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“Most experts on divided societies and constitutional engineering are in broad agreement on several points.  First, they agree that deep ethnic and other societal divisions pose a grave problem for democracy and that ceteris paribus it is more difficult to establish and maintain democracy in divided than homogenous societies. Second, the experts agree that the problem of ethnic and other deep divisions is greater in countries that are not yet democratic or not fully democratic than in the well-established democracies.”  -- Arend Lijphart

1. Introduction 

Lijphart’s above quote nicely summarizes the conventional wisdom in the scholarly literature on democracy in multi-ethnic countries.  The fear of those who study such societies is that ethnic heterogeneity and democracy are incompatible.  This pessimistic view is shared in a number of prominent accounts (Geertz 1963; Horowitz 1985; Rabushka and Shepsle 1972; Snyder 1994).  

Early theories were developed after observing the dismal record of democratic systems that had been put in place by departing colonial powers in Africa and Asia in the 1950s and 1960s.  Multiparty systems in newly independent Africa collapsed in most countries within a few years of independence (Collier 1982).  In Asia, democracy also fared poorly, with the exception of a few notable successes, such as India (Pei 1998).  Scholars had good reason to feel gloomy about democracy’s prospects in ethnically plural societies.

However, in the last two decades democracy has been (re)introduced in a number of multi-ethnic states, and has so far proven to be stable in some cases.  In part, this development has led a few scholars to reexamine the basic assumption that ethnicity poses an inherent threat to democracy (Chandra 2005; Saideman and Lanoue, n.d.).  

A primary concern within much of the literature is that the introduction of elections brings the numerically largest ethnic group to power, creating permanent winners and losers.  The motivation for this paper is the observation that in some of the countries that introduced multi-party competition during the Third Wave, elections have in fact produced permanent (or at least perennial) winners and losers, but that democracy has so far been stable (e.g., Malawi, Mozambique, and South Africa).  Our puzzle, then, is how to make sense of cases that defy the predictions of existing theories.  

In this paper, we suggest that under certain conditions democracy can be stable even if elections produce “permanent” winners and losers.  We argue that electoral winners have two conflicting goals.  On the one hand, they want to appropriate the spoils of victory (state resources) for themselves and their followers.  On the other hand, they recognize that if they are too greedy, the losers will be more likely to defect (refuse to continue playing the democratic game, secede, attempt a coup or civil war).  Given the desire to keep the game going, the winners ought to pursue a moderate policy vis-à-vis other ethnic groups.  However, moderation requires that the winners overcome internal coordination problems and avoid outbidding. 
Within the existing literature, outbidding has been identified as a primary mechanism through which ethnic divisions become polarized, creating conditions in which democratic competition becomes untenable (Horowitz 1985, Rabushka and Shepsle 1972).  Drawing on Cox’s model of strategic entry (Cox 1997), we identify several factors – primarily institutional – that may affect whether elites seeking to represent a particular ethnic group will coordinate behind one party label or divide into several competing parties.  When coordination succeeds the winning party will be able to pursue a more moderate set of policies, reducing the likelihood that the losers will defect.  
The paper is structured as follows.  We begin by reviewing the problem of majoritarian domination, as presented by existing theories.  Second, we examine a preliminary data set on breakdown that covers African countries from 1978-2002.  Third, we examine the factors that affect coordination among political elites.  In future phases of this project, we plan to test our hypotheses in a number of cases.

2. Ethnicity, Democracy, and Breakdown

In this section we trace the linkages between majoritarian domination, immoderate policy, and democratic breakdown as developed in the existing literature.  We focus primarily on two prominent works: Donald Horowitz’s Ethnic Groups in Conflict (1985) and Rabushka and Shepsle’s (hereafter R&S) Politics in Plural Societies (1972).  
a. The problem of permanent winners and losers:

In Horowitz’s account several steps link the introduction of elections to the breakdown of democracy.  The first is that elections lead to the creation of ethnic parties.  Second, when elections are held, the numerically larger group (or coalition of groups) wins.  Third, because ethnic claims for power are mutually incompatible, the winners extract the benefits of controlling the state for their own ethnic group and exclude other groups from state resources.  Fourth, because voting takes place along fixed ethnic lines, the losers cannot hope to attract additional voters in subsequent electoral rounds.  Finally, facing the prospects of permanent exclusion, the losers will have no reason to continue playing the electoral game and will be more likely to seek non-democratic means of gaining power or separation.  Though breakdown is not unavoidable, democracy’s chances of survival under these conditions are slim.
  The concern that majority domination will lead to breakdown is shared by other authors (Lijphart 1977, Sisk 1996, Reilly 2002, Roeder 2005).
The key assumption in Horowitz’s account is that voter preferences are homogenous within ethnic groups and opposed between groups.  His rationale for ethnic voting relies on a psycho-social understanding of communal ties.  Citizens interact primarily with other members of their ethnic community, strengthening social solidarities.  When elections are introduced, voting becomes an opportunity to affirm one’s affective ties to the community and to express group loyalties.  As such, parties are unable to attract voters from other ethnic groups, and no swing voters exist.  This means that the losing party cannot hope to increase its vote share in subsequent elections by enlarging its support base.  In Horowitz’s words, “to the excluded, exclusion from power appears permanent” (p. 349).

As Horowitz and others have noted, the problem of permanent winners and losers is not a universal feature of elections in all ethnically plural societies.  A number of mitigating factors exist.  First, the problem is worse when society is composed of only two ethnic groups, one of which forms a majority.  If society is composed of several smaller groups, none of which is a majority, then in principle any group that gains power can be defeated by a coalition of other groups.  The possibility of shifting coalitions means that there will be no permanent losers.  Second, scholars from the constructivist school of ethnicity also suggest that the danger of permanent winners and losers is lessened if ethnicity is multi-dimensional.  If the losers are able to shift the axis of voting from one ethnic dimension (e.g., tribe) to another (e.g., language group), then the losers on one axis may become winners on the other.  Moreover, if different ethnic dimensions are relevant at different levels of government (e.g., local, state, national), then it will be harder to organize society into competing ethnic camps (Chandra, 2005).  Third, the problem of permanent losers is reduced if non-ethnic issues (such as policy and performance) are salient for at least some portion of the electorate.  When voters care about policy, losers can win in future rounds by attracting voters who are disappointed with the incumbent’s performance or by offering alternative policy platforms.  Finally, the problem is reduced if the largest ethnic group splits into multiple electoral factions.  When this occurs, smaller ethnic groups may be able to prevail.  Bearing these caveats in mind, we continue by exploring the worst case scenario for democracy; i.e., the scenario where none of these mitigating factors applies.  

b. The problem of indivisibility:

In principle, elections that produce permanent winners and losers need not be problematic if the two groups can share power and goods after the election.  However, both Horowitz and R&S view the state as indivisible.  Both accounts focus on poor countries emerging from colonial rule where politics revolves around control of patronage resources.  Under conditions of scarcity, political leaders must inevitably choose which groups will receive benefits and which will not.  

Both accounts conclude that the need for reelection will compel leaders to supply goods to their own ethnic group and to exclude other groups.  More recent work has challenged this logic.  Stokes’ model of machine politics, for example, suggests that parties are better off using patronage resources to attract swing voters rather than rewarding existing partisans (Stokes, 2005).  Similarly, Kasara finds empirically that African leaders tax farmers from their own ethnic group at higher rates than they tax farmers from other ethnic groups, calling into question the basic assumption that leaders favor their own groups (Kasara, 2004).  However, others note that clientelism remains a useful tool for candidates seeking to mobilize support from within their own ethnic group (Wantchekon, 2003).   Moreover, if leaders face intra-group challenges, they may find it expedient to channel benefits to core supporters rather than outsiders, if doing so will reduce the likelihood that challengers will emerge (Kasara, 2004, p. 14). 

This latter point – that intra-group competition compels leaders to favor their own group – is at the heart previous theories of democracy and breakdown.  For both Horowitz and R&S, leaders that fail to reward their own group become vulnerable to charges that they have sold out the group’s interests.  Because of this, leaders will typically channel patronage resources to their own groups, excluding other groups.  In addition, both accounts suggest that because elections in multi-ethnic settings are often accompanied by divisive ethnic rhetoric and violence, inter-group tension may make it difficult for leaders to credibly promise to share the spoils of victory once in office.  For these reasons, both sets of authors conclude that the state is indivisible and that all groups will therefore demand total, not shared, control of the state.  
c. Incentives to moderate?

While both accounts are pessimistic about the possibility that the winning majority will be able to treat the losers with moderation, Horowitz does note that incentives toward moderation may exist (p. 348).  First, in some cases parties need to cooperate with other parties to form a government. This would occur, of course, only where the largest party does not constitute a majority on its own.  Second, when the winners’ preferences include goals such as national economic development, they may choose to make concessions to other ethnic groups that play key roles in the economy.  Third, and most important, the fear of civil disorder can induce moderation.  Implicit in this point is that civil disorder and breakdown are costly for the winners.  Horowitz cites a number of cases in which immoderation by the winning party provoked a violent reaction by the losers: Nigeria in 1964-65, Sri Lanka in 1977, Congo-Brazzaville in 1958-5, and Guyana in 1962-64.  His key point, though, is that even in the face of these incentives to moderate, electoral competition may induce immoderate behavior.  

d. Electoral competition, outbidding, and immoderation
For Horowitz, two aspects of electoral competition lead to polarization between ethnic groups: the need to mobilize turnout and intra-group competition.  First, because parties can only appeal to members of one communal group, campaigning is designed to get voters to the polls, not to attract new voters.  Parties have an incentive to use extreme ethnic rhetoric because fear is a powerful motivator: “the greater the collective danger, the greater the likelihood that politically apathetic group members will go to the polls” (p. 332).  

The second aspect of electoral competition that leads to polarization is outbidding.  Outbidding occurs when two or more parties compete for the same ethnic group by using increasingly extreme ethnic appeals.  Essentially, moderate parties are vulnerable to accusations that they have sacrificed the group’s interests if they fail to pursue maximal policies on divisive inter-ethnic issues, like distribution of patronage resources, jobs, national language policies, and so forth.  As parties compete for an ethnic group, they take increasingly extreme positions in order to present themselves as the true defenders of the group’s interests.  This undermines moderation and increases inter-group tensions (Horowitz, pp. 356-357; R&S, pp. 80-84).

Horowitz notes that outbidding is not inevitable.  Outbidding only occurs, by this account, when two or more parties exist seeking to appeal to the same group.  R&S, by contrast, argue that outbidding is inevitable because political entrepreneurs are always ready to enter the fray and outflank moderate parties.  R&S describe the “bankruptcy of moderation” as follows: “Moderation on the ethnic issue is a viable strategy only if ethnicity is not salient.  Once ethnicity becomes salient and, as a consequence, all issues are interpreted in communal terms, the rhetoric of cooperation and mutual trust sounds painfully weak.  More important, it is strategically vulnerable to flame fanning and the politics of outbidding” (p. 86). 

The argument we develop in Section 4 draws inspiration from these accounts. We seek to identify a number of factors that make outbidding more or less likely.    

3.  Preliminary Data on Survival and Breakdown

In this section we provide some preliminary data on the incidence of breakdown after the introduction of multi-party elections in ethnically plural societies.  The data (in Appendix 1) is limited to African countries; we plan to add non-African cases in the future. The dataset is too preliminary to be used for testing the argument we develop in the next section.  Nonetheless, the data does allow some tentative observations about breakdown and stability, which may be helpful in motivating this project. 
The sample includes all multi-ethnic African countries that introduced multi-party elections between 1978 and 2002.  We consider a multi-party election to be any election in which opposition parties were legally allowed to participate, regardless of whether the election was free and fair or if opposition parties actually participated rather than boycotting the election.

We consider a country to be multi-ethnic if its ethno-linguistic fractionalization (ELF) score is above 0.1 in Alesina et al.’s (1999) data.  Given the high degree of diversity in most African countries, the .1 cut-off only excludes Swaziland (.06) and Comoros (0). We also exclude Cape Verde and Sao Tome and Principe, for which we lack data.  It is worth noting that this coding rule is arbitrary. 
[NOTE TO WGAPE:  Posner’s (2004) PREG index, which seeks to measure politically relevant ethnic groups, would exclude Botswana, Burkina Faso, Lesotho, Madagascar and the Seychelles.  For the purposes of this paper we think it may be better to use the ELF index as our measure of ethnicity because we are interested in testing whether ethnic diversity increases the likelihood of democratic breakdown.  As such, we do not want to exclude countries in which ethnicity has not become salient but could in the future. We would greatly appreciate your feedback on this point.]
We consider breakdown as three types of events.  First, breakdown occurs when elections lead to a civil war in which an excluded group either tries to secede or gain control of the state.  Second, we count coups that replace elected governments as breakdown.  Finally, cases in which incumbents do away with multi-party systems are counted as instances of breakdown.
Between 1978 and 2002, 38 multi-ethnic African countries held multi-party elections. Twelve of the 38 (32%) subsequently experienced breakdown, although this does not control for the number of elections that each country held.  If we consider the election period as the unit of analysis, 97 total elections were held in our sample with 17 (17.5%) occurrences of breakdown following an election.  

While either measure (country or election period), indicates a relatively high incidence of breakdown, we hesitate to conclude that all of these cases were related to elections or ethnic mobilization.  In some cases, a plausible connection between elections, ethnicity, and breakdown appears to exist, most notably, Burundi, the Central African Republic, Congo-Brazzaville, Ivory Coast, and Nigeria.  In other cases it is hard to draw a causal connection between elections and the subsequent breakdown of democracy.  In Angola, Liberia, and Sierra Leone major conflicts preceded the introduction of elections. Elections were held in these cases as part of a cease-fire process that ultimately failed.  

The cases in which coups occurred without widespread violence (Gambia, Lesotho, Niger) also may not conform to the existing models of breakdown.  Evidence about the motivations of coup leaders in these cases is scarce, and we cannot rule out the possibility that they may have been precipitated in part by the introduction of multi-party elections that led to heightened ethnic tension.  Nonetheless, we note that some of these coups appear to be unrelated to ethnic competition or electoral politics. In the 1999 coup in Niger, for example, the head of the army faction that organized the coup came from the same ethnic sub-group (Hausa, subgroup Tienga) as the president who was removed from office.
  This fact alone suggests that the coup was probably not motivated by a losing ethnic group attempting to wrest power from another group.  Similarly, the 1994 coup in Gambia appears to have been motivated by army personnel who were disgruntled about unpaid wages, not electoral or ethnic concerns.
  

In short, although breakdown occurred in about a third of the countries that introduced multi-party elections, the causal connections appear weak in some of these cases.  Regardless of how the ambiguous cases are coded, we note that on the whole breakdown appears to be less common than existing theories would suggest.  The majority of multi-ethnic African countries that introduced multi-party elections since 1978 have so far been stable.  The surprising stability of these systems demands an explanation.
   

4. A Theory of Moderation

In this section we examine the problem of permanent winners and losers (which we also refer to as majority domination).  We assume that the winning party will want to appropriate as much resources for its group as possible.  As we argued above, politicians from the winning party will seek to deliver benefits to their supporters in order to maintain partisan loyalties.  Benefits may include private personal goods transferred to certain leaders, targeted public goods for certain regions, or more general programmatic goods that benefit co-ethnics.  

Given the winning party’s desire to enjoy the spoils of victory, it will also want to maximize stability by reducing the probability that the minority will defect.  As such, there is in inherent trade-off between appropriation and stability.  The more the winning group takes for itself, the more likely the losing group will be to defect.  Winners therefore have to offer concessions to losers to maintain future rounds of the democratic process.    

Recognizing that a policy of exclusion and oppression toward the losing ethnic groups will increase the likelihood of defection, the winning party will seek to moderate itself. This is only possible when elites from the larger ethnic group have succeeded in coordinating behind one party label.  

The argument we present below focuses on the conditions that make outbidding more or less likely.  The proximate variable we focus on as our key dependent variable here is coordination success or failure among political elites, which we believe may play an important role in affecting whether outbidding occurs.
Elite coordination:

As noted earlier, Horowitz (1985) argues that outbidding only occurs when each ethnic group is represented by two or more parties.  His account essentially treats the number of parties as exogenous.  In R&S’s model, outbidding always occurs because political entrepreneurs are always ready to enter the electoral game and outflank the existing parties. We suggest that elites can avoid outbidding when they coordinate behind one party label.  We are particularly concerned with coordination among elites seeking to represent the majority ethnic group, although a similar process occurs among elites seeking to represent the minority group.  We examine coordination through the lens of strategic entry models (Cox 1997) which focus on the behavior of individual political entrepreneurs facing the choice of joining an existing party label or creating a new one.  
We envision a stylized setting in which only two ethnic groups exist, one of which is larger than the other.  Voting takes place along ethnic lines, meaning that the introduction of elections brings the larger ethnic group to power, creating permanent winners and losers.
We start with the simplest case in which the majority ethnic group is represented by one party.  Some models of strategic entry start from a condition in which no parties exist and all would-be candidates have equal chances of creating a viable party (Cox 1997).  However, in practice new democracies rarely start without any pre-existing parties.  In post-colonial countries, for example, parties typically were created during the colonial period.  More recently, democracy has often emerged from one-party states endowed with at least the previous dominant party. 

We think of “new entrants” as would-be candidates seeking election.  Coordination succeeds when new entrants are integrated into the existing majority party and fails when they create new parties to compete with the existing party.  Drawing on Cox’s discussion of strategic entry, we suggest that, all else equal, new entrants are more likely to create new parties when: 1. the value of existing party labels is low; 2. existing parties are difficult to permeate; 3. electoral rules are permissive; 4. uncertainty is high; and 5. challengers have long time horizons.    

We follow Cox in arguing that existing parties have valuable party labels that carry with them a core of habitual voters and a familiar brand name.  Party labels tend to be more valuable in established democracies where partisan identification has solidified over many voting rounds.  However, party labels can also be valuable in new democracies.  Often party labels are associated with particular leaders who have gained prominence during independence struggles (e.g., KANU in Kenya; ZANU in Zimbabwe) or pro-democracy movements (e.g., the PDS in Senegal; the ANC in South Africa).  Moreover, because new democracies often emerge out of one-party states, the party label of the old single-party may continue to hold value (e.g., the MCP in Malawi; CCM in Tanzania), at least for some voters.  Thus, even in new democracies, valuable party labels may exist.  To the extent that they do, new entrants will prefer to run on the ticket of the existing party.  Some possible measures of the value of party labels could be: age of the party, resources available to the party for campaigning (hard to measure); and/or ethnic credentials (very hard to measure).  [NOTE TO WGAPE: Other suggestions???]
H1: Coordination is more likely when the existing party label is valuable. 
While new entrants may prefer to run under the existing party label, they may have difficultly gaining the party’s nomination.  This depends on the permeability of the existing party, which can be thought of as the probability that a new entrant will be able to gain the party’s nomination (Cox 1997, p. 166).  Permeability varies with the nomination procedures used by parties.  In single-member districts (SMD), open primaries in which any candidate can run under the party’s label are more permeable than closed primaries in which the party controls who uses the label.  In proportional representation (PR) systems, open lists are more permeable than closed lists.  When the nomination procedures are permeable, new entrants will be more likely to join the existing party rather than start a new one. 
H2: Coordination is more likely when existing parties employ permeable nomination procedures.  
The decision to join the existing party or create a new one also depends on the new entrant’s perceptions of the viability of a new party.  Viability is determined (in part) by the permissiveness of the electoral system.  At the district level PR electoral rules are the most permissive, allowing smaller parties to gain entry into the legislature more easily than SMD rules.  Adding a minimum threshold reduces permissiveness.  At the national level, neither presidential nor parliamentary regimes are inherently more permissive.  Presidential systems that require only a plurality of the vote may be more permissive than a parliamentary system that requires a majority of seats to form a government. By contrast, a parliamentary system that allows minority governments to form may be more permissive than a presidential system that requires a majority of votes.  Permissiveness is therefore dependent upon electoral rules and regime type, where variations in the details of how these rules operate can be significant.   

H3: Coordination is less likely when electoral rules are permissive.

Expectations about viability also depend on the degree of uncertainty about voters’ partisan attachments.  One important factor that affects uncertainty is the volatility of the party system.  Where party systems are highly fluid with a great deal of volatility from election to election, new entrants will have less information about viability of a new party.  Party systems that are less volatile provide potential challengers with more information about voter preferences, allowing more accurate predictions about viability.  New democracies vary widely in the degree of volatility in the party system (Ferree 2006; Tavits 2005).  In mature democracies, challengers also rely heavily on polling data to test the waters before deciding whether to enter the fray as a new party.  In new democracies this data is often lacking.   Thus, in systems where volatility is high and polling data is absent, uncertainty about viability will be greater.  We suggest that uncertainty will lead to more new entrants entering as independent parties, as long as they are risk-accepting.  [Of course, coordination failure also increases volatility, so it’s not clear which way the causality runs].
H4: Coordination is more likely when uncertainty is low.
Finally, throughout the above discussion we have assumed that new entrants have short time horizons and care only about winning the current election.  If candidates have longer time horizons, they may be willing to enter the election under a new party label even if their chances of winning are slim.  A challenger may believe that it will take time to build her party’s label and will be willing to lose in the current period if she believes that she will do better in subsequent periods.  Moreover, a challenger may present herself as a protester against the current parties, even though she cannot hope to win.  Finally, she may also enter as a non-viable candidate if she believes that she can gain enough votes to extract concessions from the winners after the election (a blackmailer).  

In new democracies, we assume that candidates will generally care about winning the current election (have short time horizons) for two reasons.  First, because elections in new democracies often concentrate power in the hands of the winning party (checks and balances tend to be weak), new entrants will have a strong incentive to be part of the winning team.  Being on a losing team often guarantees that candidates will be excluded from useful state resources.  Second, incumbent parties often have an advantage in elections because they can access state resources for campaigning and/or electoral fraud.  As such, candidates will have a strong incentive to try to gain access to the existing party, rather than suffer the disadvantages of being an outsider party in future electoral rounds.  For these reasons, we treat time horizon as a constant rather than a variable.  
To summarize, we identify five potentially important determinants of coordination, one of which (time horizon) we hold constant.  Collectively, these factors (possibly others???) influence the likelihood that elites seeking to gain votes from the majority ethnic group will coordinate behind one party label.  
5. Conclusion and Next Steps

In this paper we suggest that because breakdown is costly, electoral winners will have positive incentive to treat the losing ethnic groups with moderation.  As noted by Horowitz and others, moderation becomes difficult when outbidding occurs.  In this paper we examine several factors that may affect coordination among political elites.  We have not yet collected sufficient data to allow a test of the argument.  
[NOTE TO WGAPE: We think a useful next step would be to develop a number of case studies (analytic narratives?) and we would welcome suggestions for possible cases (Mozambique, Sri Lanka, Burundi?).]  
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Appendix 1

Multi-Party Elections and Breakdown - African Countries, 1978 - 2002

	Country
	Multi-party elections
	ELF
	PREG
	Federal / Decentralized
	PR
	Subsequent breakdown?
	Event

	Angola
	1992
	0.79
	0.65
	 
	yes
	Yes
	Civil war restarted (1993)

	Benin
	1991, 1996, 2001
	0.79
	0.3
	 
	yes
	No
	 

	Botswana
	1979, 1984, 1989, 1994, 1999
	0.41
	0
	 
	 
	No
	 

	Burkina Faso
	1991, 1998
	0.72
	0
	 
	yes
	No
	 

	Burundi
	1993
	0.3
	0.26
	 
	yes
	Yes
	Coup (1996)

	Cameroon
	1992, 1997
	0.89
	0.71
	yes
	Mixed
	No
	 

	CAR
	1992, 1993, 1999
	0.83
	0.23
	 
	 
	Yes
	Civil war / Coup (2003)

	Congo-Brazzaville
	1992
	0.82
	0.19
	 
	 
	Yes
	Civil war (1993, 1997)

	Cote d'Ivoire
	1990, 1995, 2000
	0.82
	0.49
	 
	Mixed
	Yes
	Coup (1999), civil war (2000)

	Djibouti
	1993, 1999
	0.8
	 
	 
	 
	No
	 

	Equatorial Guinea
	1996, 2002
	0.35
	0.19
	 
	 
	No
	 

	Ethiopia
	1995, 2001
	0.72
	0.57
	yes
	 
	No
	 

	Gabon
	1993, 1998
	0.77
	0.21
	 
	 
	No
	 

	Gambia
	1982, 1987, 1992, 1996, 2001
	0.79
	0.37
	 
	 
	Yes
	Coup (1994)

	Ghana
	1992, 1996, 2000, 2004
	0.67
	0.44
	yes
	 
	No
	 

	Guinea
	1993, 1998
	0.74
	0.48
	 
	mixed
	No
	 

	Guinea-Bissau
	1994, 1999
	0.81
	0.05
	 
	yes
	Yes
	Coup (1998)

	Kenya
	1992, 1997, 2002
	0.86
	0.57
	 
	 
	No
	 

	Lesotho
	1993, 1998, 2002
	0.26
	0
	 
	mixed
	Yes
	Coup (1994), protests (1998)

	Liberia
	1997
	0.91
	0.62
	 
	 
	Yes
	Civil war restarted

	Madagascar
	1982, 1989, 1993, 1997, 2001
	0.88
	0
	 
	 
	No
	 

	Malawi
	1994, 1999
	0.67
	0.55
	 
	 
	No
	 

	Mali
	1992, 1997, 2002
	0.69
	0.13
	 
	 
	No
	 

	Mauritania
	1992, 1997
	0.62
	 
	 
	 
	No
	 

	Mauritius
	1992, 1997
	0.46
	0.6
	 
	 
	No
	 

	Mozambique
	1994, 1999
	0.69
	0.36
	 
	yes
	No
	 

	Namibia
	1994, 1999
	0.63
	0.55
	yes
	yes
	No
	 

	Niger
	1993, 1996, 1999
	0.65
	0.51
	 
	mixed
	Yes
	Coup (1996, 1999)

	Nigeria
	1993, 1999, 2003
	0.85
	0.66
	yes
	 
	Yes
	1993 election annulled by military

	Senegal
	1978, 1983, 1988, 1993, 2000
	0.69
	0.14
	 
	mixed
	No
	 

	Seychelles
	1993, 1998, 2001
	0.2
	0
	 
	Mixed
	No
	 

	Sierra Leone
	1996, 2002
	0.82
	0.56
	 
	yes
	Yes
	Coup (1997) / civil war restarted

	South Africa
	1994, 1999
	0.75
	0.49
	yes
	yes
	No
	 

	Sudan
	2000
	0.71
	0.41
	yes
	 
	No
	on-going civil war

	Tanzania
	1995, 2000
	0.74
	0.59
	yes
	 
	No
	 

	Togo
	1993, 1998, 2003
	0.71
	0.49
	 
	 
	
	 

	Uganda
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Zambia
	1991, 1996, 2001
	0.78
	0.71
	 
	 
	No
	 

	Zimbabwe
	1990, 1996, 2002
	0.39
	0.41
	 
	 
	No
	 


Number of countries that held multi-party elections = 38

Number that experienced breakdown after holding multi-party elections = 12 (32%)

Type of breakdown:

   civil war started:


4  (Burundi, CAR, Congo-Brazzaville, Ivory Coast)

   civil war re-started:


3  (Angola, Liberia, Sierra Leone)

   coup:




4  (Gambia, Guinnea-Bissau, Lesotho, Niger)

   incumbents annulled elections:

1  (Nigeria)

Data Sources:

Elections: provided by Steffan Lindberg

ELF: Alessina et al., 1999.  “Fractionalization.” Journal of Economic Growth 8 (June): 155-94.

PREG: Posner, Daniel.  2004.  “Measuring Ethnic Fractionalization in Africa.”  American Journal of Political Science 48 (4): 849-863.

Consociational: Norris, Pippa.  2005.  “Stable Democracy and Good Governance in Divided Societies: Do Power-Sharing Institutions Work?”  Paper presented at ISA 2005 Conference.  

Breakdown events: State Failure Task Force (http://globalpolicy.gmu.edu/pitf/) and authors.   

� Lijphart, Arend.  2002.  “The Wave of Power-Sharing Democracy” in Andrew Reynolds, ed., The Architecture of Democracy.  Oxford: Oxford University Press, p. 37.


� Horowitz also notes that because electoral competition often heightens inter-group tensions and violence, the incumbents may choose to eliminate the multi-party system. 


� Given our current stage in data collection, we have not coded elections as free and fair.  This is not to suggest that the quality of election would not have important consequences for how majorities coordinate and whether minorities are more likely to defect.  We can examine for these effects once we gather the proper data.  


� Africa Confidential 40, no. 8 (April 16, 1999).


� Saine, Abdoulaye.  1996.  “The Coup d'Etat in the Gambia, 1994: The End of the First Republic.” Armed Forces & Society 23: 97-112.


� Stability does not appear to be a function of formal consociational institutions; many of the stable countries are unitary systems with majoritarian electoral rules.  We have not conducted statistical tests.  
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