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. More often than not, conflict has been managed in divided societies
through authoritarian domination of a group or groups over others.
The approach is usually an exclusive one, in which minority (or
sometimes, majority) communities are not provided the opportunity
to directly or indirectly influence decisions made for the society as a
whole. The approach may be revolutionary, attempting to remove
the minority or majority factor from political life through forced
assimilation (as Bulgaria recently sought to do with its Turkish
minority) or genocidal. Other strategies that fall in the hegemonic
approach include subjugation, isolation, avoidance, and displace-
ment of ethnic groups (Rothchild and Olurunsola 1986:240-41).!
Countless tyrannies have resorted to such measures, either singu-
larly or in combination. In Thailand, Burma, and the Philippines,
military rule has at times served, as Horowitz (1993:27) argues, as a
mask for ethnic dominance.

Although subjugation and dominance are more common in prac-
tice, and non-Western examples of the democratic management of
conflict in divided societies are few, there are instances of relatively
successful ethnic conflict management within autocratic systems.
Milton Esman notes that “historically some polities have succeeded
rather well in managing ethnic cleavages by methods that include

. power-sharing methods. The autocratic Ottoman Empire governed
for half a millennium. Under the ‘millet’ system it guaranteed a large
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30  DEMOCRACY AND ITS ALTERNATIVES

they have not even established good records of maintaining order
and peace in plural societies.”

Where ethnic tensions have been successfully managed, the
?égime is open and respectful of human rights and features a partic-
ipatory civil society, universal suffrage, free and fair elections, and a
modicum of fairness in the distribution of economic resources, In
addition, patterns of reciprocal interactions among competing eth-
nic groups are institutionalized through the widely accepted and
consensually framed rules of the political game. Stated differently,
when the state stands above ethnic conflicts and mediates them,
employing democratic institutions and practices, differences among
communities can be worked out in parliament rather than on the
streets. The telltale sign of successful conflict management in mul-
tiethnic societies is widespread commitment to the mediation of dis-
putes through the democratic rules of the game.”

Problems of Majoritarian Democracy

At least one hallmark of a democratic system is the willingness of the
principal interests in society to accept the inherently uncertain con-
sequences of the electoral game. The electoral arena in a democracy
is the most important element of politics, because it is the primary
forum of intergroup competition. It is in the halls of parliament, not
in the streets, that individuals and groups in multiethnic societies
are expected to arbitrate their differences. Robert Dahl describes
the'importance of mutual security as a prerequisite to electoral com-
Peution and the need for minimum level of the protection of basic
interests (or rights) so that defeat at the ballot box will not jeopar-
dize physical survival (1973).

Clearly, the Algerian military leadership perceived a threat to its
power, and potentially to physical survival, when in January 1992 it
stepped in to cancel the second round of balloting that would in all
probability have led to an absolute parliamentary majority for the
Islamist Front for Islamic Salvation (FIS). Although the principal
difference in Algeria is not between ethnic groups but between
opinions on the desirability of an Islamic state, this case highlights
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the principal problem with democracy in instances where social
divisions on ethnic or religious lines run deep. Absent Dahl’s pre-
requisite of mutual security, elections are perceived by groups in
conflict as a zero-sum game; it is a2 winner-take-all contest. Often, an
election is perceived as an opportune moment for politicians to
manipulate ethnicity in order to retain power, as in Kenya and
Ghana in recent years.

In many divided societies, electoral competition is a contest for
ownership of the state. Minorities, particularly, equate democracy
not with freedom or participation but with the structured domi-
nance of adversarial majority groups. Permanent minorities such as
Tamils in Sri Lanka, Catholics in Northern Ireland, and whites in
South Africa have feared the consequences of electoral competition,
especially when the expected conséquence of majority victory is dis-
crimination against them. For minority groups, losing an election is
a matter of not simply losing office but of losing the means for pro-
tecting the survival of the group.

In other types of voting, governments do not countenance plebi-
scites or referenda on secessionist claims because they fear the conse-
quences of determining the popular will by simple majority rule. The
government of India has not allowed the implementation of the UN
General Assembly resolutions of 1947 promising a plebiscite on the
territorial dispensation of Kashmir because of the likelihood that a
majority of Muslims would opt for accession to Pakistan or, more
recently, independence. The primary trigger in the onset of the war
in Bosnia was the move in February 1992 by the predominantly
Muslim and Croat government to hold a referendum on indepen-
dence from the former Yugoslavia, the outcome of which would have
been determined by simple majority rule; the referendum was boy-
cotted by the Bosnian Serbs. Moreover, as Herbert Okun notes, “the
referendum was held in breach of the constitution of Bosnia and
Hercegovina, which required that major decisions of this nature were

to be decided on the basis of consensus among the three ‘constituent
peoples’ (Bosnian Muslims, Bosnian Serbs, Bosnian Croats).”®

The problem is that ethnic groups in conflict all too often associ-
ate elections and referenda, and democracy in general, with the
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principle of simple majority rule. Majoritarian democracy is typified
by the Westminster system of small single-member districts with
first-past-the-post (plurality) electoral rules; the party (or parties, in
coalition governments) with a majority of the seats forms the gov-
ernment while other parties remain in loyal opposition. Analytically,
there are three problems with simple majoritarian democracy in
divided societies: the possibility of permanent exclusion of minority
group-based political parties, the lack of “floating” voters whose
preferences are formed on other-than-ascriptive criteria such as
class,” and the pervasiveness of radical outbidding on divisive ethnic
issues. Although simple majority rule may be fairest from a theoret-
ical point of view (Rae 1969), the scholarly consensus recognizes
the principle’s limitations in divided societies.!® (Horowitz [1993:30]
also demonstrates how a procedurally free and fair election can lead
to equally exclusive minority rule.)

Advocates of power sharing in divided societies agree on the dan-
gers of majoritarianism, citing the potential distortions in vote-to-
seat outcomes, the inability of geographically dispersed minority
parties to achieve representation, and—in the context of an ethnic
party system—the likelihood that a single ethnic group or coalition
of ethnic groups will govern exclusively and to the detriment of
others.!! Lijphart, the most indefatigable critic of majoritarian and
plurality electoral rules for divided societies (and indeed for other
democracies), identifies the core problem when he refers to the
potential for “majority dictatorship” (1985:102). Horowitz concurs,
aruging in his seminal work, Ethnic Groups in Conflict, that under
conditions of simple majority rule, “Ethnic parties developed,
majorities took power, and minorities took shelter. It was a fearful
situation, in which the prospect of minority exclusion from govern-
ment underpinned by ethnic voting, was potentially permanent. . . .
Civil violence, military coups, and the advent of single party regimes
can all be traced to this problem of inclusion-exclusion” (1985:629).

Simply put, simple majority rule results in minimum winning
coalitions that tend to exclude a significant minority; when minority
preferences are intense and there is little chance of the minority
becoming a majority, a recipe for conflict exists. Simple majoritari-
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anism in a deeply divided society leads to zero-sum politics (V.V.elsh
1993). The Westminster system of govermnent—and-opposxt.u.)n,
transplanted into many societies that were once part of the British
empire, assumes that the opposition will be loyal and that the oppor-
tunity for alternation in winning coalitions is real. Without an assur-
ance that the electoral system will not lead to permanent e:xclusmn,
why should a minority group that perceives a threatening environment
be willing to accept the inherent risks of electoral cornpetl.tlor%?
Rejection of majoritarian democracy does not mean a rejection of
democratic values. What distinguishes advocates of majontanams.rn
from advocates of coalescent democracy, or power sharing, is-b'ehef
in the prospects for “political engineering” (Sartori 1968) to mitigate
conflicts in divided societies. That is, the rules of the political game
can be structured to institutionalize moderation on divisive ethnic
themes, to contain the destructive tendencies, and to preempt ?:he
centrifugal thrust created by ethnic politics. Therf: is no assertion
that deft political engineering can prevent or eradlc?t.e deep enmi-
ties, but appropriate institutions can nudge the political system in
the direction of reduced conflict and greater governmental account-
ability. The common assumption is that choices over the basic rule:s
of the game affect its outcomes. Horowitz writes, “Where there is
some determination to play by the rules, the rules can restructure
the system so the game itself changes” (1985:601). The_ essence of
power sharing is not to do away with democratic competition but to
contain it within acceptable boundaries so that differencgs of opinion
along ethnic lines do not ineluctably lead to intergrf)up Ylolence.
The central question of political engineering is this: In deeply
divided societies, which kinds of institutions and practices create an
incentive structure for ethnic groups to mediate their dift"erences
through the legitimate institutions of a common democratic state?
Alternatively, how can the incentive system be structu're'd-to rewax:d
and reinforce political leaders who moderate on .lelSlVC e-tlfmc
themes and to persuade citizens to support moderation, bargaining,
and reciprocity among ethnic groups? '
As highlighted in chapter 1, there are two dis@ct :?pprc.)aches to
constructing conflict-ameliorating democratic institutions 1n deeply
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divided societies: the consociational model most associated with
Lijphart (1968, 1969, 1977, 1977b, 1985) and what I term the inte-
grative approach associated with Horowitz (1985, 1990a, 1990b,
1941, 1993). These approaches are summarized in table 1. Although
dichotomizing these approaches may be a too-simplistic description
of their advocates’ views, I do so here to highlight the differences.
"The former approach places greater faith in assurances for minority
group protection, whereas the latter places greater emphasis on the
role of incentives in encouraging interethnic co-operation. What
unites them is the belief in coalescent democracy as an alternative to
the adverse effects of majoritarianism and the assumptions that sup-
port a rejection of majoritarian practices. “Coalescent” decision
making is argued to be a better prescription for the ills that plague

deeply divided societies than the adversarial pattern associated with
majoritarian democracy.!2

Power Sharing: The Consodiational Approach

Consociationalism, above all, relies
pal characteristic of successful c
divided societies.!3 Consociationalists suggest that even if there are
deep communal differences, overarching integrative elite coopera-
tion is a necessary and sufficient condition to assuage conflict. Eric
Nordlinger (1972:73) 80es so far as to argue that elites “alone can
initiate, work out and implement conflict-regulating practices,
therefore they alone can make direct and positive contributions to
conflict-regulating outcomes.” In the consociational approach,
elites, or conflict group leaders, directly represent various societal
segments and act to forge political ties at the center. This is the case
in many of the consociational democracies—Belgium, the Nether-
lands, Switzerland, Malaysia (195 5-1969), Lebanon (1943-1 975)—
that these theorists have considered successful experiences.!* Advo-
cates of consociationalism find the notion of nation building, or
integrative approaches, a dubious Proposition, citing the salience
and rigidity of ethnic identity. To create a sense of common destiny
when there is none entails both the breakdown of group loyalties

-~

on élite cooperation as the princi-
onflict management in deeply

Table 1. Approaches to Power Sharing

- Integrative

Consociational

before elections, creating broadly inclu-

Parties encouraged to create coalitions
sive but majoritarian governments.

multiethnic coalitions and manage contflict;

groups are autonomous; minorities are

Elites cooperate after elections to form
protected.

Characteristics

Dispersion and devolution of power, pro-
motion of intraethnic competition, md}u:'e-
' ments for interethnic cooperation, policies

Broad-based or “grand” coalitions, minority

veto, proportionality in allocation of civil
service positions and public funds, group

autonomy.

Principles

to encourage alternative social alignments,

managed distribution of resources.

Parliamentary government, proportional

Federalism, vote pooling, electoral sys-

Institutions and practices to
promote these principles

and effects

e »
tems, president elected by “supermajority.

reservation of seats, proportional represen-

tation electoral system.

Provides groups firm guarantees for the

protection of their interests.

Provides politicians with incentives for .
~ moderation—“coalitions of commitment.

Strengths of the approach

Lack of whole-country empirical examples
of working systems; assumption that poli-

“Coalitions of convenience.” Elites may

Weaknesses

pursue conflict rather than try to reduce

ticians respond to incentives and citi;ens
will vote for parties not based on their

own group.

it; communal groups may not defer to Fheir
leaders; system relies on contraints against

immoderate politics.
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.

According to Ljj .

) jphart, consociationalism relj .

les: R « m relies on four b in-
feiples: a bro%d based or “grand” coalition executive; mino;'stl; 5 2_’; .

tion, and—although much more weakly and ambiguously—the pres

ence of cross-cutting ¢] »
o g cleavage . o7 ; X
principles are fleshed out a bi% ;ergzl 778:58). Ljphart’s four basic

L. Broad- amen 177
u'ivad. based parliamentary coalitions. Power sharing in the exec
e m . . - i
veina grand coalition, or a variant thereof, ensures that the

i . ¢ € top among elites -
senting underlying social segments (Lijphart 1%773:3 ;‘fl;l(’;)

2. Minors,
ority or mutual veto. The second feature of consociationalism

is the mu inori
et tual or minority veto, through which each segment is
guarantee that it will not be outvoted by the majori

when its vital interests are at stake” (Lijphart 1977b:118)

D
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political protection to each segment on issues related to its
vital interests. While the minority veto gives minorities the
right to prevent action by others on the most sensitive issues,
such as language, cultural rights, or education rights, it also
serves a more important overriding goal. Like the Calhounian
“concurrent majority,” it invests each segment with the power
of protecting itself (Lijphart 1977a:37).
3. Proportionality. In every sphere of political life, the principle of
proportionality lies behind consociational practices. Propor-
tionality is introduced at every level of government decision
making (central, regional, and local) to give minority groups
power, participation, and influence commensurate with their
overall size in society. The principle is manifested in two ways.
First, through the electoral system, proportional representation
is used to faithfully translate the demographic strength of the
segments into commensurate representation in parliament;
parties are awarded seats in parliament in direct proportion to
votes garnered in an election. Second, the allocation of resources
by the state—including the appointment of civil servants and
public spending—should be doled out according to the pro-
portionality principle.

4. Segmental group autonomy. Through either territorial federal-
ism or “corporate federalism” (nonterritorial autonomy),
consociationalism provides internal autonomy for all groups
who want it by devolving decision-making authority to the
segments. Lijphart draws distinctions between those issues that
concern the common interest and those that primarily concern
the segments. On the former, decisions are made by consensus;
otherwise, decision-making power is delegated to the seg-
ments. The basic principle underlying communal autonomy is
“rule by the minority over itself in the area of the minority’s
exclusive concern” (Lijphart 1977a:41). An important feature
of the call for entrenched group rights on certain issues is the
principle of “voluntary affiliation.” Group identification

should not be predefined or determined; instead the segments
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of society would be able to define themselves through the pro-
portional electoral system (Lijphart 1995).

Lijphart consistently asserts that consociationalism is the only
viable option for democracy in divided societies: “For many plural
societies of the non-Western world, therefore, the realistic choice is
not between the British [majoritarian] model of democracy and the
consociational model, but between consociational democracy and
no democracy at all” (1977a:238). Consociationalism, of course, is
not without its critics. Later in this chapter and in chapter 4, I
address criticisms of some of the specific practices (versus principles)
that are raised in response to the policy recommendations that flow
from consociationalism, but here I raise three broad drawbacks of
the consociational approach in order to better highlight the differences
between it and the integrative approach. Those drawbacks are the
reliance on elite accommodation and the problem of elite-initiated
conflict; the reification of ethnic identity; and the tendency toward
antidemocratic and inefficient decision making. (A fourth broad
criticism raised by Horowitz—that consociationalism relies on con-
straints, not incentives—is outlined in the next section.)

Consociationalists have been criticized for the assertion that elites
can effectively regulate conflict in divided societies. As the Anglo-
Irish Agreement of 1985 demonstrates—as does the 1990 failure of
the Meech Lake Accord agreed to by Canada’s provincial leaders in
1987—even though political elites' may agree on a formula for
accommodation, peace cannot endure without grass roots backing.
In Northern Ireland the 1985 Anglo-Irish Agreement portending
power sharing was reached without the inclusion of local Ulster,
unionist, Protestant involvement; this constituency perceived the
agreement, negotiated by the United Kingdom on its behalf, as a
step toward a unified Ireland. As Rose (1990:148) has suggested,
“exclusion from the deliberations was regarded as part of a deliber-

ate British plan to ‘sell out’ the Protestant majority.” Moreover,
George Tsebelis (1990) suggests that consociational institutions
may provide incentives for politicians to foment what he terms
“elite-initiated conflict”—conflict along group lines in order to

e g
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bolster their own bargaining position vis-a-vis other groups at the
political center. 3 o

In a similar vein, Steven Burg is critical of consociationalism as
the “ultimate form of elite manipulation and contIol,.” reducing. the
accountability of political leaders to their communities. He writes:

There is mounting evidence that consocia'tional arrangements
(power sharing and mutual veto) encourage elites to rule in opposi-
tion to mass beliefs. Why did Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia fall
apart? It was not because of . ... inter-ethnic hatreds at the mass level.
It was because of elite mobilization of latent nagonahsms, and
because the structural characteristics of each system included power
sharing and mutual veto, enabling [for example].the Slovene reglom'll
leadership and the Slovak regional leadt-.:rsh.lp to Paralyze their
respective federal governments. Yugoslavia, in particular, was an
extreme example of the kind of power shgrmg adjlocated by the
consociationalists. Peaceful/common solutions to intergroup and
interregional conflicts were precluded in ;the'Yugoslav/Czechoslovak
cases by the actions of determined secessionists, not by the presence
of spontaneous hatreds at the mass level. . .. The mass elftctox.'ates did
not want their respective countries to break up ulx;ul elites had
pushed these conflicts beyond the point of no return.

Critics also assert that consociationalism serves to maintafin, leglt—
imize, and strengthen segmental claims against the state, re:mforcmg
and entrenching ethnicity in the political system. By freezing group
boundaries in the political system—for example, th.rough statutory
reservation of offices for specific group representatives—a CONSOC1-
ational power-sharing system is said to be an undynamic model for
conflict management (Barry 1975). Providing structural guarantees
for communities (for example, through a minority veto) can provide
systemic incentives for maintaining the rigidity of' the segments.
The Lebanese National Pact of 1943 (see chapter 4) is ofFen cited as
a stark reminder of the need to keep power-sharing practices as ﬂe)f-
ible as possible. Finally, consociational institutions are argu?b‘ly anti-
democratic because they can stifle vigorous opposition pOl.ltEICS. For
example, the absence of an opposition party in a grand coalition may

detract from the accountability of the government. Mar:: Chel.‘mck
(1991) suggests that the exclusive nature of Colombia’ National
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F ront government between 1958 and 1974 led to the emergence of
insurgent groups in subsequent years.

. In response to these criticisms, Lijphart refers to the consocia-
tio al arrangement as not an institutional blueprint but a set of
pnnczple:v to which certain institutions—such as a proportional rep-
resentation electoral system—are naturally suited. For example }I:
replies to the charge that consociationalism can “freeze” or rll)glzhf;
segments by arguing that a proportional representation electoral
system allows the segments to “define themselves.” While the insti-
tutions of consociational decision making vary, its advocates argue
the p.rmc1ples are rediscovered time and time again as societies fel:l;
solutions to the existence of intense ethnic politics and methods t
harness ethnicity for constructive purposes.’ T

Power Sharing: The Integrative Approach

In contrast to the consociational model, Horowitz (1985:597-600)
proposes a typology of five mechanisms aimed at reducing ethnic
confhc.t: (1) dispersions of power, often territorial, which “prolifer-
ate points 9f power so as to take the heat off of a single focal point”;
.(2) devolution of power and reservation of offices on an ethnic basi;
in an effort to foster intraethnic competition at the local level; (3)
mduc.emenw for interethnic cooperation, such as electoral laws ’that
effec.uvely promote preelection electoral coalitions through vote
poolu?g; (4) policies to encourage alternative social alignmengts such
:isn ;og:i i:;s:so;;flrgt)oryéby. plac(:iilng political emphasis on cro;scut-
; redu Lo
ma;{aged distribution of res?ulfce:pmues between groups through
T orowitz’s prescriptions for conflict-re ing institutions i
divided societies overlap those of Lijphart iu i:ﬁﬁ:?;?%ii
advo'cate federalism, for example, and assert the importafl)ce o'f ro-
po'r.tlonahty and ethnic balance. Yet Horowitz is an indefati zble
critic of the consociational model for two important reagson
‘(‘19.85:.56.8.—576; 1991:137-145). First, he argues, is the problem oi'
' elite-initiated conflict” that Tsebelis and Burg also identify. “There
is no reason to think automatically,” Horowitz writes, “d;at elites
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will use their leadership position to reduce rather than pursue con-
flict” (1991:141). Consociationalism overestimates the deference
communal groups pay to their leaders and underestimates the power
and role of popular dissatisfaction with intergroup compromise.
~ Second, consociational institutions rely on constraints against
immoderate politics, such as the mutual or minority veto, versus
incentives for moderation (1991:154-160). Horowitz argues that
political institutions should encourage or induce integration across
communal divides. For effective democratic governance in a divided
society, moderates must be rewarded, extremists sanctioned. The
aim is to engineer a centripetal spin to the political system by provid-
ing electoral incentives for broad-based moderation by political
leaders and disincentives for extremist outbidding (1985:601-652).
This idea differentiates Horowitz’s prescriptions from those of con-
sociationalism in two important respects.

First, the key to any successful democratic political system in
divided societies is to provide demonstrable incentives for politicians
to appeal beyond their own communal segments for support. The
only assumption is this: politicians will do whatever they need to do
to get elected; they are rational electoral actors (Horowitz 1991:261).
When politicians are rewarded electorally for moderation, they
temper their rhetoric and actions. Given this premise, the political
system can be engineered to essentially encourage intergroup coop-
eration as a prerequisite for electoral success. Horowitz contends
that incentives are better than consociational constraints (such as
the mutual veto) because they offer reasons for politicians and
divided groups to behave moderately, rather than obstacles aimed at
preventing them from pursuing hegemonic, defeat-the-other aims.

The second difference is a concern with constituency-based mod-
eration rather than reliance on political leaders as the engine of
moderation. The solution is to design the electoral system so that
leaders must appeal to underlying moderate sentiments in the elec-
torate and shun the forces of extremism to win elections. Office
seekers, by appealing to the most moderate sentiments of the elec-
torate, maximize moderation at both the elite and the popular levels.
Looking for the basis of consent at the constituency level allows
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politicians to make the kinds of compromises they must make at the
center if the divided society is to be stable and truly democratic.
The key to constituency-based moderation is the electoral system.

0 safeguard minority interests, according to Horowitz, the system
should make the votes of minority members count. Minorities
should have more than representation, they should have influence.
Three institutions and practices are argued to have these effects:
federalism, vote pooling, and the presidential system.

1. Federalism. Dramatic devolution of power can serve four
important purposes in divided societies, according to Horowitz
(1985:601). First, it can combine with the electoral system to
encourage the party proliferation that is conducive to inter-
segmental compromise and coalition building. Second, poli-
tics at the regional and local levels can serve as training
grounds for politics at the center: political leaders can form
intergroup ties at the constituency level before they contest
higher-stakes issues at the level of central government. Third,
federalism disperses conflict at the center by resolving some
issues at subtier levels and, in communally homogeneous fed-
eral states, may promote cleavages within groups. Finally, it cre-
ates difficulties for any parties hoping to get a hegemonic grip
on the entire country; capturing all of the provincial states

would be a difficult task. For example, the adoption of federal-
ism at the time of democratization in Spain is an instructive
example of successful ethnic conflict management through
devolution (Horowitz 1985 :623; Share 1986). “Federalism can
either exacerbate or mitigate ethnic conflict,” Horowitz writes;
“much depends on the number of components, the number of
states, boundaries, and the ethnic composition” (1985:603).

- Vote pooling. To Horowitz, divided societies need electoral sys-
tems that fragment support of one or more ethnic groups,
especially ethnic majorities; induce interethnic bar
encourage the formation of multiethnic coalitions; produce
fluidity and a multipolar balance; and produce proportional
outcomes. Three types of electoral systems can achieve these

gaining;
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aims: a subsequent-preference votin.g,r system (a:nsmgl tllilese ;ly:l-l
tems, the preferable one is slternative votmg);.rm-xe lists e
a common voters roll; and single-member districts inm )
ethnic constituencies. In each instance t.he purposedi;i to h;::s
mote vote pooling by candidates or parties across ethnic o be.
Although electoral systems and conflict management c;mcﬁon
more thoroughly discussed in chapter 4, 2 brief intro u1 y
here highlights the differences between the consociational an
i ive approaches. ‘
mt\egrha; :f-e Ic)ell)ectoral systems that proﬁc%e for :mtli plool'mii
superior for divided societies, in H;:row1t;:1 ivrlle:vh.e'ls‘e :o Ic:gicor
is: in, politicians must seek to O seco
E:;i—t;rgﬁl;;lﬁze votes of those who would not ordmt;nly \tr:;z
for them (presumably because they (.lo not represent the vcl> o
community). To gain second- or third-preference votles, e S
ers must behave moderately toward othe'r commun; groi[:)(;
Outbidding will inevitably ocmn,tthromtévtg:;ej; mt:z s(; 0o
ill moderation. In response to the incen
leitoral system, most polit:ician.sth will vie tc;h aelzpl?x;l ;2; ;nac;s;
will compete with one ano . :
f)nccc):clll;l;t:h—; t::;};tical centir. Centripetal forces will overnic::
centrifugal ones. The critical difference betweer% d}e'cﬁ:;ih -
tional approach to electoral systems and I:Iorow1tz :}is e
formation of electoral coalitions by constituents as tney sp oy
their second or third preferences beyond th.elr owtlr:n;lar o
group interests. As examples of successful mtelrieh . 1C) vthe
pooling, Horowitz (1993) cites the system estab sl e hu-’; e
Sri Lankan constitution of 1978, and thc? elect01:a I;o = of
the Indian state of Kerala, where four major ethnic b ocs sha
power in a fluid system of changing coalitions and alliances.

3. The presidential system. A presidency, argues ?or%:?if,’nj
elected directly on the basis of super—nTa]ontydlls(tin outions
formula or a subsequent-preference voting me 'do , 1:h 2 less
exclusive institution than parliamentansm.. Pr.es.ld e(;m om
argued to have two important ad\‘rantages in d1v1l e stzfrll tha;
First, if a president is elected with an electoral sys
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requires broadly distributed support, an executive who has the
broadest possible national appeal can be elected. A strong,
statesmanlike, moderate president—forced to appeal to the
least common denominator of electoral sentiments—can serve
a unifying, nation-building role (Horowitz 1990a). Second, a
strong executive would be able to push legislation through a
divided parliament. If strong but benevolent leadership is
required—to make tough economic decisions or redress his-
torical injustices, for example—a strong president is desirable.
An example of such a presidential system, according to Horo-
witz, is Nigeria’s (1985:636).

Horowitz’s broad approach to ethnic conflict management—¢the
political incentive structure is one package,” he writes (1985:651)—
has also encountered criticism, considered here, as have the specific
conflict-regulating practices (considered in chapter 4). There are
four interrelated concerns: a paucity of empirical examples of the
system at work; the questionable assumption that politicians will
respond to the incentive system for moderation if it exists; that vot-
ers be willing to vote for parties not based in their own group; and
that the electoral systems Horowitz advocates are essentially majori-
tarian. Like criticisms of consociationalism, these concerns go
beyond simple conflict-regulating mechanisms and are rooted in
basic beliefs about the fluidity and malleability of ethnic identity
and representation.
F The criticism that there are few empirical examples of the system

at work is the most important. In response, Horowitz acknowledges
that few countries have “full packages of all the right institutions,
_ [which is] a wrong standard in an area where we are trying to divine
innovations, wherever they may be found, for countries with a sur-
plus of conflict and no obvious way out of it. If whole country expla-
nations could be found, this would not be such a serious problem to
begin with.”!8 In chapter 4, the cases where integrative practices
have been introduced are more fully explored. _

At the heart of the difference between consociational and inte-
grative approaches to power sharing are the nature and formation of

DEMOCRACY AND ITS ALTERNATIVES 45

multiethnic coalitions. In the consociational approach, coalitions are
formed after an election by elites who realize that exclusive decision
making will make the society ungovernable or who are compelled to
do so by prior constitutional arrangements that are based on the
same reasoning. In an integrative power-sharing system, coalitions
are formed prior to an election—either as a coalition of parties in
preelection pacts (vote pooling) or by a party with a broad mult-
ethnic candidate slate. Consociational arrangements formed after
elections, Horowitz contends, are fragile and tenuous “coalitions of
convenience” as opposed to firm and enduring “coalitions of com-
mitment” (1985:365-395).



4

A Typology of Conflict-
Regulating Practices

A central argument of this book is that in the above-outlined debate
neither approach can be said to be the best in all circamstances.
Rather, the two approaches should be seen in contingent terms and
in terms of a spectrum of options from the most consociational to
the most integrative. The appropriate question is, Under what eth-
nic conflict conditions is the consociational approach likely to miti-
gate conflict, and under what conditions is an integrative approach
likely to produce success? The challenge is not to develop a singular
model of conflict-regulating practices, but rather a menu of conflict-
regulating practices that disputants and mediators can choose from
and adapt to the intricacies and challenges of successfully regulating
any given ethnic conflict. ‘

Eric Nordlinger’s seminal 1972 study Conflict Regulation in Divided
Societies identified six political methods and practices that account
for successful conflict regulation in societies with deep ethnic fissures:
(1) stable governing coalitions, (2) the principle of proportionality,
(3) mutual veto, (4) purposive depoliticization, (5) compromises on
key issues, and (6) concessions by conflict groups. These practices
generally reflect the consociational vein of thinking about democ-
racy in divided societies, relying principally on elite accommoda-
tion, popular deference to elites, group solidarity, and legitimate
group representation. Given recent experiences with power sharing
both successful and unsuccessful—and criticisms lodged against
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cor.lsociational and integrative approaches—it is possible to refine,
build on, and expand Nordlinger’s typology to encompass an
amended and enlarged typology of conflict-regulating practices
igcluding integrative practices. ' ,
. The premise underlying an expanded list of options is that i some
instances the consociational approach may lead to successful conflict regula-
tion, whereas in other instances an integrative approach may be best. Which
approach will contribute to success is highly dependent on the struc-
ture of ethnic relations, the specific patterns of ethnic politics in a
given community, the historical development of a given conflict, the
relationship between ethnic groups and the state, the attitudes and
skills of political leaders, and the ability of groups in conflict to agree
on the core principles underlying their political system.

In. compiling a revised typology, I believe that the consociational
and integrative approaches to power sharing can be presented as a
broader menu of conflict-regulating practices and institutions. And
as is illustrated below, once a process of political change sets in—foxt
emple, 4 peace process or a transition to democracy, often two
sides of the same coin—parties to a conflict choose different types of
Rolitical practices and institutions on the basis of their own situa-
tional interests and goals.! That is, outcomes are “path dependent.”
Indeed, as Adam Przeworski argues, democracy evolves as a contin-
gent outcome of conflicts (1988).

Successful conflict-regulating practices involve establishing a
stable set of formal or informal rules and institutions that encour-
age political leaders and groups in conflict to behave moderately
toward one another. When groups in conflict commit to 2 common
set of rules and institutions, the structure of those institutions can

make a difference in containing conflict along ethnic lines. In devel-

oping a typology of conflict-regulating practices and differentiating
cons?ciational practices from integrative practices, it is useful to
consider the practices in terms of three sets of variables that apply
to both approaches: territorial divisions of power, decision rules

and defining relations between the state and ethnic groups. Thej
first two deal with constitutional structure, whereas the third relates
to public policies.
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Territorial Divisions of Power

When the territorial dimensions of ethnicity are strong, practices
that configure the territorial division of power are exceptionally impor-
tant. The range of options within these types of practices is between
partition (separation) and a centralized unitary state (the ultimate
form of sharing), with a variety of options such as confederal, federal,
and semiconfederal systems in between. It is widely agreed that the
territorial division of power can serve a variety of purposes beyond
simple devolution, including providing economic mechanisms (such
as for affecting the distribution of resources) and political mecha-
nisms (such as reducing the stakes of conflict at the center).

Territorial boundaries can even be structured to straddle the
fence between separation and power sharing. Examples are various
recent proposals for confederations that have special linkages across
international frontiers: a Palestinian-Jordanian confederation with
lingering ties to Israel; the two territorial “entities” that form the
basis of the recent Dayton, Ohio, agreement on postconflict
Bosnia, in which a Bosnian Muslim and Bosnian Croatian entity
would have special ties to Croatia while a Bosnian Serb entity would
have ties to Serbia; and myriad plans for resolving the Northern
Ireland dispute. | '

Among the variety of methods for dividing territory, federalism is
the most extensively analyzed for its potential conflict-regulating
effects. Federalism, it should be noted, can be structured for either
consociational or integrative purposes. Indeed, the opportunities for
innovation are so extensive that federalism can be structured to
serve both ends within a given state. In muldethnic societies, the
test of federalism is the degree to which territorial units coincide
with or are parallel with communal boundaries.> By promoting
intraethnic conflict within each subnational territorial unit, federal-
ism can potentially create incentives for interethnic cooperation,
encourage alignments along nonethnic interests, and be fiscally
structured to level socioeconomic disparities. Devolution of power
can give minorities some degree of power when it is unlikely that
they would ever achieve majority status at the center.*
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The primary distinction in divided societies js between poly-

communal federa] structures, mixed federa] structures, and non-
communal federations (Duchacek 1973:166ff.). Polycommunal fed-
erations are systems in which internal territorial divisions closely
correspond to the major ethnic, linguistic, religious, or racial group-
ings; examples include the former Soviet Union, the former Czecho-
slovakia, and Burma. Mixed federations combine some territorial
self-government based on ethnic interests with other territorial units
that are essentially heterogeneous; examples include Canada, the for-
mer Yugoslavia, and India. Still other federations, notably the U.S,
System, have no ethnic base to their federa] structure. The para-
mount issue in divided societies is the relationship between the spatial
distribution of ethnic groups and the territorial distribution of the
states. Do they overlap or cut across communal boundaries?
Federalism implies a division of power based on mutual consent.
The national or central government is bestowed with a defined area
of authority, the territorial units are provided degrees of autonomy,
and both tiers of government enjoy some limited coordinated pow-
ers.* The hallmark of federalism is that neither the center nor the
 regions can amend the arrangement without mutual consent (Wheare
1964:xviii). It is through federal structures that the principle of unity
through diversity, an essential norm of democracy in divided soci-
eties, can best be realized; this is especially true with respect to the
protection of minorities through a panoply of options such as grants
of autonomy, indigenous rights, and semisovereign ancestral lands,
and recognition of limited territorial self-determination (Hannum
1990).¢ The salutary effects of federalism can sometimes be enhanced
with a superlocal option, giving maximum autonomy to localized
units such as Switzerland’s cantons. In this vein, creative options for
managing large, multiethnic cities may be required even as relatively
homogeneous rural areas are granted a high degree of autonomy:.
There aré costs associated with federalism, such as the resource
drain created by parallel government structures on many levels
and the constant tensions over jurisdiction. Most important, ill-
structured federalism may lead to secession. As many parties to con-
flict and many policymakers‘_readily understand, the most serious
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danger inherent in federalism is the potential of creating fissiparous
tendencies by giving territorially concentrated ethnic groups a base
from which to withdraw or even secede from the common polity. A
clear and present danger in many federal systems is the territorial-
izing of ethnicity, possibly creating incentives for secession or
autonomy. When smaller subunits are likely to also contain minority
groups, the problems of divided societies are deferred but not
solved by ill-devised federal schemes. How many subdivisions of
the state are required before the elusive goal of a homogeneous
state is reached? Clearly, the current experiment in Ethiopia—
which has adopted the principle of “ethnic federalism”—will test

 the ability of that society to maintain a precarious balance between

unity and diversity.’

Ethnic federalism was the basis of the structure of the republics in
the former Soviet Union—where republics were based on titular
nationalities to resolve the national question—whose constitution
(Article 72) clearly provided for the right to secede. The lessons

from federalism in the former Soviet Union are twofold: first, fed-
eralism without a devolution of power is no federalism at all; and
second, strict national federalism can potentially lead to disintegra-
tion. Manipulative boundary delimitation in the former Soviet
Union complicated ethnic relations (for example, between Armenia
and Azerbaijan), and its legacy is still felt today in continuing con-
flicts over boundaries, citizenship, and the status of autonomous and
semiautonomous regions within the Russian Federation. Similarly,
colonial policy on the territorial division of power in Nigeria and
Sudan left a legacy of conflict in these states, both of which have suf-
fered (or in the case of Sudan, continue to suffer) from secessionist
armed struggles (Rothchild 1995). For federalism or regionalism to
unify, not divide, the polity, it must be coupled with policies whose
effect is to raise the cost of a successful secession and increase the
benefits of association.

A preeminent example of federalism as a conflict-regulating prac-
tice is India, whose complex system of twenty-two states and nine
union territories is based on a combination of heterogeneous states
and linguistically determined boundaries—a remnant of colonial
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expansion. The Indian constitutdon recognizes the diversity of the
country’s languages as the most persistent and important social
cleavage, but the diversity has been contained through a combina-
tion of sound policy (establishing national and regional official lan-
guages, for example), an overriding consensus in favor of accommo-

dation (Nariman 1989:7-37; Das Gupta 1989:63ff.), and the use of

force against secessionist movements.

While India’s track record on successfully managing inter-
communal conflicts is at best mixed, and it has by no means fully
resolved the social inequalities of race, caste, and religion, its federal
system is useful for comparative analysis because of its balance of
cohesive and diverse states combined with a history of a dominant
and relatively- inclusive nationalist party (Congress) at the center.
India has been widely regarded as the prime example of successful
integrative practices in a divided society. It has survived as the
world’s largest democracy, and yet its model of governance con-
forms remarkably close to the typical Westminster-style major-
itarian system. Brass (1990) suggests that India’s experience alone
places in question the claims by consociationalists that democracy in
a multiethnic society is impossible within a majoritarian framework.
Lijphart, however, contends that India had elements of consocia-
tional power sharing until the 1960s and that the diminution of
power-sharing practices has led to the increasing fragility of India’s
political system (1994b).

. India’s rising communal strife—evidenced by religious violence

between Hindu and Muslim communities, the costly secessionist
struggle in Kashmir, and the simmering unrest in Punjab, Assam,
and (more recently) Tamil Nadu—exemplifies the difficulty of
maintaining a unified democracy among a diverse population.
Without federalism and a history of flexibility in redesigning the
territorial boundaries of states, however, India might well have dis-
integrated long ago. As Hardgrave (1994) suggests, federalism in
India has helped “compartmentalize friction.” _

A persistent problem with federalism is to resolve questions.of
dugl sovereignty. Which unit—central or federal—has soverei

power over various functions of state? Although this problem vexes
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nearly every federation, the problem can be addressed with pragma-
tism. For example, looser federations may give subnational units
some degree of control over foreign affairs, as Russia has granted
Tatarstan functional flexibility in its external relations. Like other
conflict-regulating practices, federalism is highly flexible. As new
territorial units are created, so too are opportunities for innovative
practice. Six of India’s states, for example, have adopted the use of
ombudsmen; many have complex language policies to meet local
ethnic demands. For this reason, federalism offers innumerable
opportunities for addressing the absolute complexity of ethnic
demands in deeply divided societies within a democratic framework.
For complex multiethnic states in the developing world, as Richard
Sklar (1987:698) writes, “federalist futures are democratic images.”

Decision Rules v~

As Douglas Rae has observed, the crux of decision making within a
democracy is the threshold of consensus required for some members
of the society to take decisions that apply to all members of society
(Rae 1969). Thus, practices are critical that establish rules whereby
executive and legislative decisions are made by elites and represen-
tatives are selected by the electorate (the electoral system). Options
exist between minimum winning decision rules (for example, a plu-
rality) to complete consensus.

Executive, Lenglative, and Administrative Structures

There is a long-standing debate between advocates of parliamentary
government and advocates of presidential executives as to which sys-
tem is more inherently stable and inclusive.8 In a typical parliamen-
tary system, the executive is drawn from the ranks of parliament and
ultimately dependent on its members for its continued governance.
In coalition governments, the leader of the largest party in the par-
liament serves as prime minister, and the cabinet is drawn from the
majority party or parties. In grand coalitions, sometimes known as
governments of national unity or national fronts, all significant
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political parties are represented in a ruling coalition and participate
in executive decision making. Cabinet posts are doled out carefully
and with an eye toward a balance of power commensurate with each
party’s electoral strength, creating a plural executive. Decisions are
made by consensus, with each segment exercising a mutual veto.

v  Parliamentary structures are attractive options for divided soci-

eties, because they may be structured to facilitate the inclusion of
many groups, including minorities, at the highest levels of govern-

ment, for instance, in a broadly representau've cabinet. Juan Linz

(1990:72) argues that parliamentary systems “are more conducive to
stable democracy”. than presidential systems and that this point
“applies especially to nations with deep political cleavages and
numerous political parties.” Parliamentary government, he con-
tends, allows for many shades of possible political outcomes; when
combined with a variable term (the government can be forced to
resign when majority parliamentary support is withdrawn), it is a
highly flexible arrangement. Presidential systems—with executive
branch authority highly centralized in one individual who is usually,
but not always, directly elected—are by definition more exclusive than
parliamentary systems, particularly if the president is unambigu-
ously identifiable as a member of any one community or interest.
The problem with a parliament-chosen executive, according to
Horowitz (1990a:73-79), is that in typical parliamentary systems
whichever party or coalition of parties has a bare majority in the leg-
islature can choose an executive without regard to the preferences of
" the minority; when parliament-chosen executives fall in the winner-
take-all, government-versus-opposition pattern of politics, an
already divided society is further divided. A minimum winning
coalition usually forms the government. Instead, Horowitz believes
that a separately elected presidency combined with a strict separa-
tion of legislative and executive powers can proliferate points of
power at the center, allowing some parties to win sometimes and
others to win at other times. Dispersing power in a political system
through a system of checks, balances, and divided responsibility
lowers the stakes of control for any particular institution or office
(the separation-of-powers doctrine). If the stakes are very high for
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any particular office or number of seats, conflict between winners
and losers rises commensurately.

For Horowitz, a nationally elected president with exceptionally
broad support is more likely to have conflict-reducing effects in a
divided society than the parliamentary counterpart.” A presidential
system can be constructed so as to ensure that in order to be elected,
candidates must present themselves as conciliatory broad-~based
leaders. The provisions of the 1979 and 1989 constitutions of Nige-
ria illustrate. In Nigeria’s Second Republic (1979 constitution), elec-
tion to the presidency required the candidate to take due notice of the
“federal character” of the state; to win, the candidate was required
to garner a plurality of votes nationwide and at least 25 percent of
the votes in thirteen of Nigeria’s then nineteen states. In the Third
Republic’s constitution, promulgated by the Babangida military
government (after a constitutional -constituent assembly) in 1989,
an even more stringent requirement was built into the constitution
to require a “supermajority” for election to the presidency: “He has
to have not less than one-third of the votes cast at the election in
each of at least two-thirds of all the states in the Federation.” In the
event a single candidate does not meet this test in the first round of
balloting, a runoff election is required. It was, however, a dispute
over the 1983 presidential election that contributed in part (another
cause was corruption in the civil service) to the downfall of the Sec-
ond Republic (1979-1983).

A broad-minded individual fairly pursuing a1ms of na.ngna.Lmh;-..
gauoncanserveasmbglmallyun nflissgaguame-role
South Africa’s.NalsanMandela, with broad pubhc support and lead-
ing the country with an ethos of national reconciliation and moder-
ation, is Horowitz’s ideal president—in essence, standing above the
ethnic fray. Although South Africa technically has a parliamentary
system (the president is indirectly elected, and the system essentially
allows for the majority party in parliament to elect its candidate
president), Mandela’s behavior as a president exemplifies the role a
president can play. Critics of the supermajority requirement point
out that there are, as Andrew Reynolds writes, “virtually no good
examples of a president directly elected who becomes a unifying
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force in a divided society. Nigeria didn’t work, and most super-
majority systems fail as well. Either one group is large enough to
surmount a 50 percent or 66 percent barrier, or no [candidate] gains
the supermajority and the country is thrown into even more dan-
gerous confusion.”10

Executive structures, too, can be highly flexible and adaptable to
circumstance. Creating a broad-based executive can be a voluntary
Imove to promote a sense of security and inclusion for aggrieved
groups, or it can be statutorily or constitutionally mandated. Often
it is simply politically pragmatic, enhancing the legitimacy of the
government. And the decision rules adopted by inclusive or coali-
tion governments can be created so as to ensure wide consensus
before major policy decisions are made, without being so laborious
that they prevent the regular exercise of executive power. For exam-
ple, in the current transitional power-sharing government in South
Africa, all parties that received at least § percent of the vote are enti-
tled to a cabinet seat, and those that garnered 20 percent or more of
the vote are entitled to a deputy president slot. Decisions are to be
made with the broadest possible consensus, but complete unanimity
is not required. ' ,

Broad-based executives are more easily created if the principle of
proportionality is operational. Although this principle permeates
many of the conflict-regulating practices identified here, the two
most important proportionality practices are proportional represen-
tation in appointments, which often takes the form of the constitu-

“tionally entrenched reservation of offices on an ethnic or territorial
basis, and a proportional representation electoral system.

Perhaps the best-known example of proportional appointments
was the Lebanese National Pact of 1943, which mandated top posts
for representatives of the Christian (Maronite), Druze, Shi’a, Sunni,
and other communities. Seats may also be reserved in legislatures.
In Indonesia, Chinese, Europeans, and Arabs are awarded 9, 6, and
3 seats in parliament, respectively, if as many are not duly elected.!!
For the first ten years of independence in Zimbabwe, 20 of the 100
seats in parliament were reserved for whites even though they con-
stituted but 3 percent of the country’s population. Nigeria’s 1989

- power sharing in the sphere of economic policy.
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constitution stipulates that if the president comes from the North,
the majority party leader must come from the South; Tanzania has
similar arrangements. -

Like many of the conflict-regulating practices, proportional
appointments can be handled informally. For example, South

. Africa’s new constitutional court is carefully balanced on many vari-

ables (ethnicity, gender, generation, region, race, language, and ide-
ology) even though such proportionality is not strictly mandated in
the constitution. Routine bureaucratic appointments can also be
conducted in accordance with the proportionality principle. Indeed,
although power sharing is mandated in the country’s constitution,
much of the real sharing of power in South Africa is conducted in an

“informal manner, and much of it within the broadly multiethnic

ruling party, the African National Congress (ANC). As Ranald
Rothchildnotes, “with the ANC supported by a very large majority,
it only needs to concede formal power sharing for a very temporary

-period and largely to make whites feel secure so they will not dis-

courage international investors. But the real power sharing takes
place as much within the 1 (that is, among the factions)
and between the ANC and white-led civi i ices12

Similarly, the nascent social partnership among business, labor, and
the state in managing economic matters is an example of informal

The_most mportant apnointments and offices-azs se.dn.the
segurity forces, for the WMWM
arbiters” of social w&wmsman 1994:228). 1t
is no surprise that in many instances of ethnic group domination,
the composition of the security forces is a continually contentious
issue. Thus, perhaps the most critical regulatory practice in deeply
divided societies is an integrated security force. For example,
Burundi’s army has an overwhelming majority of Tutsis although
this group comprises only about 14 percent of the overall popula-
tion. Changing the complexity of the security force structure is a
delicate maneuver, fraught with potential pitfalls. Attempted
reforms to achieve a more balanced representation of Hutu and
Tutsi in Burundi’s army led to the attempted coup in October 1992
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that helped plunge the country into the current round of ethnic
bloodletting. The composition of the security forces will be an impor-
tant long-term issue in Northern Ireland as well, where 87 percent
of the security force is drawn from the Protestant community, a
result not of official discrimination in recruitment policies but of the
unwillingness of Catholics to serve (Boyle and Hadden 1994:47).

Other problems with proportional communal representation
arise when the structure is unresponsive to demographic changes in
the underlying population. At least one factor in the 1975 collapse
of the Lebanese National Pact of 1943 was the demographic shift as
the Christian majority population became a minority. The deterio-
ration of Lebanon into one of the world’s intractable civil wars
between 1976 and 1990 attests to the dangers of such rigidity.!?
Whether the National Pact can be labeled a success (for mediating
conflict for more than thirty years) or a failure (because it degener-
ated into civil war) is an open question. In many ways it was both.

It is significant that in the 1990 Lebanese constitution the formu-
las for representation have been changed. Seats in the National
Assembly are allocated on a half-Moslem, half-Christian basis with
further sub-group sectarian and regional representation. However,
the 1989 Taif Accord that led to the new constitution stipulates that
the eventual electoral law will wholly remove inflexible guarantees
for sectarian representation. Joseph Maila notes that the Taif Accord
“recognizes that confessionalism is a regulating principle of political
society by claiming that power cannot be legal if it contravenes the
‘Pact of Co-existence’ or the ‘esire to live together’ (a/ aysh 4i-
mushtarik)” (1992:17).

Choosing an Appropriate Electoral System

An appropriate electoral system in a divided society is arguably the
most important mechanism through which parties in conflict can
adopt a democratic conflict-regulating practice. This is true because,
as Giovanni Sartori has written, electoral systems are “the most spe-
cific manipulative element of politics” (1968:273).14 The debate
over which electoral system is best is complicated because electoral

A TypPoLOGY OF CONFLICT-REGULATING PRACTICES 59

system design can be a very technical matter; the outcomes that flow
from a specific choice are highly dependent on unknowns such as
the spatial distribution of votes, shifting party alignments and inter-
party pacts, voting behavior, ballot design, and myriad other vari-
ables. Moreover, formal theorists have shown that no single system

- is arguably the “fairest” because of the “paradox of voting”; with the

same set of voter preferences, different systems yield different win-
ners (Arrow 1963). Finally, electoral system choices inevitably
involve trade-offs among values such as legitimacy, simplicity,
accountability, and proportionality.

For deeply divided societies the central issue is, What is best: the
majoritarian system, the less demanding plurality systems, or some
type of proportional representation system? Underlying the debate

is the clear understanding that electoral system choice eventually has...

a strong effect on the tem that emerges (Lijphart
1994a); plurality and majoritarian systems tend to produce two-
party systems, whereas proportional representation usually leads to
a fragmented multiparty system (Duverger 1964). In this regard the
policy-relevant differences between the consociational and integra-
tive approaches to power sharing are most acute.

Advocates of consociationalism are strong believers in simple
systems of proportional representation (PR) that allow all parties
(presumably, but not necessarily, ethnically based) representation in

v

government commensurate with their share of the electorate. PR__

is not a single system but instead a broad oral
that seex to minimize differences between yotes.and.seats in par:

liamentary elections (laagepera and Shugart 1989:24-25).15 By
directly translating the number of votes won to the proportion of
seats, PR systems are arguably more suited to providing incentives
for including minority parties (Dahl 1989:156-162). The benefits
of simple PR (especially /st-systers PR, in which parties offer slates
of candidates), according to Lijphart, include a more precise vote-
to-seat ratio; the lack of “wasted votes”; the ability of ethnic
groups to “define themselves” and to achieve representation by
their own leaders in legislative and executive institutions (Lijphart
19902:10); immunity to gerrymandering;!6 and the likelihood that
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fragmentation of the party system will eventually result in coali-
tion governments.

Opting for PR incurs the risk that the system may in fact provide
incentives for social fragmentation. While PR may produce propor-
tionality and allow for the politics of ethnic inclusion, the prospect
of at least some presence in parliament (and of a parliamentary
salary) can make it attractive for politicians to factionalize into nar-

rowly based, exclusive parties, 2 phenomenon that Sartori (1966)

has termed “polarized pluralism.”’” The proliferation of parties
during the continually troubled Weimar republic led postwar con-
stitutional designers in Germany to adopt a threshold for represen-
tation (S, percent), a common practice ngw Mystems. In cir-
cumstances of fragile minimum winning coalitions, such as in Israel,
small parties can hold the balance of power in potentially destabiliz-
ing ways by weakening government and forcing onto the agenda
narrow interests or highly volatile ethnic issues.

Horowitz, on the other hand, sees advantages to PR under certain
specific conditions (1985:628-653), but the purposes of electoral sys-
tem design are different from those proposed by Lijphart. In addi-
tion to achieving proportionality and reducing disproportionate
vote-to-seat ratios, Horowitz suggests, the effects of the electoral
system should also be to fragment Support for ethnic parties; induce
an ethnic group, E articularly a majority group, to_W—
a uidity and multipolar balance to prevent exclusion;

and, most 1mportant, encourage preelection coalitions of parti
"acrogs ethnic cleavages ormw
ethpic parties (1985:632).

Although Horowitz agrees that simple list-system PR can be
structured to meet these goals, he identifies problems with it, namely,
the strong role played by party bosses; representatives’ lack of a con-
stituency link; a lack of accountability; the potential incentives con-
tained in the system for the proliferation of ethnic parties and ethnic
outbidding; and the lack of incentives for cross-group integration.
He and other integrationists (for example, Lardeyret [1991]) argue
that the electoral system should root accommodation across group
lines at both the elite and the popular levels in society and should

A TyPoLoGY OF CONFLICT-REGULATING PRACTICES , 61

seek to integrate groups into large multiethnic parties. On the other
hand, large multiethnic parties are criticized for being a mask for
ethnic dominance, in which the votes of some minorities are taken
for granted given the electorate’s choices (for example, black votes
for the Democratlc Party in the Umted States)

To mee guative Horawitzfavors.vose
pooling as a mechams.r_lg for 1nducmg moderauon, vote ggqhng
systems provide opportunity for yote onl

preference vates but suhgeggent—greference votes as Well In prov1d-
ing examples of vote pooling, Horowitz (1985, 1991) favorably cites
the alternative-vote system (parties can agree to pool votes) or the
single-transferable-vote system (candidates can make vote-pooling
agreements); second- and third-preference votes can be transferred
among candidates or parties in a complex computation that produces
overall winners.!® Lijphart (1991) counters that alternative-vote
electoral systems are no better and sometimes worse than simple
majoritarian electoral systems and that vote pooling can be achieved
in many variants of list PR, primarily through the system of appar-
entement (in which parties can link their candidate lists). The major
preconditions for a successful vote-pooling framework are sufficient -
party proliferation, large heterogeneous constituencies, and condi-
tions that make vote pooling profitable: that is, the second- and
third-preference votes political leaders gain from being moderate on -
communal interests outnumber the first-preference votes they lose
by appearing soft.!®

Neither Nigeria nor Sri Lanka, the principal cases Horow1tz
relies on to make the argument for the salutary effects of vote pool-
ing, have had their electoral systems fully tested. Other examples
such as Kerala (in India) are of limited comparative value given the
idiosyncratic context of regional politics within overall national pol-
itics in India. Nevertheless, these examples do show that innovative

solutions are conceivable to create an electoral system that provides- = -

incentives for intergroup moderation. Crawford Young writes, “Int:
Malaysia, the semi-consociational management of racial divisions i
has probably been facilitated by the operation of the plurality system =
which in this setting provided incentives for co-operation within the
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Malay-dominated ruling alliances, whose electoral majority is mag-
nified by the Westminster model” (1995:12).20

The problem, of course, is the difficulty of winning support
across group boundaries in situations of deep conflict. Nordlinger
anticipates the problem when he writes that “even if party leaders
were to mitigate their positions on the less salient issues, members
of the opposing conflict group are not likely to change their party
attachments on the basis of a secondary issue” (1972:102). Horo-
witz notes that the only assumption behind the successful operation
of a vote-pooling framework “is that voters will vote for candidates
other than those of their own group if advised to do so by leaders of
the ethnic party.they support (and usually only for second prefer-
ences). There is abundant evidence from Malaysia that they do this
regularly, and it does not depend on the malleability of ethnic iden-
tity or even a softening of conflict.”! In situations where the pop-
ulation is highly illiterate or innumerate, however, these systems
may simply be too complicated, especially when severe conflict
places a premium on clearly legitimate and simply understood elec-
tion results. '

Although vote-pooling is theoretically compelling, there is simply
insufficient empirical evidence at the level of national politics to
support claims that subsequent-preference voting can lead to accom-
modative outcomes; the converse, however, is also true, suggesting
that experimentation (for example, running election data under dif-
 ferent rules) might yield further insights into the applicability of
" these systems to serve as a conflict-regulating device. Andrew Rey-
nolds, for example, has “rerun” the 1994 elections in South Africa
and Malawi under alternative electoral rules, finding proportional
representation to have been generally more inclusive than plurality
electoral systems (Reynolds, forthcoming).

Electoral systems are highly flexible and can be pieced together in
many ways to be appropriate for specific conditions. For example,
given large heterogeneous electoral districts, it may be possible to
create a simple PR list system that gives parties incentives to put up
multiethnic slates—an integrative practice—to maximize support.
When large multimember constituencies are ethnically diverse and
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no single group dominates, a party seeking to maximize its vote
share would want to appeal as broadly as possible and thus moderate
its ethnic themes during an election campaign. In this manner, list
PR can achieve integrative aims by providing incentives for coali-
tions of different variations within a single party, as was the case
with the choice for PR in South Africa’s first all-race elections (Sisk _
1995a). In a subsequent analysis of the April 1994 vote in South
Africa, I suggest that parties did in fact respond to the incentives
imbedded in the electoral system to moderate their campaign
rhetoric and that the top two vote getters (the ANC and the
National Party) deliberately structured their candidate lists to appear
racially inclusive (Sisk 1995b). -

Moreover, the simple form of PR provided an incentive for
potential spoilers of the election, whose boycott or violent opposi-
tion to the poll would have severely undermined the legitimacy of
the vote and precipitated a broader crisis, to join the electoral band-
wagon at the last minute, aware that even if they had no prospect of
a majority of seats in parliament, they would gain sufficient repre-
sentation to serve in the government of national unity.?? A last-
minute concession to allow for a double ballot (one national vote,
one regional), designed to placate the regionally strong Inkatha
Freedom Party, contributed to the conflict-ameliorating properties
of this choice.

Thus, PR was a seemingly appropriate choice for this transitional
or founding election and may be a good choice for other elections
that are the culmination of a negotiated transition from deep con-
flict. Yet the South African system will likely be changed, because
large multimember-district PR systems arguably lack accountability.
For that reason, it is likely that South Africa will adopt a hybrid sys-
tem similar to Germany’s combination of national PR plus majori-
tarian single-member districts, a system that has contributed to sta-
ble electoral outcomes in the postwar era in that country (Kaase
1986). In the current deliberations over a more permanent electoral
system for South Africa, there is a keen awareness that the system
should try to maximize proportionality, incentives for moderation,
representivity, and accountability.
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Public Policy: Defining State-Ethnic Relations

Practices that define relationships between ethnic groups and the state are
an essential dimension of conflict-regulating practices. At one end of
a spectrum are practices that do not name specific groups or specify
group rights or preferences in ethnic terms; on the other are those
that enumerate and recognize special rights or preferences and con-
fer them on distinct ethnic groups. Economic policies, the allocation
of public funds, education and language policy, the delineation of
rights and duties, the formulation of groups’ rights when groups are
entrenched, citizenship, and procedures of administering justice are
all critical components of successful ethnic conflict management.

Crawford Young, in summarizing the findings of a United
Nations Research Institute for Social Development study of public
policies in ethnically diverse societies, writes, “Few if any state poli-
cies will be absolutely neutral in their distributive effects among
ethnic groups. What matters, then, is whether the ethnic distribu-
tive effect is widely perceived as a product of deliberate bias
towards those groups with favored access to the state,” and whether
offsetting policies are undertaken to redress the resulting imbal-
ance (Young 1995:21).

Thus, conflict-regulating practices in divided societies have a sig-
nificant “palitical economys.compenapt.” It a source of ethnic con-
flict is the maldistribution of resources, what sorts of practices can

lead to the appropriate redistribution of wealth or income? Kenneth -

McRae (1974) refers to a host of options as “fiscal equalization
devices,” that is, measures that promote the equitable distribution of
society’s resources. Such practices might include directed public
policies, labor market policies, and differential access to certain
resources. But as Esman (1994:239) notes, “excursion into economic
variables demonstrates how difficult it is to explain or predict the
effects of economic trends on ethnic-based conflict.”
When ethnic groups have been historically disadvantaged or
i rMovisionm incladed—for
example, in the United States, Sri Lanka, South Africa, India, and
Pakistan—to acknowledge problems of discriminatory inequality.
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Often, constitutional provisions do not spell out the public policy
strategies to ameliorate the effects of past discrimination or com-
parative inequality but make the important symbolic statement that
the aim of the polity is to seek redistribution. Enshrining the objec-
tive of uplifting those who may be disadvantaged can help chart the

‘subsequent course of politics toward that end.

Perhaps the most striking example of such a commitment is the
passage in the 1949 Indian constitution that declares, “The State
shall promote with special care the educational and economic inter-
ests of the weaker sections of the people, and in particular, of the
Scheduled Castes and the Scheduled Tribes, and shall protect them
from social injustice and all forms of exploitation 724 The imple-

in IndlaI yhlch isan effort to deal w1th the dlscnmmatory effects of
the caste system, has had a long and controversial past. Affirmative
action in India has been criticized for perpetuating a sense of self-
denigration among the disadvantaged groups and for its lack of
effectiveness in eradicating inequality and discrimination (Nariman
1989:7). Most recently, it has been the cause of widespread violence
among young upper-caste Indians who see their own futures jeopar-
dized by such policies. As Diamond and Plattner (1994:xxvii) assert,
India’s experience (as well as Nigeria’s) points out how “inflexible
quotas for disadvantaged groups can actually reinforce group con-
sciousness and generate explosive grievances by those groups that
view themselves as victims of reverse discrimination.” The debate
over such policies in India in some ways mirrors the debate in other
multiethnic societies, such as the United States (where such policies
are being rolled back) and South Africa (where they are being
increasingly implemented). Societies such as Rwanda, where pat-
terned discrimination is still a serious problem, will eventually have
to face this issue if longer-term conflict management is to occur.
Even though the problem of inequality in India is stll very acute
and high levels of inequality are tolerated, recognizing the disparity
and committing state policy to resolving it is an important step in
the right direction. In many instances, words are not met with
deeds. While public policy goals of eradicating extreme disparities
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among groups are not always a constitutional phen, i
places vsrith a historical pattern of oppression, sucI:)h asoclllsiz?l?a,ség
~ oppression in India or race-based oppression in South Africa
expressing in the constitution the goal of eradicating the disparit}:
can serve conflict-regulating ends. The 1990 constitution of
Nanubrfl (where apartheid was implemented during South Africa’s
t<:)iccup::1ft:10n) setshforth goals for state policies that detail the objec-

ves of state policies wi i i i judi
o Consﬁtuﬁm;:al terms.le:hout making specific practices adjudicable
Often .the answer to such vexing problems is not to specify their
solution in constitutional terms but to set up new institutions and
.prOf:edures that all groups can subscribe to and that address equal-
1zation measures in collaborative, problem-solving forums. South
Africa’s new land restitution commission and court, whose establish-
ment has defused and constructively channeled tensions, is an exam-
p!e worth considering for replication in other conﬂicts’ where land
dxspute§ are a central cause of continued hostilities,

. Qne important conflict-regulating practice often ignored by power-
sharing theorists, or a dyed, 15 the role of human rights

(particularly the careful balancing of individual and group rights) and

the role of judicial institutions in ethnic conflict mitigation. This is
understa.ndab!e, DeCaItE COUrts are weak m most developin.g states
Legal protections for group rights, multiple official languages own-'
lajnguage education, and special religious practices and custom,s- spe-
’cml statutory protection for named groups; and access to broa’dcast
-and prmt'm(?dia may give groups comfort that their cultural identity is
secure within a multiethnic framework. The self-management of

wam_gh?, nontgritorial self-

fiq;emnngg.'gg (sometimes known as corporate, as opposed to tervitor-
za'l, federalism), may be a sufficiently reassuring practice that groups
will not 'seek. other types of privileges or special representation ’

. A critical issue in divided societies is the careful balancing o.f indi-
v1dual.and group rights and their adjudication. Courts and judges
can reinforce political institutions and electoral practices as a ﬁrglal
line of defense against despotic government, or they can be powerful
weapons for the ethnically exclusive regime. Courts have sometimes
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shown extraordinary resilience in protecting ethnic minorities in the
face of political pressure, as Zimbabwe illustrates (Sklar 1985:29-33).
Innovations in judicial processes, such as the use of ombudsmen,
can also serve to disperse power, protect rights, and address griev-
ances. While these quasi~judicial officers are in use in few countries,
the practice is innovative and deserves to be considered in deeply
divided societies seeking novel solutions. Ombudsmen can provide a
course of immediate and direct action for those who have been sub-
ject to discrimination or persecution.

The problem of constructing judicial institutions in divided soci-
eties has been addressed through creative solutions. In Nigeria, for
example, the more than 26 million believers in Islam have pressed
for access to the Islamic judicial system—the Shari’a courts—in
matters of social and religious concern to them. This issue has also
been central to the intense and ongoing conflict in Sudan. Niggria’s.
1989 constitution allows states to establish.Sharia courts.of.appeal
with jurisdiction in civil pgoceedipgs whegg both plaintiffame-defen-
dant are Muslim and agr jicw. In societies deeply
divided by religious differences, such as Sudan and Nigeria, prag-
matic solutions such as these may make the difference between rel-
atively peaceful management of tensions or intractable war, even in
the absence of a democratic framework.

The protection of rights—and increasingly the protection of
minority rights—has traditionally been perceived as the telos of
modern constitutionalism: the principle of gerantisme (Sartori 1962)
against arbitrary rule. In divided societies the issue has been whether
there should be fully articulated rights to address minority group

concerns. Such claims often take the form of demands for linguistie
freedoms.. particulaclymshe.sight 10_gducation in one’s mother
tongue, the right to establish cultural and religious institutions or
assgciations, protection agamst discriggipation, and in some cases
the right to self-determination. Some international law scholars
assert strongly the case for further codification of minority rights;
Hannum (1989:19) writes, “The essential philosophical under-
pinnings of human rights include the right to be and to live in com-

munity with other members of one’s own group.”




68 A TYPOLOGY OF CONFLICT-REGULATING PRACTICES

Clearly the protection of individual rights—including the rights
of religious expression, free speech and association, freedom from
discrimination, and a host of other political and civil rights—goes a
long way in protecting the rights of national minorities. Whether
such assurances should go so far as the failed Meech Lake Accord in
Canada, which sought to constitutionally designate Quebec a “dis-
tinct society,” are dubious. The Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms, adopted in 1982, sought to protect individual rights and,
in doing so, to protect against discrimination as a member of a dis-
tinctive group. Meech Lake, on the other hand, undermined that
liberal tradition by redefining Quebec in group rights terms as a
distinct society. The dissolution of the Meech Lake and, later, the
Charlottetown process in Canada shows that granting minority
rights can have the effect of raising other claims, such as those of the
Cree Indians, and may cause the constitutional basis of the state to
weaken, precipitating a broader crisis (Welsh 1993:51). -

Related to the notion of group rights is the opposite approach,
specifically outlawing ethnic organizations, parties, or institutions.
Although states cannot simply legislate away the structure of social
alignments, some have tried. While such practices to reorient social
alignments are few, those that have been pursued deserve careful
consideration. The 1989 Constitution of Nigeria, for example,
expressly forbids appeals by political leaders to ethnic solidarity, so
that (it is hoped) they will define their political agendas in terms of
ideology, class, or territory. The constitution explicitly states that a

political objective of the state is to foster alternative social align-
ments; or, in the terms of Article 16 (d), to “promote or encourage
the formation of associations that cut across ethnic, linguistic, reli-
gious, or other sectional boundaries.”?6

Opponents of statutory prohibitions against ethnic associations
and parties suggest that prophylactic measures such as these will not

‘prevent the creation of ethnic organizations but will push ethnic
organizations outside the political system. Ethnic parties in divided
societies are the principal means of securing ethnic interests. When
the creation of broadly inclusive multiethnic parties is impossible,
prohibiting ethnic parties makes accommodation impossible. In
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Africa, where attempts to ban ethnic parties have been most fre-
quent, Pearl Robinson writes, “One of the functions of parties is
interest representation. And to the extent that issues of race, ethnicity,
region, religion and gender are important to people, the banishment
of these interests from formal and legitimate channels of political -
representation will not make them go away. In fact, misguided efforts
to keep identity politics off the political agenda will actually fan the
fires of alienation and revolt” (1995).

Ethnic politics is inextricably the politics of symbolism, and in this
respect the state’s practices can affect social alignments. Questions
such as the status of language, so critical in nearly all divided soci-
eties, is often the most contested symbol. It is often perceived by
disadvantaged groups as a stark symbol of domination. Some states
(for example, India and Uganda) have resolved the highly charged
and immensely symbolic language issues by turning to an alternative
federal lingua franca, such as English. Language policies also have
important ramifications for education and job opportunities for
individuals. Other important national symbols, such as the official
colors, flag, anthem, crest, and currency, must be perceived as neu-
tral in divided societies if they are to serve the purpose of reorient-
ing loyalty from ethnic groups to a common national state.?’

Ten Conflict-Regulating Practices

From the discussion above, it is clear that any menu of conflict-
regulating practices will be quite broad and that practices must fit
together like a grand puzzle that, when pieced together, carefully
meets a divided society’s particular needs. With this proviso in mind,
it is possible to discern ten distinct practices for conflict manage-
ment that either embody a consociational or an integrative approach
to ethnic conflict management. Some practices can serve either

_ consociational or integrative aims, depending on how they are con-

ceived and structured. Presented with the conflict-regulating prac-
tices are some hypotheses about their applicability under different
conditions; some of the important issues that arise with their appli-
cation are raised. Table 2 provides a summary.



executive, legislative, and administrative

Establishing a single inclusive unitary state
decision making

Adopting a semimajoritarian or semi-

Adopting majoritarian but integrated
proportional electoral system

Creating a mixed or noncommunal

" federal structure

Integrative approach

consensus rules in executive, legislative, and

administrative decision making

Granting autonomy and creadng confederal

arrangements

Adopting proportional representation and
Adopting a highly proportional electoral

system

Creating a polycommunal federation

Consociational approach

Table 2. Conflict-Regulating Practices
Territorial divisions of power

Decision rules
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Consociational Practices: Territorial Divisions of Power

1. Granting autonomy and creating confederal arrangements. Territo-
rially concentrated ethnic groups, particularly minority groups,
can be accommodated through grants of autonomy. Agree-
ments are reached between the rump government and the
autonomous units over issues such as economic and foreign
relations and regional commerce. Decisions on these limited
issues are made jointly. Critical variables are the degree of eco-
nomic interdependence, the structure of fiscal relations, and
the balance of dependency.

2. Creating a polycommunal federation. "Territorially concentrated
ethnic groups can also be accommodated in a polycommunal
federation, that is, through “ethnic federalism.” Ethnic federa-
tions require more extensive interaction than confederations at
the central government level, and the allocation of powers
between the central and regional governments is invariably a
difficult and ongoing balancing act. Management of the econ-
omy and of the distribution of commonly held resources (for
example, water, mineral rights) is critically important. Other
thorny issues in constructing ethnic federations are boundary
delimitation; the structure of security; the containment of
secessionist tendencies; relations between subunits and foreign
governments and international organizations; disparities across
region or state in the adjudication of law, language, and educa-
tion policy; and—perhaps most important—the status of minor-
ities and majorities within any given region.

Adopting ethnicity-blind public policies

Acknowledging group rights or corporate

federalism

Consociational Practices: Decision Rules

3. Adopting proportional representation and consensus rules in executive,
legislative, and administrative decision making. When all groups
demand an influential role in decision making at various levels,
proportional representation in the executive (through grand co-
alitions), the legislative (through the minority veto), and the
administrative (through appointments) can serve conflict-

State-ethnic relations
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mitigating aims. The principle underlying such practices is
consensus decision making. Such practices work best when there
are few clearly identifiable groups and where disadvantaged
groups have historically been excluded. Problems may arise
when consensus is impossible or difficult to achieve and when
any one group’s leaders perceives it advantageous to act as a
spoiler (withdrawing from participation and violently opposing
accommodating groups). The most critical question is whether
positions are reserved on the basis of statutorily defined groups
or on the basis of electoral outcomes.

. Adopting a bighly proportional electoral system. Proportional rep-

resentation electoral systems are useful for defining group
boundaries where they are ambiguous or where an ethnic party
competes against multiethnic parties. Moreover, these elec-
toral systems (particularly list PR) can serve as the basis for
determining the relative weight of various groups in terms of
Proporu'onal representation in executive, legislative, and admin-
istrative arenas, especially when census data are inaccurate,
suspicious, or absent. A critical issue is whether a simple PR
system is expected to fragment the party system over time and

what the implications of such fragmentation may be. A second -

issue is the appreciation that PR systems may not mitigate the
effects of majority domination when the majority bloc is suffi-
ciently cohesive. S

Consociational Practices: State-Ethnic Relations

5. Acknowledging group rights or corporate federalism. When ethnic

groups receive autonomy over issues that concern them most,
such as language rights, state-financed own-language educa-
tion, protection for cultural or religious activities, and access to
customary law, they can feel sufficiently protected to partici-
pate in a common polity without fear that their identity will be
subsumed in the overarching national ethos. Group rights may
also amount to group preferences, particularly for historjcally
disadvantaged groups. When an ethnic group is not territorially
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concentrated, nonterritorial or corporate federalism can be
introduced through the structure of group rights. However,
group rights (especially preferences) can be difficult to adjudi-
cate and can precipitate demands by other groups that may be
more difficult to accommodate and that may provoke a back-
lash from nonpreferenced groups. Group rights and principles
of individual equality are in constant tension.

Integrative Practices: Territorial Divisions of Power

6. Creating a mixed or noncommundal federal structure. When groups

are not territorially concentrated, or when the aim of federalism
is to promote intragroup cleavages and foster alignments across
groups, a mixed or polycommunal federal approach may serve
conflict-mitigating aims. Mixed federations are appropriate
when one or two ethnic groups are mobilized, aggrieved, and
territorially concentrated but other groups are more integrated;
those territorially concentrated groups can be given special sta-
tus or recognition while a nonethnic hue is preserved for the
remainder of the polity. Noncommunal federalism can be espe-
cially appropriate when groups are not territorially concentrated
or where significant minority communities will reside in all of
the subunits. Dangers occur in mixed federations when special
status is conferred on one territory but not others, and in non-
communal federations when some groups strive for greater
territorial autonomy and such autonomy is not forthcoming.

. Establishing a single inclusive unitary state. In some situations, it

may be best to avoid the territorial division of power by working
at the central and local government levels to develop conflict-
regulating practices. In small states, states where economic
integration is especially high, and states where grants of auton-
omy will lead to violent secessionist attempts, it may be best to
centralize power but exercise it equitably. Unitary states are
useful when a well-integrated elite exists and when efficient
decision making is a premium, for example, to implement dif-
ficult structural adjustment economic policies.
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Integrative Practices: Decision Rules

8. Adopting majoritarian but integrated executive, legislative, and
administrative decision making. When political elites are inte-
grated and when cleavages crosscut ethnic divisions, majoritar-
ian decision making in the executive, legislative, and adminis-
trative fields is more efficient than reliance on consensus.
Moreover, a host of integrative options are more demanding
than simple majority rule but less demanding than consensus.
The use of special majorities on key issues in both cabinet and
legislative institutions (for example, through innovative parlia-
mentary rules) can serve this aim without reliance on grand
coalitions or minority vetoes for named groups. Inclusive, legit-
imate, and authoritative arbiters of conflict such as broadly
accepted commissions and judicial bodies are good examples of
integrated administrative decision-making practices.

9. Adopting a semimajoritarian or semiproportional electoral system.
As a conflict-regulating practice, semimajoritarian electoral
systems have traditionally been difficult to implement, but they
nevertheless hold great promise. Electoral systems that are
essentially majoritarian but that may, under certain conditions,
have proportional effects (such as the alternative-vote system)
or that are proportional but still have a majoritarian element

(such as the single-transferable-vote system) advance conflict
regulation by providing concrete incentives for candidate
moderation across group lines. The principal problem with
such systems is their complexity (either for voters or for under-
standing vote-to-seat formulae). However, sophisticated and
complex electoral systems such as these may be effectively used
in other decision-making fora, such as parliamentary elections
for prime ministers or presidents.

If semimajoritarian or semiproportional systems can facilitate
vote pooling, their conflict-regulating effects can be realized.
In some instances, when group mutual security is of less par-
ticular concern, the plurality or simple majoritarian system is
expected to be the most integrative electoral system. It should
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also be kept in mind that majoritarian and proportional systems :
can be combined, such as Germany’s double ballot system. As
with PR, a critical issue is how the electoral system relates to
the territorial division of power.

10. Adopting ethnicity-blind public policies. When there is no particu-
lar pattern of historical inequality or no clear economic base to
group mobilization, an ethnicity-blind public policy approach
may serve integrative aims. When the rights of a group are
protected through essentially individual rights (of association
and nondiscrimination), group preferences can be avoided and
the principle of individual equality can emerge as paramount.
Practices such as adopting a lingua franca and eliminating eth-
nic traits in the overarching national identity are examples of
such conflict-regulating practices. ‘

The ten conflict-regulating practices identified here are offered
as a general menu that, when applied, may well have different effects
under different conditions. As in any engineering enterprise, there
are risks of unanticipated consequences. Moreover, some of these
practices—such as grand coalitions—are extraordinary measures
that carry significant risk. When a party withdraws or threatens to
withdraw from such a coalition as a tactical move to extract compro-
mises from other parties, a constitutional crisis can easily be precip-
itated; coalition governments can mean chronic political instability.
Precisely because many conflict-regulating practices are sometimes
extraordinary and inefficient measures, it is important to consider

. under what conditions power sharing may be appropriate and when

.it can have adverse effects.



