holds. 

In the same vein, Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub & Limongi, (1996) suggest that, above $6000 per capita, "democracies are impregnable and can be expected to live forever".
 So far, no liberal democracy meeting this threshold has fallen. I propose therefore, that even divided and transitioning democracies will follow this trend, which for convenience I label “Przeworski Baseline”. Therefore, an implicit stronger correlation - not necessarily causation - exists between wealthier polities and democratic stability, thus the focus ought to be on achieving economic development rather than implementing electoral processes without the backing of democratic institutions, as a mechanism for ensuring survivability of the democracy. The general view regarding links between democracy and economic growth is characterized as "inconclusive" (see Doucouliagos and Ulubaşoğlu, 2008);
 arguments in support of or denying the links between democracy and economic growth have generated significant amounts of literature.
Li and Reuveny (2003) find that FDI positively affects the spread of democracy as does the interaction with other democracies through the processes of globalization.
 For polities that require foreign markets to support their economic growth, even autocratic ones, trading (and thus improving the welfare of both polities' citizens) has the potential to achieve the "Przeworski Baseline" and therefore ensure democratic stability upon transition to democracy.

My second proposition concerns divided polity stability under an autocratic versus a democratic political system. Due to the absence of domestic audiences with the capacity to constrain actions by the executive in autocratic polities as opposed to that of democracies, insurgencies are more easily to be expected, but also easily repressed, in autocracies than in democracies, which often resort to negotiation and conflict resolution by mediation. Autocracies are neither constrained by the domestic politics/actors nor by international, collective norms, and are able to deal with the cleavages more likely to be a dividing factor in divided polities.


This uncommon view is supported by Sanhueza's (1999) view that although autocracies are prone to the vagaries of change in regime at any time, the expected longevity of tenure of an autocrat, since they are not prone to removal by elections, is more likely to guarantee economic and political stability by virtue of the incumbent expecting to maximize utility from the rents accrued through provision of investment stability.
 Therefore, the political stability of dictatorships may provide necessary basic structures to allow for rapid economic growth; achieving the "Przeworski Baseline" would guarantee non-reversible democratic transition.
Quinn and Woolley (2001) posit that, due to the participation of publics in selection of public office occupants, democracies are less risk-averse than autocracies, while autocracies and autocratic leaders are more likely to take greater risks with economic policy and are thus quite volatile.
 So, while the implementation of economic policy, whether good or bad, is less constrained in non-democracies, the checks and balances that prevent bad decision-making, coupled with lack of investment guarantees provided by adherence to the rule of law, the  volatility is likely to negatively impact investment and economic growth. The stability that the "Przeworski Baseline" suggests is thus more difficult to achieve. 
In summary, economic development is more likely to be achieved under democratic polities, due to the predictability of governance, economic policy and rule of law. At the same time, the "Przeworski baseline" suggests that economic development as a precursor to democratic transition provides for a more robust, non-reversible democracy. The question that still remains unanswered then, is one that democratic transition scholarship should contend with: will a poor (under $6000 GDP per capita) polity that democratizes be more likely to maintain democratic stability, or is it more preferable for a polity to pursue economic growth (even under autocracy) and democratize at the "Przeworski baseline" with the knowledge that democracy is more likely to be more robust? Do these two conditions also affect divided democracies, and how does the division (religious, ethnic, geographic or other) affect the probability of a polity democratizing and not reverting to some other form of governance? One proposition that is certain is that divided polities in the process of democratic transition are more likely to produce regimes characterized by the “electoralism” variables, rather than stable, liberal democracies. 
Conclusions

A number of factors influence the nature and conduct of elections and the resulting political system. Aggregate characteristics of regimes of “electoralisms” have shown that in transition, ethnically mixed and other societies/polities that are emerged in the 19th Century or were constituted post-colonization have a higher probability of having electoral systems and resultant regimes that exhibit characteristics of “electoralisms”. The characteristics of these electoral systems are less likely to be supportive of liberal democracy. Similarly, due to the internal divisions, be they religious, social classes (e.g. castes, blacks/whites), ethnicities or by other divisions, the stability of the political system is shaky at best. 

Elections are the most efficient and widespread method of selecting representation, but they do not always produce, support or promote democratic ideals and values. Elections, as a method of selection of polity executives and representatives amongst divided societies are likely to reflect divisions in the composition of the polity especially where democratic institutions and entrenchment of western-type liberal democracy and norms has not taken hold. 

For policy-makers and the proponents of democratic governance, liberal democracy a la OECD countries (the west, generally) is unlikely to be a “one-size-fits-all” affair. The divisions within a polity in transition to democracy are likely to be exacerbated, not mitigated by elections, which offer a legitimate path to gain, consolidate and utilize power to further marginalize sections of the populace, and if such divisions are not overcome, eventually lead to civil strife. 
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