CHAPTER 1

DEMOCRACY AND ETHNIC CONFLICT: AN INTRODUCTION

To observers concerned with the expansion and consolidation of democracy around the world, the second half of the twentieth century presents a mixed picture.  On one hand, there are grounds for optimism in that more states than ever before have attempted to make democratic transitions.  Decolonization from the 1950s to the 1980s brought experiments in democratic self-government to Africa, Asia, the Caribbean, and the Pacific.  In addition, a “third wave” (Huntington 1991) of democratization broke in the 1970s, which extended throughout Europe to Latin America and Asia and Africa in the 1980s and 1990s, and then to Eastern Europe, Russia and Central Asia in the 1990s.

Despite these positive trends, there is a darker side to this picture.  Large parts of the world have yet to experience a democratic opening, including most of the Middle East and North Africa.  Moreover, many democratization attempts have failed outright (e.g., Burma, Sri Lanka, Uganda), while others remain chronically unstable (e.g., Kenya, Nigeria, Suriname) and still others are severely “restricted” (e.g., Guatemala, Indonesia, Malaysia).  Finally, many democratizers face severe economic and social problems that make democratic consolidation highly unlikely (e.g., Congo, Pakistan, Sudan) (Sørensen 1998).  Thus, while there are grounds for optimism about democracy’s prospects in the world, this is certainly not the time to be complacent.  Much needs to be done to improve the prospects for democracy’s expansion and consolidation.

One of the toughest challenges democratizing states in the developing world have had to face is the accommodation of diverse populations.  This has been especially problematic in Africa and Asia, where numerous democratic transitions have been undermined by ethnic conflict.  It is no coincidence that ethnic conflict has steadily increased over the last several decades as countries have opened their political processes to competition between rival groups.  The former Yugoslavia is a classic example of how the democratization process itself can rekindle ethnic animosities.  Although democracy, with its emphasis on cooperation, inclusivity, tolerance, fairness, and the rule of law, appears to be the only viable means by which to manage inter-ethnic rivalries in the long run, in the near-term there is no easy way to achieve stable democratic accommodation between competing ethnic groups.

There is a long history of debate in political science regarding the prospects for democracy in diverse countries.  A convenient starting point is the Mill/Acton exchange of the 1860s.
  Heated debate on the subject persists and continues to reflect the strains of Mill and Acton.  Alvin Rabushka and Kenneth Shepsle’s (1972) Politics in Plural Societies: A Theory of Democratic Instability, is the clearest modern articulation of Mill’s pessimistic viewpoint.  Reflecting on failed democratic transitions in Africa and Asia during the 1950s and 1960s, Rabushka and Shepsle conclude democracy is “doomed” 
 to fail in diverse countries.  Competition between ethnic groups inevitably degenerates into a “vicious cycle” of ethnic outbidding, ethnic extremism, and the imposition of authoritarian rule by the dominant group.  In support of Rabushka and Shepsle’s general claim, many researchers have arrived at similar conclusions regarding the negative relationship between diversity and democracy (Bollen and Jackman 1985; Diamond 1992; Hannan and Carroll 1981; Muller and Seligson 1994; Powell 1982), while still others report no statistically significant relationship between them (Thomas, Ramirez, Meyer, and Gobalet 1979).

Although many democratizing states appear to have fallen victim to the “vicious cycle” of instability, ethnic conflict, and authoritarianism predicted by Rabushka and Shepsle, a small number of diverse developing countries have sustained democracy (e.g., Belize, Mauritius, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, and Trinidad; see Table 6.1, page 202).  These exceptions suggest that Rabushka and Shepsle’s “vicious cycle” is not inevitable and can be avoided.  Moreover, these “success” stories provide us with an opportunity to learn how diverse developing countries can achieve stable democratic accommodation.  Stemming from these considerations, this research addresses the following questions: What factors have enabled certain diverse developing countries to avoid the “vicious cycle” of instability, ethnic conflict, and authoritarianism predicted by Rabushka and Shepsle?  What are the effects of elite agency, political institutions, and the equity of development on the evolution of “virtuous cycles”?  What are the policy implications of this analysis?

Understandably, given the complexity of the outcome being modeled, our current understanding as to how diverse developing states avoid the “vicious cycle” is deficient.  Democracy is a complex macro political outcome conditioned by a host of structural factors and agency.  Thus, it is extremely difficult to develop general theory in this area.  Given the complexity of the subject matter, it seems worthwhile to approach it with some caution.  This research attempts to contribute to our theoretical understanding of democracy in diverse developing countries, but it does not pretend to offer a grand theory of democracy that could be applied to all diverse developing countries.  Rather, the goals of this study are far more modest.  It seeks to examine the impact of three key study variables (ethnic elite agency, political institutions, and the equity of development), which are generally recognized as deeply connected to democratic outcomes, in four similar diverse developing countries.  The method used to examine the impact of these factors is comparative-historical analysis, which is uniquely suited to examining the interplay of the study variables and democracy outcomes in concrete settings.

In an ideal world, this study would look at the broadest possible set of diverse developing countries.  Research, time, and knowledge constraints make this impossible.  The comparative-historical method requires in-depth knowledge of cases.  Moreover, in order to deal with the “missing variables” problem and to gain as much leverage as possible regarding the certainty of causal inferences between the study variables and democracy, there are good theoretical reasons to narrow the range of possible cases for analysis.  Based on the belief that level of economic development/wealth and political culture (to name the two most important factors “controlled” for) are crucial determinants of democracy outcomes, this study examines four countries that were at comparable levels of development and had similar political cultures at independence.  The delimitation of this subset of cases necessarily limits the ability of this study to generalize to the set of all diverse developing countries.  This study does not try to identify sufficient conditions for democracy, but rather conceives of the study variables as candidates for necessary conditions.  It does not investigate the impact of the control variables.  This study assumes a trade-off has to be struck between theoretical concerns with suitable comparisons, “missing variables,” and the strength of causal inferences regarding the study variables, on the one hand, and concerns with selection bias and the ability to generalize to the larger population on the other.

This research examines four diverse developing countries -- Mauritius, Trinidad, Guyana, and Fiji.   These cases are selected because: (1) they are similar in terms of key background conditions that impact democracy (and the likelihood of ethnic conflict) (e.g., level of economic development/wealth, political culture, social structure, colonial history, size, and ethnic geography/demography); (2) they differ in terms of the study variables (elite agency, institutions, and economic factors); and (3) they differ in terms of democracy outcomes (Mauritius and Trinidad sustained democracy while Guyana and Fiji did not).  This method of case selection raises the concern of the “selecting on the dependent variable” problem (Collier and Mahoney 1996; Dion 1998; Geddes 1990; King, Keohane, and Verba 1994).  It should be noted that this study narrows the range of possible cases to deal with the “missing variables” problem, to improve the quality of comparisons, and to more effectively isolate the impact of the study variables.  Moreover, this study does not attempt to construct grand theory that applies equally to all diverse developing countries.  It examines the impact of the study variables in four cases and identifies what appear to be necessary, but not sufficient, conditions for the maintenance of democracy in a particular subset of diverse developing countries.  In addition, this study does not select cases only at one end of the dependent variable.  Mauritius, Trinidad, Guyana, and Fiji represent a range of democracy outcomes.  Granted, this study might have included a comparable case where democracy was stillborn and did not take root at all after independence.  Such a comparison will be taken up in future research by the author.

DEFINITIONS AND LITERATURE REVIEW

Democracy and Democratization

Democracy is an “essentially contestable” concept that means different things to different people depending on one’s ideological predispositions (Arblaster 1994).
  In famous formulations, democracy has been equated with “liberty, equality, and fraternity,” and “government of, for, and by the people.”  Generally, conservatives are skeptical of democracy, especially government “by the people,” and emphasize liberty over equality, and democratic process over democratic outcomes.  Liberals embrace an expansive view of democracy that seeks to achieve a more appropriate balance between liberty, equality, and fraternity, make real the notion of government “by the people,” and achieve more democratic outcomes.

Conceived as a political system in which “the people” rule and individuals have equal power to effect decisions regarding the authoritative allocation of values for society, democracy is an ideal that should be aspired to, but will probably never be realized.  All real democracies fall short.  Even the established democracies of Europe and North America have decidedly mixed records on equality and fraternity because the prioritization of individual liberty has meant political and economic equality has been sacrificed (Dahl 1998).  In all real democracies, economic inequalities coincide with political inequalities and give rise to unequal influence over the authoritative allocation of values.  Class, racial/ethnic, and gender hierarchies grant certain individuals and groups greater influence over the decision making process than others.

Joseph Schumpeter (1943, 260) provides the classic minimalist definition of democracy: “The democratic method is that institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote.”  Schumpeter’s vision is government by political elites in which the role of “the people” is limited.  Shumpeter’s minimalism can be contrasted with the maximalist definition offered by David Held (1987, 271).  In a democracy: “Individuals should be free and equal in the determining of the conditions of their own lives; that is, they should enjoy equal rights (and, accordingly, equal obligations) in the specification of the framework which generates and limits the opportunities available to them, so long as they do not deploy this framework to negate the rights of others.”  For Held, democracy is about giving individuals real power in determining the conditions (economic, social, political, environmental, etc.) that affect their lives.  Held’s vision entails maximizing liberty and equality, a decidedly radical idea for liberal democracies grounded in capitalist market economies.

Held’s definition speaks to the issue of social justice, which is inextricably linked to notions of equality.  A society marked by gross inequalities in power (economic, social, political, etc.) is by definition not democratic.  Individuals are not “free and equal” to determine the conditions of their lives and do not take an equal part in shaping the “opportunity structure.”  Held’s democratic vision entails dismantling economic, social, and political hierarchies standing in the way of individual and collective empowerment.  It is a utopian vision, but is useful nonetheless because it provides a standard by which to assess the condition of established democracies and an ideal by which to chart the course of future democratic reforms.

Political scientists typically define democracy somewhere between these extremes, depending upon the ideological predispositions of the author.  This study adopts a definition consistent with Robert Dahl’s (1971, 1998) notion of polyarchy.  Dahl distinguishes between real-life democratic systems, which he calls polyarchies, and ideal-type democracies, which do not exist except in theory.  Dahl’s notion of polyarchy is more than an electoral democracy, but less than the full realization of Held’s democratic autonomy.  A country can be defined as democratic when there is: (1) meaningful and extensive competition among individuals and organized groups (especially political parties) for all effective positions of government power (at regular intervals and excluding the use of force); (2) a highly inclusive level of political participation in the selection of leaders and policies (at least through regular and fair elections in which no major (adult) social group is excluded); and (3) a level of civil and political liberties (freedom of expression, freedom of the press, freedom to form and join organizations) sufficient to ensure the integrity of political competition and participation (Diamond, Linz, and Lipset, 1988-1989, xvi).

This definition points to the importance of three dimensions: competition, participation, and rights.  In principle, if a regime fails in any of these areas, then it should not be considered democratic.  At the same time, democracy is a matter of degree.  For example, looking only at the rights dimension, regimes vary in their capacity or willingness to protect citizens’ rights (Diamond 1999; Donnelly 1993).  It is reasonable to conceive of a continuum of “democratic-ness” in terms of each of these dimensions.  Ultimately, the evaluation of whether a particular regime is democratic or not is a judgment call.  Often it is difficult to determine whether competition is real; whether all individuals who are eligible to participate are actually allowed to participate; whether elections are really fair; and whether or not civil rights and political liberties are sufficiently protected.  Moreover, these dimensions capture the more liberal aspects of democracy, but do not convey information about social justice and equality inherent in maximalist conceptions.  Despite an ideological bias toward civil liberties/political rights versus social and economic rights, and process versus outcomes, this definition is a useful tool for classifying democracies and for describing a particular regime’s movement over time along a democratic-non-democratic continuum.

Democratization is the process of moving from a non-democratic to a democratic regime, and usually involves several overlapping transitional phases.  In the typical case, the process begins with a crisis within and eventual breakdown of the non-democratic regime.  When and if the former rulers step down, democratic government begins with free elections and a new government.  The cases examined here, all former colonies, are said to make transitions to democracy when suffrage is made universal, when most (but not necessarily all) offices are made open to electoral competition and when self-governance (i.e., independence) is reached.  New democracies are often frail and restricted, and require “democratic deepening” or “habituation” to reach consolidation, the point at which democracy becomes ingrained in the political culture as “the only game in town” (Rustow 1970; Sørensen 1998, 39).  Democratization, therefore, is a process of transition from a system with limited competition, participation, and rights, to one in which there is extensive competition, full participation, and secure rights.  As such, democratization is an ongoing developmental process without a clear endpoint: competition can always be made more real; participation can always be further extended; and rights can always be advanced and made more secure.  At the same time, however, democratization does not follow a path of inevitable linear progression.  Democratizing states can become less democratic by restricting competition, participation, and/or rights.

“Causes” of Democracy

There is a substantial and ever-growing literature on democracy and democratization.  One fact made clear by this voluminous scholarship is that democracy is a complex, macro-political outcome “caused” by a multiplicity of factors.  In a classic articulation, Huntington (1984) identifies four macro-level “causes” (“pre-conditions”): wealth and economic development, a strong civil society, a democratic political culture, and an auspicious external environment.  In a recent contribution, Dahl (1998, 147) identifies three “essential conditions” (control of the military and police by elected officials, democratic beliefs and political culture, and the absence of strong foreign control hostile to democracy) and two “favorable conditions” (a modern market economy and weak subcultural pluralism).  Other researchers (Przeworski, et al. 1996, 39) find democracy depends most significantly on the country’s level of affluence, economic growth with moderate inflation, declining income inequality, a favorable international climate, and parliamentary institutions.

A strong empirical link has been established between democracy and economic factors.  As Dahl (1998, 158) notes, “[A] highly favorable condition for democratic institutions is a market economy in which economic enterprises are mainly owned privately…a capitalist rather than a socialist or statist economy.”  Market-capitalism and democracy go hand-in-hand because market economies promote democratic political cultures and vibrant civil societies, which demand democratic rights and act as guardians against encroachments by the state, and because market economies better promote economic growth, which in turn increases the resources available to civil society and reinforces the legitimacy of the democratic system.  This study lends support to the view that a capitalist market economy facilitates democracy, as evidenced by the economic systems of Mauritius and Trinidad, as well as the more recent democratization process in Guyana furthered by the liberalization of the economy.  The early period of Guyana’s development illustrates how a socialist, statist economy can be used to buttress an authoritarian regime premised upon ethnic domination.  This research also shows that market capitalism is not a sufficient condition for democracy, however.  Fiji’s use of a liberal market economy has not been enough to promote stable democratic accommodation between Fijians and Indo-Fijians.

Another aspect of the economy crucial to democracy is wealth or economic development.  Higher levels of wealth/development provide resources to mitigate tensions produced by political conflicts.  A larger resource pool means positive sum outcomes are more likely.  Higher levels of development usually mean a stronger, resource-rich civil society, higher rates of literacy and education, urbanization, and the development of the mass media (Diamond 1992; Lipset 1994).  The strength of the relationship between economic development and democracy led S.M. Lipset (1959, 75) to conclude, “[t]he more well-to-do a nation, the greater the chances that it will sustain democracy.”  Przeworski, et al., (1996) find democracies above a certain threshold of affluence are stable no matter what challenges they face.  This study demonstrates that even countries at low levels of economic development can sustain democracy (Mauritius and Trinidad) if other conditions are right.  In addition, it shows how increasing levels of economic development (i.e., economic growth) facilitate inter-ethnic accommodation and positive changes in terms of civil society and political culture when the benefits of this growth are equitably distributed.

Economic performance and the equitability of the distribution of benefits derived from this growth are especially important aspects of the economy for diverse countries.  Democracies that achieve economic growth with moderate rates of inflation and reduce income inequality are more likely to persist than those that do not (Przeworski, et al. 1996).  Economic growth increases the legitimacy of the regime across the board.  Moreover, if the government effectively pursues redistributive policies (through taxation and public spending), then even those least well off are more likely to benefit and support the regime.  Democracies are supposed to be committed to equality, and those that achieve some success in this area are more likely to persist than those that do not.  Growth combined with an effective commitment to fairness (i.e., political, economic, and social equality) increases the legitimacy of the regime in the eyes of everyone, regardless of their ethnic group.  This research lends clear support to the view that economic growth combined with its equitable distribution facilitates democratic stability, as illustrated by the examples of Mauritius and Trinidad.  Fiji shows how economic growth alone is not sufficient, especially if its benefits are distributed unevenly and thereby exacerbate economic inequalities.  The analysis of Guyana reveals how economic development schemes intentionally aimed at benefiting one ethnic group over another undermine the possibility for economic development.  Despite the fact that Mauritius and Trinidad have achieved relatively equitable economic development, it should be pointed out that they both have a long way to go before they can be said to have achieved true equality of opportunity among ethnic groups.  Both countries continue to struggle with a history of persistent discrimination against darker-skinned Blacks.

Two aspects of social structure are of interest here.  The first is ethnic demography, which is taken up in the subsequent section on ethnicity and ethnically diverse countries.  The second pertains to class structure and civil society.  It is widely assumed democracy and liberal democratic ideals evolved out of the struggle between emergent middle classes and autocratic ruling elites.  The middle classes drove the adoption of democratic regimes in Europe and the New World.  Economic development produced a bourgeoisie (merchants and traders) with the resources and will to demand greater representation in government (Dahl 1998).  This view is consistent with Barrington Moore’s (1966, 418) conclusion that “a vigorous and independent class of town dwellers has been an indispensable element in the growth of parliamentary democracy.  No bourgeois, no democracy.”  Others disagree.  For example, Goran Therborn (1983, 271) argues democracy has “always and everywhere” been brought about in a popular struggle against leading sections of the bourgeoisie.  Still others highlight the importance of middle and working classes.  Rueschemeyer, et al., (1992, 5) assert the prospects for democracy depend on the balance of power among classes and class coalitions.  

This study lends support to the Moore and Rueschemeyer positions.  In each of the cases, democracy came about through the popular struggle of emergent (local, non-white, non-colonial) middle and working classes for greater participation in the political process.  Under colonial rule, Mauritius, Trinidad, and Guyana (Fiji’s development is unique and discussed below) were characterized by a clear color-caste hierarchy.  At the top of the power pyramid were colonial authorities and European colonial settlers who owned the sugar plantations and commercial enterprises.  In the middle were persons of “mixed” ancestry (called “Creoles” or “Coloureds”), typically European and African, who became the managerial class on the plantations and in businesses, and were the first to receive formal educational opportunities.  At the bottom of the social hierarchy were darker-skinned Blacks and Indians, who toiled as slaves (until 1834 when slavery was abolished in the British dominions) and indentured laborers (until 1917 when the indenture system was ended).  Not surprisingly, the political system mirrored the color-caste system.  Initially, the British governed the colonies without any formal representation of local interests on governing bodies, although it should be said that the local merchant-plantocracy elite had considerable influence over colonial administration.

During the nineteenth century, the British granted the merchant-plantocracy nominated representation, followed later by elected representation based on a highly restricted electorate limited by stiff income and property requirements.  By the end of the nineteenth century, the social hierarchy began to change.  There emerged a small non-white middle class (consisting of Creoles, Blacks and Indians), which called for broader representation of local interests in government.  At the same time, the working classes began to organize and form trade unions, a process advanced by the legal protections of colonial authorities.  Led by members of the non-white middle class, the working class joined with the middle class in calling for popular participation in government and independence.  In response to popular demands, the British increased the number of elected seats on governing bodies, while at the same time lowering voting requirements, such that by the 1950s Mauritius, Trinidad, and Guyana had universal electorates and were well on their way toward achieving self-rule.

There is considerable debate as to what class constellations are required for democracy, but there is far greater agreement that a country must have a strong, resourceful civil society if democracy is to be sustained (Diamond 1999).  Professional, economic, social, and cultural organizations act as counterweights to the power of the state.  An organized, independent, and resource-rich civil society can challenge actions taken by the state that violate democratic principles.  A strong civil society is at the heart of the pluralist vision of democracy, where organized groups compete for power and influence over policy and the state acts as a neutral arbiter.  A vibrant civil society acts as a check against governmental abuse and authoritarian tendencies.  This view is clearly supported by this study.  In Mauritius and Trinidad, vibrant civil societies have acted as guardians of the democratic process, while in Guyana civil society was suppressed through cooptation by the authoritarian regime, which caused it to loose all capacity to check the excesses of the state.  This situation has changed over the last decade and an independent civil society is beginning to emerge more forcefully in Guyana, which has had a positive impact on the quality of democracy. 


When it comes to the question of political culture, the “system of values and beliefs that defines the context and meaning of political action” (Sørensen 1998, 25), most theorists agree certain values and orientations are conducive to democracy, while others are not.  For example, moderation, tolerance, civility, efficacy, knowledge, participation, and a belief in democracy’s legitimacy are all thought to support democracy (Almond 1990; Almond and Verba 1963; Dahl 1971, 1998; Eckstein 1988, 1992, 1995; Inkeles and Smith 1974; Linz and Stepan 1978; Putman 1993).  Political cultures that emphasize hierarchy, authority, and intolerance are considered less conducive to democracy than cultures that value moderation, accommodation, cooperation, and bargaining (Diamond 1999; Sørensen 1998).  A democratic political culture exists when citizens and leaders strongly support democratic ideas, values, and practices, and these beliefs and predispositions are embedded in the culture and transmitted from one generation to the next.  Dahl  (1998, 157) writes that a democratic political culture helps form citizens who believe “democracy and political equality are desirable goals; control over the military and police should be fully in the hands of elected leaders;…basic democratic institutions…should be maintained; and political differences and disagreements among citizens should be tolerated and protected.”  

While it is clear that a democratic political culture facilitates democracy, it is far less clear how democratic political cultures come into being.  This study recognizes that there is an intimate connection between political cultures and the actions and policy orientations of ethnic elites, as well as institutional design.  It assumes that the cases examined here have comparable political cultures at independence, i.e., that they are comparably situated to develop democratic political cultures (with the notable exception of the political culture of indigenous Fijians in Fiji).  But, this study does not attempt to show how a democratic political culture at the level of elites and masses evolves over time.  It does not trace the complex interactions between elite agency, elite- and mass-level institutions, and the development of democratic political cultures.  Such a project is beyond the scope of the present work, but would nevertheless be an intriguing subject for future research.  What this study does argue, however, is that Mauritius and Trinidad developed broad-based (at the level of elites and masses) democratic political cultures due to the conducive actions and policy orientations of ethnic elites, the effects of political institutions, and positive economic developments.  Guyana and Fiji, on the other hand, did not develop broad-based democratic political cultures.  In Guyana, the actions and orientations of ethnic elites undermined the democratic process and placed a premium on control over the state.  Guyana is an interesting case, however, because over the last decade it has shown signs of developing a democratic political culture, as evidenced by the actions and orientations of ethnic elites as well as the masses.  In Fiji, the economic imbalance between indigenous Fijians and others has reinforced defensive traditionalism among Fijians, which has made the incorporation of democratic principles into Fijian political culture exceedingly difficult.

A major influence on the political cultures of the cases under review is British colonialization.  As it happens, colonial status is one of the best predictors of democracy in former colonies (Huntington 1984).  Perhaps this is because the British, unlike their counterparts (the Belgians, French, Germans, Portuguese, etc.), trained colonial subjects in administration and promoted democratic political cultures (Diamond 1992).  Perhaps it is because the British allowed the working classes to organize and petition for greater democratization while tempering the repressive impulses of the local elite, thus providing the groundwork for stable democratic rule (Rueschemeyer et al. 1992).  Regardless, it is striking how powerful the relationship is between colonizer and democratic success.  All the more democratic former colonies are British dominions (e.g., Belize, Mauritius, St. Vincent, Trinidad).  Nevertheless, the relationship is far from perfect, as evidenced by the poor democracy records of Brunei, Burma, Ghana, Malawi, Sudan, Tanzania, and Uganda, all former British colonies (see Table 6.1, page 202).  

For all practical purposes, the cases under review were comparably situated for handling democratic self-governance once the British withdrew.  In each case the British offered educational opportunities to local inhabitants (Creoles and Indians in Mauritius, Blacks and Indians in Trinidad, Blacks and Indians in Guyana, Fijians and Indians in Fiji) throughout the twentieth century that facilitated the emergence of a professional class of teachers and government administrators among non-white ethnic groups.  The educated middle classes went on to lead the drive for greater local participation in colonial governance.  In addition, the British kept the merchant-plantocracy in check and promoted the creation of unions and trade organizations that increased the power of the working classes and enabled them to press their case for improved working conditions and greater democratization.  While promoting the development of local, non-white, non-colonial groups, and the organization of the working classes, the colonial administration gradually introduced democratic reforms.  Typically, the British first introduced appointed representation, then elected representation based on a severely restricted franchise, and then finally, in most cases just prior to independence, full democratic elections based on a universal electorate.  Thus, in the cases analyzed here, the British can be said to have facilitated democracy by training the local emerging bourgeoisie in the norms of democratic governance, by introducing democratic reforms in a gradual and steady fashion that enabled the conservative establishment to slowly digest the changes, and by helping the working classes to organize and forge alliances with the middle classes aimed at expanding the democratization process.


The British can be said to have had a generally positive influence on democracy, but it should be pointed out that they did not treat each of the cases under review identically.  In fact, the British handled the colonial administration of Fiji very differently than Mauritius, Trinidad, and Guyana.  Rather than create an administrative apparatus that governed all groups under the same rubric, in Fiji the British created a separate Fijian administration aimed at protecting and preserving Fijian customs and traditions.  While a separate Fijian administration served to protect Fijian culture and Fijian ownership of land, it also perpetuated the separation of the ethnic communities in Fiji.  By “protecting” Fijians from the exploitation of European sugar plantation owners and relegating Fijians to a village-based economy, Fijians were distanced from the national market economy.  As a result, Fijians did not experience the kind of class differentiation that occurred among Indo-Fijians, or among ethnic groups in Mauritius, Trinidad, and Guyana.  The British provided educational opportunities to indigenous Fijians, but in the early years these were taken up mainly by members of chiefly families.  Thus, the Fijian elite was exposed to British democratic norms, but the average commoner was not until much later when educational opportunities became more widespread.  In keeping with the notion of separation and protection, when the British introduced democratic reforms in Fiji, nominated and then elected representation occurred along communal lines.  This practice entrenched ethnic divisions and became the basis for the institutional order that emerged at independence.

Another important influence on democracy is size (Dahl 1998; Dahl and Tufte 1973; Diamond 1992, 1999).  Small countries have an easier time maintaining democracy than do larger countries.  This could be because smaller societies are easier to administer regardless of government type.  It could also be because elites are more likely to know one another in small countries, which reduces transaction costs.  Regardless of the exact reason, it is clear that small size alone is not sufficient for democratic success.  Even small countries can experience difficulties with democracy, as evidenced here by the cases of Guyana and Fiji.  Nevertheless, it should be pointed out that each of the cases examined here is small in both population and area.  Because they range in population from 526,000-1,298,000 people, they are often overlooked by democracy studies that limit cases to countries with populations of 1 million or more.

External factors (economic, political, military, and ideological) can also impact democracy.  Overall, it is important to note that external factors can have both positive and negative impacts on democracy in particular countries (Cardoso 1973; Huntington 1984, 1996; Wallerstein 1975).  As pointed out above, economic factors impact democracy in a number of ways.  States are imbedded in an international economy that has a direct bearing on domestic economies.  International investors and lending organizations like the IMF/World Bank can dramatically affect the domestic economy and in turn the political system.  Mauritius and Trinidad are both the beneficiaries of IMF/World Bank Structural Adjustment Programs (SAPs), which enabled them to enact economic reforms that boosted economic development and thereby reinforced the democratic system.  Invasion by a neighbor hostile to democracy can make democracy impossible.  Tensions and border disputes can increase the power of military authorities and tip the scale away from civilian leadership.  None of the countries under review were negatively affected by border disputes.  The only case to have experienced significant conflict along its borders is Guyana (with Suriname and Venezuala), but these disputes have only more recently heated up.  External ideological impacts are harder to measure.  While all the cases examined here were under pressure to maintain democratic governance under British rule and later through their relations with the British Commonwealth, the impact of this influence varied.  Nevertheless, the influence of pro-democracy forces is clearly evidenced by more recent developments in Fiji and Guyana.  When Fiji overturned a freely elected government in 1987, it came under intense international pressure to return to democracy.  When Guyana experienced a democratic opening in the early 1990s, the international community assisted it in making the transition to free-and-fair elections.  

Political institutions are another vitally important factor that influences democracy.  Institutions structure the political process, affect the behavior of political actors, and define the avenues by which political interests are pursued.  Debate continues on how much weight should be assigned to the independent effect of institutions (Weaver and Rockman 1993), but there is general agreement that in diverse countries the structure of political institutions matters a great deal (Lijphart 1999; Linz and Valenzuela 1994; Przeworski, et al. 1996).  In particular, it is widely recognized that purely majoritarian systems are inappropriate for diverse developing countries because they can lead to permanent majorities, which can produce frustration and resentment among excluded groups that can lead to destabilizing inter-ethnic or anti-system violence.  Beyond the general condemnation of majoritarianism, there is no consensus as to which institutional forms are best for diverse developing countries.  Simplifying a bit, there are basically two competing visions: communal institutional approaches and integrative institutional approaches (Grofman and Stockwell 2001).  There is a crosscutting dimension to this debate as well, which refers to the level at which these institutions operate, i.e., at the elite and mass levels.  The communal approach assumes that the best way to reach accommodation between ethnic groups is to structure political institutions at both the elite and mass levels around ethnic identities, such that ethnic groups become the basic building blocks of the political system.  The integrative approach assumes that the best way to reach accommodation between ethnic groups is to structure political institutions around civic/national (i.e., non-ethnic identities; e.g., class, region, occupation, etc.) identities that transcend particular ethnic attachments.  The details of this debate are taken up at greater length in the subsequent section on political institutions and “virtuous cycles.”  Suffice it to say at this point that the cases under review here are markedly different when it comes to institutional approaches.  Mauritius and Trinidad adopted majoritarian institutions at the elite level, with significant communal modifications in Mauritius and important constitutional qualifications in Trinidad, and integrative institutional approaches at the mass level.  Guyana, too, employed integrative institutions at the mass level, but switched from majoritarian to communal institutions at the level of elites.  Fiji is the only case to have employed largely communal institutional approaches at both the elite and mass levels.

The final factor considered here that is thought to influence democratic outcomes is human agency.  There is a powerful predisposition in much of political science theorizing to downplay the independent effect of human agency.  Formal modeling is based on the assumption that we can transcend the actions and decisions of particular individuals.  Nevertheless, when it comes to understanding democracy and the potential for ethnic conflict in diverse developing countries, it is essential that we investigate the impact of decisions and actions taken by ethnic elites.  In diverse countries elite agency bears directly on democratic stability and the likelihood of conflict.  Elite agency in the cases under review has been markedly different.   In Mauritius and Trinidad, the actions and policy orientations of ethnic elites facilitated democratic stability, but in Guyana and Fiji they did not.  The important point is that elite agency matters, and it is not determined by structural conditions, not even political culture.  This means that all theories of democracy and all studies of concrete cases of democratization processes must incorporate an analysis of agency.

When one considers the range of factors, both structural and agency-based, which impact democracy, it becomes apparent that it is not possible to construct a deterministic model of democracy.  This is not only because there is a complex mix of structural factors that condition democracy outcomes, but also because the decisions and actions of ethnic elites, as well as masses, matter (Sørensen 1998).
  Because of the complex interaction between structural conditions and agency, the best we can hope for is a probabilistic theory of democracy that identifies and evaluates the relative importance of structural factors combined with an assessment of the effect of political agency (Di Palma 1990; Karl 1990; Linz and Stepan 1978; O’Donnell and Schmitter 1986; Przeworski 1988).  Structural conditions constrain and limit what decisions and actions political leaders can and do take, but they do not determine them.  Conditions set the stage upon which actors perform, but they do not define the script actors follow.  This study wholeheartedly supports Sørensen’s (1998, 27) contention that when it comes to understanding democratization processes, “there is no way around a...detailed study of the interplay of actors and structures in concrete settings.”  While this may make the development of general theory difficult, theories that recognize the independent effect of human agency and its complex interaction with structural conditions will better represent a complex reality.

Ethnicity, Ethnic Groups, and Ethnically Diverse Countries
As mentioned above in the discussion of social structure and its impact on democracy, one of the most important characteristics of diverse developing countries is their ethnic pluralism.  There are basically three competing perspectives current in the discipline aimed at understanding ethnicity and its impact on politics.  They are: primordialism, instrumentalism, and constructivism (Taras and Ganguly 2002, 4-6).  Primordialists view ethnic identity as something “given” or “natural” (Geertz 1963; Smith 1981).  Individuals are born into kinship groups and come to share with other member’s common objective cultural attributes.  Primordialists view ethnic identity as a subjectively held sense of shared identity based on objective cultural criteria.  Instrumentalists, on the other hand, understand ethnic identity as a tool used by individuals, groups, or elites to achieve individual and collective political ends (Lake and Rothschild 1998).  According to instrumentalists, ethnic identity gains social and political significance when ethnic entrepreneurs invoke and manipulate ethnic symbols to create political movements to protect their well being or to gain political or economic advantage for themselves and their groups (Brass 1991).

Constructivism seems to be a reasonable middle-ground position for understanding ethnicity and its political significance because it rejects the primordial view that ethnic identity is a “natural,” given phenomenon, and it rejects the more extreme forms of instrumentalism that view ethnic identity as simply a tool invoked and manipulated by ethnic entrepreneurs (Jackson and Penrose 1993).  Ethnic identities are not given in nature, nor do ethnic entrepreneurs create them.  Ethnic identities, like all other social identities (class, gender, sexual orientation, etc.), are social constructions of group membership based on a mix of subjective and objective criteria.  While it is true that ethnic elites play a role in determining whether and the extent to which ethnic identities are politicized, the political significance of ethnic identities depends on a host of historical, political, and cultural factors outside the direct control of ethnic elites (Ragin and Hein 1993, 254-72).  In all of the cases under review here, the constructivist view of ethnicity seems to be the most appropriate.  In Mauritius, Trinidad, Guyana, and Fiji, ethnic identities are the product of historical, political, and cultural forces, and they change over time.  They are part of an evolving social matrix conditioned by the pattern of interaction between groups.  In each case ethnic identities are manipulated by ethnic elites, and in some cases more than others, but ethnic elites did not bring these ethnic identities into being.  At the same time, however, ethnic elites cannot ignore the salience of ethnic identities.

Based on the constructivist view, ethnic groups then can be understood as “psychological communities” whose members share a sense of common interest and distinctive and enduring collective identity based on shared experiences and cultural traits (Gurr and Harff 1994, 5, 190).  They may define themselves, and be defined by others, in terms of any or all of the following: life ways, religious beliefs, language, physical appearance, region of residence, traditional occupations, and a history of conquest and repression by culturally different peoples.  As this definition suggests, ethnic group identities can be based on a wide variety of factors.  At its most basic level, ethnic group identity is a sense of belonging to a group.  The strength of group attachments and their political significance depend upon a host of factors and vary from case to case.

In the cases examined here, ethnic group identities are based on a variety of cultural, linguistic, religious, and historical differences, which vary depending on the context.  For example, in Mauritius ethnic group identity is strongly associated with racial and historical differences, but these differences are not exhaustive.  Indo-Mauritians are a “group” at one level, with a common history of indentured servitude and struggle, especially when contrasted with Afro-Mauritians, but they also display significant internal divisions between Hindus and Muslims, which can constitute the more salient group identity.  Afro-Mauritians can be said to constitute a group that shares a common history of slavery, struggle, and an attachment to Christianity, but there are significant internal divisions within the Afro-Mauritian community based on class and cultural differences.  For example, lighter-skinned Creoles (“Coloureds”) distinguish themselves from darker-skinned Blacks (African Creoles) and identify with Franco-Mauritian culture, while African Creoles identify more with popular Creole culture, which is a mix of Indian, African, and European elements.  This quick snapshot of ethnic groups in Mauritius illustrates how complex ethnic identity can be, and therefore how various the impact of ethnic group identity can be on politics.  Similar dynamics appear in the other cases.  Given the complexity of ethnic group formation, detailed case knowledge is essential to understand how group identities impact the political system.      


Most of the world’s countries are multiethnic (i.e., have multiple subgroups based on some particular criterion of “we-ness”), yet the nature of their diversity varies.  At present, we do not possess an exhaustive classification of states in terms of ethnic diversity, even though such a classification would be highly useful for democracy studies.  A starting point for classification can be the number of ethnic groups, although it is important to keep in mind that other considerations such as geographic concentration and group objectives are also significant.  Based on the number of groups, it is possible to distinguish between “extremely,” “moderately,” and “mildly” diverse states.  Extremely diverse states possess five or more ethnic groups in which no group exceeds 20% of the total population.  Most extremely diverse states are found in Africa (e.g., Nigeria, Sudan, and Uganda).  Moderately diverse states have two or more ethnic groups, one of which may or may not achieve majority status.  Moderately diverse states are common in Africa and Asia, as well as the Caribbean (e.g., Mauritius, Malaysia, South Africa, and Trinidad).  Mildly diverse states have more than one ethnic group, but one group constitutes a clear majority.

It is possible to illustrate the political significance of numbers and proportions by taking a hypothetical look at the U.S.  By the above classification, the U.S. is “mildly” diverse.  It has a clear racial/ethnic majority (“white”) population (69%), and several racial/ethnic minority groups (Blacks 12%, Hispanics 13%, Asians 4%, American Indians/ Alaskan Natives 1%) (McClain and Stewart 2002, 27-31).  To demonstrate how the number of groups and their proportions impact inter-ethnic relations and politics, imagine the U.S. was “moderately” diverse: “whites” were not in the majority, but constituted only 45% of the total population; the African American community was of equal size (45%), and the remaining 10% were other minority groups.  This ethnic demography would make politics in the U.S. radically different.  African Americans would have far greater political power, and whites would be forced to respond to their interests and demands at a far more fundamental level.  Whites and Blacks would be locked in a political struggle for control at the center of the system, and both groups would seek out other groups to forge majority coalitions.  Now, imagine the U.S. were an “extremely” diverse country, where whites constituted 20% of the total population, African Americans 20%, Hispanics 20%, Asians 20%, and Indians/Native Americans 20%.  In this scenario, all groups would be engaged in an ongoing process of coalition building in order to maximize political power and influence.

Conceiving the U.S. in these terms helps illustrate the different kinds of political realities that exist in “mildly,” “moderately,” and “extremely” diverse countries.  It also reveals how the degree of ethnic diversity relates to the severity of the challenge for democracy.  Extremely and moderately diverse states face the greatest challenges.  Both are characterized by intense competition for control at the center of the political system.  Most countries in Africa and Asia are marked by “extreme” or “moderate” ethnic diversity, while most European and North American countries are “mildly” diverse.  As it happens, ethnic diversity coincides rather neatly with the division of the world into North and South, developed and developing, and democratic and non-democratic.  In general, the advanced industrialized countries of the North are highly developed, democratic, and “mildly” diverse; Global South countries are less developed, non-democratic, and “moderately” to “extremely” diverse.


In addition to looking at group numbers and proportions, it is important to consider the types of ethnopolitical groups that operate in particular countries, which is often related to ethnic geography.  Gurr and Harff (1994, 15-26) distinguish between four types: indigenous peoples, ethnoclasses, ethnonationalists, and communal contenders.  Indigenous peoples are descendants of original inhabitants of conquered or colonized regions who want autonomy, to protect their cultural heritage, and gain as much control as possible over land and resources (e.g., Australian Aborigines, Hawaiians in Hawaii, Native Americans in the U.S.).  Ethnoclasses are ethnic minorities that occupy distinct social strata and have specialized economic roles.  By and large they want greater economic opportunities, equal political rights, and more equitable or favorable treatment from the larger society (people of African descent in England and the U.S., Turks in Germany, Koreans in Japan).  Ethnonationalists are large and regionally concentrated groups who seek greater autonomy or independent statehood (e.g., southern Sudanese, Palestinians, Tibetans, Kurds).  Communal contenders are ethnic groups whose main political aim is to share power in the central governments of modern states (e.g., Maronite Christians in Lebanon, Chinese in Malaysia, Indians in Trinidad).

The type of ethnopolitical group conditions the prospects for democracy and ethnic conflict.  Indigenous peoples and ethnoclasses pose the least serious threat.  They tend to be small and are less likely to engage in violence to achieve their aims.  Ethnonationalists and communal contenders are usually larger groups and are far more likely to engage in violence.  The challenges posed by ethnonationalists and communal contenders involve grappling with basic issues of national identity, group autonomy, the distribution of power between/among groups, and system equity.  “Mildly” diverse countries are likely to face indigenous or ethnoclass challenges, whereas “moderately” and “extremely” diverse countries are far more likely to confront ethnonationalists and communal contenders.  Most democracies in Europe and North America are “mildly” diverse and confront challenges posed by indigenous peoples and/or ethnoclasses.  Very few of the world’s established democracies have had to deal with serious ethnonationalist movements (with the exception of Canada and Spain) or communal contenders (with the exception of Northern Ireland).  There are ethnonationalist conflicts in Europe (e.g., Azerbaijan, Bosnia, Croatia, Georgia, Moldova, and Serbia), but not among established democracies (Gurr and Harff 1994, 160).  It is developing countries, the “moderately” and “extremely” diverse countries of Africa, Asia, the Caribbean, Latin America, and the Pacific, which tend to face ethnonationalist and communal contender challenges.  An abbreviated list of developing countries wracked by ethnonationalist or communal conflict includes: Afghanistan, Angola, Burma, Burundi, Chad, China, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Fiji, India, Indonesia, Kenya, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Rwanda, Senegal, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Uganda (Gurr and Harff 1994, 160-66).

This brief overview of the different types of diverse countries and ethnopolitical groups demonstrates how important it is to control for significant differences when analyzing democracy and ethnic conflict outcomes.  Different types of countries face different kinds of challenges.  This research looks at diverse developing countries that are highly similar in terms of ethnic demography and ethnopolitical groups.  Whereas Mauritius and Fiji might be classified as “mildly” diverse by the above standard, Trinidad and Guyana are clearly “moderately” diverse.  Despite these differences, each country is characterized by political competition between communal contenders vying for power at the center of the political system.  Moreover, none is marked by regional ethnic concentration.  Instead, despite certain “natural” concentrations, all are relatively mixed in terms of ethnic geography.  None of them have experienced a serious ethnonationalist challenge to national unity.

Causes of Ethnic Conflict

Ethnic conflict is a leading cause of democracy’s demise in diverse developing countries and ethnic conflict potentials vary from case to case.  At the same time, there are different types of ethnic conflicts, and different types of conflicts have different causes.  This said, the extant literature identifies four causal clusters of ethnic conflict: structural factors (weak states, intra-state security concerns, and ethnic geography); political factors (discriminatory political institutions, exclusionary national ideologies, inter-group politics, and elite politics); economic/social factors (economic problems, discriminatory economic systems, trials and tribulations of economic development and modernization); and cultural/perceptual factors (cultural discrimination against minorities and group histories and group perceptions) (Brown 1996-97, 3-25).


Weak states are more prone to violent conflict than are strong states (Zartman 1995; Helman and Ratner 1992-93).  Weak states foster environments ripe for the “security dilemma” (Posen 1993; Esman 1994).  When ethnic groups cannot find security within the framework of the state, they seek out this security from within their ethno-nationalist group.  Other groups perceive defensive actions taken by one group as offensive, and this creates a spiral of increasing tension and insecurity, which can often erupt in inter-ethnic conflict.  Ethnic geography refers to the number, proportionate size, and spatial organization of groups.  As indicated above, different ethnic geographies produce different kinds of problems (Levine 1996).  Given their objectives, the most serious are posed by ethnonationalists that are regionally concentrated.  Second to these are communal contenders that seek to maximize their power at the center rather than reach some sort of accommodation with other groups.  This research focuses on countries that can be said to have comparable state strength at independence (with the exception of Guyana, which had been weakened by political instability in the late 1950s and early 1960s) and comparable ethnic geographies (intermixed communal contenders).

The prospect for conflict also depends on the type and fairness of the political system.  Closed authoritarian regimes tend to generate considerable resentment, especially when the regime advantages the in-group and tramples the interests of out-groups.  Even more open democratic systems can engender resentment if they do not give adequate representation to all major groups in the society (Gurr and Harff 1994; Lijphart 1977).  This is especially true when the dominant communal contender seizes control over the state and deliberately pursues policies, in hiring and resource allocations, aimed at benefiting one group over and above others.  Conflict is more likely if the state employs oppression and violence, or if the regime is undergoing a transition, even toward democracy (Brown 1996-97, 8; Mansfield and Snyder 1995).  Prevailing ideology also influences whether conflict erupts.  It is more likely when ethnic rather than civic nationalism predominates.  Ethnic nationalism ties rights and privileges to group membership, whereas civic nationalism grants everyone the same rights and privileges irrespective of ethnic group membership.  Ethnic nationalism is more likely to predominate when state structures and political institutions are weak and unable to fulfill people’s basic needs (e.g., in the Balkans, East-Central Europe, and the former Soviet Union) (Brown 1996-97, 8-9).  In terms of inter-group politics, conflict is likely when groups have ambitious objectives, strong senses of identity, and confrontational strategies.  Conflicts are most likely if political objectives are incompatible, groups are strong and determined, action is feasible, success is possible, and inter-group comparisons lead to competition, anxiety, and fears of being dominated.  Also potentially destabilizing is the emergence of new groups and changes in the balance of power between groups (Brown 1996-97, 9; Horowitz 1985; Rothschild 1981).  Finally, ethnic elites often provoke conflicts in times of political and economic turmoil to fend off domestic challengers or pursue ethnonationalist agendas by engaging in ethnic bashing and scapegoating in the media (Brown 1996-97, 9-10; Gagnon 1996-97; Zimmermann 1995).


This study lends support to these observations.  In Mauritius and Trinidad, the political systems provided adequate representation to all groups, were grounded in a strong commitment to civic nationalism, and guided by good governance (i.e., universal, non-communal policy orientations), all of which lessened the prospects for inter-ethnic violence.  In Guyana, ethnic groups became locked in a classic struggle for control over the state, and once the dominant ethnic group gained the upper-hand, they used it to establish and consolidate a regime based on ethnic governance that advantaged the in-group over others, which set into motion a spiral of ethnic conflict and governmental illegitimacy, with all of its negative consequences for democracy and economic development.  In Fiji, the situation was more complex.  Groups were granted adequate representation and in principle government was oriented toward impartial governance, but the underlying motivation of the dominant ethnic group to maintain control over the state was made clear when it was removed from power, which provoked a resurgence of ethnic nationalism that made multiethnic governance impossible.  

Economic problems such as low growth rates, high unemployment, and inflation, can also increase the chances for ethnic conflict (Brown 1996-97, 10; Samarasinghe and Coughlan 1991).  Discriminatory economic systems, characterized by unequal economic opportunities, unequal access to resources (e.g., land and capital), and vast differences in standards of living, are likely to be considered unfair and illegitimate by disadvantaged groups and are likely to stoke resentment and frustration (Brown 1996-97, 10-11; Cohan 1975; Rule 1988).  Economic development and modernization can also cause instability and conflict.  New technologies can bring about major social changes.  Migration and urbanization disrupt family and social systems and undermine traditional political institutions.  Better education, higher literacy, and improved access to mass media make people more aware of where different people stand in society, place strains on existing social and political systems, and raise economic and political expectations, which in turn can lead to frustration when unmet.  The gist of the problem posed by modernization is that the development of political institutions lags behind social and economic changes (Brown 1996-97, 11-12; Conner 1972, 1994; Gurr 1970; Gurr and Harff 1994; Hagopian 1974; Huntington 1968; Johnson 1966).


The cases under review lend support to a number of these propositions.  In Mauritius, economic problems did not provoke inter-ethnic conflict, but they did produce class conflicts that were ultimately resolved through a social democratic commitment to economic development schemes aimed at easing unemployment problems and achieving equitable economic growth.  Trinidad faced less severe economic problems given its abundant oil resources and the fact that governments were also committed to equitable development schemes.  Guyana had its share of economic problems and these were exacerbated when a regime premised upon ethnic governance alienated large sections of the opposition, which then exercised every opportunity to undermine the development schemes of the authoritarian regime.  Fiji reveals how uneven economic development can destabilize a political system.  Economic growth in Fiji advantaged groups that were better positioned to benefit from it, and the increasing economic power of Indians put Fijians in a defensive posture that had negative repercussions for democratic stability.  

Cultural discrimination against minorities (e.g., inequitable educational opportunities, legal and political constraints on the use and teaching of minority languages, constraints on religious freedom, and aggressive assimilationist policies) can also provoke violent conflict (Brown 1996-97, 12; Eyal 1989).  Groups often have negative group histories and legitimate grievances derived from past atrocities.  Groups tend to whitewash their own history and demonize rival groups, which can lead to mirror image problems.  When groups in close proximity have mutually exclusive, incendiary perceptions of each other, the slightest provocation can confirm deeply held beliefs and provide a justification for a retaliatory response (Brown 1996-97, 12-13; Posen 1993; Rothchild and Groth 1995; Snyder 1993; Van Evera 1996-97).


The cases under review here were each characterized by histories of discrimination against non-white sectors.  This history of cultural discrimination did not produce inter-ethnic conflict in Mauritius or Trinidad, however, because democratic governance came to be led by the very groups that had been the victims of discrimination under colonialism, and when these groups came to power, they had the foresight to establish and promote regimes premised upon the desire to eliminate past practices of discrimination and to promote national communities where all groups would be granted equal economic, educational, and social opportunities.  In Guyana, ethnic groups seized upon old stereotypes of the “other” to rationalize and justify the goals of ethnic domination and the practice of ethnic governance, which exacerbated ethnic tensions and led to inter-ethnic violence.  In Fiji, past practices of discrimination against Indians were used to maintain the paramountcy of indigenous Fijian interests over-and-above all other groups in the islands, which did not result in the same level of inter-ethnic violence as in Guyana, but which did maintain a strict separation between groups and an unequal evaluation of their right to be a part of the national community.

This brief overview of ethnic conflict literature illustrates the range of underlying structural factors that can lead to inter-ethnic conflict.  As such, it is highly suggestive, but not unlike much of the democracy literature, it tends to pay insufficient attention to the role of ethnic elites in transforming potentially violent situations into deadly conflicts.  Thus, much of the ethnic conflict literature tends to parallel democracy studies that do not adequately incorporate an assessment of human agency.  This is not only a serious oversight, but it is a major theoretical problem, because as with democracy outcomes, the decisions and actions of ethnic elites often determine whether disputes veer toward war or peace.  As Brown (1996-97, 17) rightly points out, by failing to incorporate an analysis of the pernicious effects of influential individuals, ethnic conflict literature produces “no fault” history, which is not only analytically misguided, but has important policy implications.  “[U]nder-appreciating the import of elite decisions and actions hinders conflict prevention efforts and fails to place blame where blame is due.”

Democracy and “Vicious Cycles”


Despite the fact that there are ever-growing literatures on democracy and ethnic conflict, theory pertaining to democracy and democratization processes in diverse developing countries remains inadequate.  This is partly because the dominant theoretical paradigms of the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s relegated ethnicity to secondary status.  For example, modernization theorists assumed economic and political developments would promote integration of ethnic groups based on national identities that would displace “parochial” attachments (Almond and Powell 1966; Deutsch 1953; Huntington 1968).  For Marxists, ethnicity has always represented a form of false consciousness masking the class character of society; thus, to focus on ethnicity is to miss the “real” driving force behind political conflicts (Brown 1989).  Moreover, most democracy studies focus on European and North American cases, which are considerably less diverse than developing states in Africa and Asia.  Therefore, the issue of how to accommodate ethnic diversity is of far less significance for these researchers.  Nevertheless, the worldwide democratization movement and the “explosion” of ethnic conflict make plain the urgent need for more adequate theory in this area.

Various scholars have examined the impact of ethnicity on politics,
 but few have focused squarely on the question of democracy and democratization in diverse developing countries.  Arguably the most fully-elaborated theory along these lines is Alvin Rabushka and Kenneth Shepsle’s (1972), Politics in Plural Societies: A Theory of Democratic Instability.  Building on the pioneering work of J.S. Furnivall (1944) and elaborations by M.G. Smith (1971), Rabushka and Shepsle seek to explain why African and Asian democratic transitions failed during the 1950s and 1960s.  As their title suggests, they argue democracy inevitably falters.  Political competition between ethnic groups produces a “vicious cycle” of ethnic outbidding, extremism, and the eventual imposition of authoritarian rule by the dominant ethnic group.  Throughout this study, Rabushka and Shepsle’s “vicious cycle” metaphor is used to refer to the cluster of outcomes their model predicts, including political instability, ethnic conflict, and authoritarianism.  It uses a “virtuous cycle” metaphor to refer to the opposite of their predicted outcomes, including political stability, inter-ethnic cooperation or accommodation, and democracy.

Rabushka and Sheple’s “vicious cycle” model unfolds in five stages.  Stage one pertains to the pre-independence period.  At this time, ethnic groups are able to cooperate and sustain multiethnic government because ethnic differences are submerged by a common enemy (the colonizer) and groups share common aspirations for independence.  During stage two, the early post-independence period, strains begin to develop in government over the distribution of resources.  Politicians respond by attempting to generate demand for national issues (e.g., development) while remaining ambiguous on ethnic issues.  If the government can promote and sustain demand for national issues while retaining cross-ethnic legitimacy, democracy can be maintained.  Rabushka and Shepsle conclude that this outcome is highly unlikely.  Instead, a country typically moves to stage three, in which national issues lose their salience and ethnic out bidders “fan the flames” of ethnic chauvinism.  Given the climate of increasing ethnic salience, ethnic entrepreneurs adopt extremist positions designed to advance the interests of a particular ethnic group and they seek to convince group members that extremism is necessary to protect the group from domination.  Extremists foment suspicion and distrust, and as national issues decline in importance, the ethnic appeals of out bidders increasingly resonate with group members.  Accusing them of “selling out” their ethnic group, out bidders push moderate leaders toward more extreme ethnic positions (Rabushka and Shepsle 1972, 74-82).


During stage four the multiethnic government disintegrates under the pressure of ethnic extremism.  Ethnic elites can no longer cooperate because multiethnic appeals no longer resonate as multiethnic constituencies vanish.  Forced by out bidders to mend fences in their own communities, ethnic elites fall back on ethnically based parties.  The consolidation of ethnically-exclusive parties and the breakdown of trust and cooperation between ethnic groups inevitably leads to the creation of an ethnically-exclusive state, wherein public goods become the preserve of the advantaged ethnic group and ethnicity becomes the criterion for their distribution (i.e., ethnic governance grounded in ethnic nationalism).  The state’s inability to insure the non-excludability of public goods reinforces ethnic attachments and drives a spiral of delegitimation.  Individuals seek out alternative sources of public goods and bases of statehood in their ethnic community.  In a “vicious cycle,” ethnic communalism breeds attitudes of illegitimacy that reduce the state’s effectiveness (Rabushka and Shepsle 1972, 82-86).


The death of democracy comes during stage five, shortly after the creation of an ethnically exclusive state.  Ethnic movements emerge demanding complete control over the state.  Driven by concerns for communal self-preservation, ethnic elites exploit the state to secure and maintain communal advantage (i.e., they practice ethnic governance based on discrimination against “out-groups”).  Democracy’s demise is ushered in shrewdly through the exploitation of voting rules, methods of representation, franchise qualifications, vote counting, and gerrymander; or it is brought about more blatantly through disenfranchisement, jailing of opposition leaders, deregistration of political parties, forced emigration, militarist interference, and violent intimidation (Rabushka and Shepsle 1972, 86-88).


Rabushka and Shepsle’s “vicious cycle” model rests on an assumption of ever-increasing ethnic salience, which makes it impossible for ethnic elites to sustain demand for national issues and for governments to maintain cross-ethnic legitimacy.  Along with the background condition of ever-increasing ethnic salience, Rabushka and Shepsle (1972, 67-69) make three rather suspect but highly significant assumptions regarding ethnic preferences: ethnic group members perceive and express preferences about political alternatives identically, which allows them to be represented by identical ethnic preference functions; ethnic groups are in disagreement on all issues; and alternatives are viewed according to a perceptual frame common to all ethnic group members.  While these assumptions facilitate formal modeling, fortunately they are rarely met in reality.  They are most likely to come to pass under extreme conditions (e.g., civil wars), but under normal conditions ethnic group preferences and group boundaries tend to be more fluid and dynamic than their model allows.  Moreover, the question of whether or not national issues recede into the background depends on a host of factors.  This study demonstrates that the crucial factors are the decisions and actions of ethnic elites (their willingness to support the democratic process, compromise on constitutional issues, their orientations toward hiring and resource allocations, and their policy orientations toward economic development more generally), the inclusivity of political institutions (whether or not groups gain adequate representation and there are adequate structural protections for minority interests), and the equitability of economic development (whether the costs/ benefits of economic growth are equitably distributed).

Rabushka and Shepsle’s “vicious cycle” theory can be usefully conceived as an “anti-model.”  It describes what diverse developing countries should avoid at all costs – basically the descent into a “vicious cycle” where ethnic divisions become so intense that they create a zero-sum politics in all its dimensions.  While many democratization efforts in Africa and Asia have been undermined by ethnic conflict, this study contends that diverse developing countries can avoid the predicted outcome of political instability, ethnic conflict, and authoritarianism by setting into motion “virtuous cycles.”  As illustrated by the cases of Mauritius and Trinidad, evolution along the lines of a “virtuous cycle” can occur when ethnic elites support democracy, are willing to negotiate constitutional compromises that accommodate the interests of minorities, and eschew ethnic governance strategies, when political institutions are inclusive and give all groups adequate representation and a realistic opportunity to take part in government, and when governments pursue equitable economic development strategies.  “Virtuous cycles” foster broad-based democratic political cultures and civic nationalism conducive to democratic stability.

Elite Agency and “Virtuous Cycles”


It is not hyperbole to state that “virtuous cycles” (i.e., political stability, inter-ethnic cooperation and accommodation, and democracy) in diverse developing states begin and end with elite agency.  The decisions, actions, and policy orientations of major ethnic elites determine whether a country makes a democratic transition, whether ethnic groups cooperate, and whether the country can maintain stable democracy and avoid ethnic conflict.  There are three areas where the decisions and actions of key political leaders are of vital importance.  The most fundamental has to do with support for the democratic process.  It is difficult if not impossible to sustain democracy if ethnic elites do not recognize the legitimacy of democracy and actively support it.  This can be seen as a prerequisite for democracy.  In Mauritius and Trinidad, ethnic elites supported the democratic process; in Guyana, ethnic elites consciously undermined the democratic process; and in Fiji, indigenous ethnic elites supported democracy, but only when it suited them.  

The second crucial area of elite agency has to do with constitutional matters.  Institutional design at both the elite and mass levels conditions the competition between ethnic groups for political power and influences and shapes the nature of the social order.  Ethnic elites must be willing to negotiate a constitutional compromise that creates an inclusive institutional arrangement that provides all major ethnic groups with adequate representation and a realistic chance to take part in governing.  Unwillingness on the part of ethnic elites to compromise on political institutions sends a clear signal to out-groups that their true intention is to exclude and to exercise hegemonic control over the political system.  If ethnic elites compromise and adopt relatively inclusive political institutions that give all groups adequate representation and institutionalized protections, then this action goes a long way toward taking the wind out of the sails of ethnic extremists.  There is no better way to moderate extremists than by inviting them to take part in governing and by granting them democratic protections.  Political institutions must be devised so as to give groups a sense of security and a stake in the national project.  The major ethnic groups must be made to feel they have more to gain from cooperation and involvement in the process than from confrontation; they must be made to feel they have more to gain by supporting national development and the aims of civil government than by supporting ethno-nationalist extremism.  Ethnic elites in Mauritius and Trinidad succeeded in creating inclusive institutional arrangements that fostered democratic stability; ethnic elites in Guyana refused to do so, and one was eventually imposed from without, but this structure failed to promote democratic stability; and in Fiji ethnic elites reached a constitutional compromise, but the institutions did not serve to protect minority interests when put to the test.
A third area where elite agency is crucial is governmental policy.  Ethnic elites in power determine the basic orientations of government.  Of special importance for diverse developing countries are the policies ethnic elites adopt regarding government hiring, social spending, and economic development strategies.  Ethnic elites in power decide whether governments will pursue or eschew ethnic governance (i.e., advantage one group over another, in other words, practice discrimination in hiring, social spending, and development spending), whether governments will be guided by a principle of impartial universality, a basic tenet of individualistic conceptions of democracy, and treat all citizens equally regardless of their ethnic background, or whether government will be guided by a principle of communalism, which grants individuals different treatment based on their ethnic membership.  For “virtuous cycles” to unfold, ethnic elites in power must eschew ethnic governance and demonstrate a clear commitment to universality and equity.  No doubt there will always be those who see expressions of ethnic governance even in the most upright of governments, but for “virtuous cycles” to develop, the widespread impression must be that the government serves the national interest by treating members of different ethnic groups equally and equitably.  Governments can demonstrate this commitment by pursuing policies that promote equality of opportunity, reduce income inequalities across the board, and that aim to promote equitable development.  Governments that achieve these aims will retain cross-ethnic legitimacy and support.  This research clearly demonstrates the importance of elite agency in power in determining democracy outcomes.  Ethnic elites in Mauritius and Trinidad eschewed ethnic governance and promoted “virtuous cycles”; ethnic elites in Guyana practiced ethnic governance and promoted “vicious cycles” instead; in Fiji, ethnic elites eschewed ethnic governance in power, but refused to respect the political rights of the Indian opposition when it came to power.

Political Institutions and “Virtuous Cycles”

As was discussed above, it is widely recognized among democracy theorists that the structure of political institutions has important implications for democracy and ethnic conflict outcomes in diverse developing countries.  There is a general consensus among theorists that majoritarian political institutions are inappropriate.  Majoritarian institutions, and in particular single-member district elections conducted under a first-past-the-post (FPTP) plurality voting rule and presidential systems, are considered particularly dangerous because in ethnically diverse countries ethnic issues are likely to be “trump” cards in the quest for votes, and radical outbidding is likely to be pervasive.  Therefore, majority rule can mean permanent control over the political process by the largest (or most aggressive) ethnic group with the permanent exclusion of minority ethnic groups.  This can lead to frustration and resentment on the part of minority groups, which can lead to destabilizing inter-ethnic conflict.  Moreover, the existence of a president, and the inevitable “winner-take-all” conflict for that office, tends to exacerbate ethnic tension and provides a power base for the winner to use for ethnic subordination (Grofman and Stockwell 2001, 9; Lijphart 1992; Linz and Valenzuela 1994).


Most theorists agree that majoritarian institutions are inappropriate for diverse countries, but there is very little consensus in the field as to which political institutions are most likely to promote “virtuous cycles.”  Basically, there are two competing visions, two competing camps of theorists, as to which institutions are most appropriate for diverse countries.  There is also debate as to whether the focus of “constitutional engineers” should be on elite-level institutions or mass-based institutions.  The dominant theoretical camp, led by the influential institutional theorist Arend Lijphart (1977, 1984, 1991, 1996), advocates what can be called a communal institutional approach.  More recently, there has evolved a group of theorists who take issue with Lijphart’s blanket advocacy of consociational institutions.  This competing school, if you will, advocates what can be called an integrative institutional approach.  At their core, communal institutional approaches (which includes consociationalism) knowingly perpetuate the importance of ethnicity in order to minimize its negative effects, whereas integrative institutional approaches seek to minimize the importance of ethnicity and/or foster a multiethnic character to the state in order to minimize the negative effects of ethnic divisions.  In terms of specific institutional forms, communalists advocate electoral systems that strengthen party elites in ethny-based parties (proportional representation (PR)) and mass-level institutions such as allocation rules based on ethnic identification.  Integrativists support institutions that create incentives for pan-ethnic parties and/or candidates who make cross-ethnic appeals and/or minimize the importance of ethnicity, per se, as a basis for the allocation/redistribution of societal resources (Grofman and Stockwell 2001, 10).  Table 1.1 presents a list of communal and integrative institutions at the elite and mass levels.

The best-known communal model is Arend Lijphart’s (1977, 1991) consociationalism.  Derived from his study of European democracies (Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Switzerland), Lijphart advocates parliamentary systems and proportional representation (PR) electoral systems that give groups proportionate representation and encourage coalition governments.  Formally, consociationalism (what Lijphart (1991) now calls “power sharing”) consists of four institutions: (1) grand coalition governments that include all major ethnic, linguistic, and religious groups; Table 1.1 Institutional Approaches to Fostering Stable Democracy in Diverse Countries
 

	
	       COMMUNAL APPROACHES
	    INTEGRATIVE APPROACHES



	Mass-oriented
	separate legal systems

specific provisions for group rights

separate school systems

ethnically-based allocative rules for jobs, etc., that draw on the norm of proportional representation
	a legal system with a strong emphasis on individual rather than group rights

political distributions that are not tied to ethnicity

requiring a single common language or requiring multilingualism of all citizens

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

	Elite-based
	ethnically rooted (territorial) federalism with considerable autonomy for subunits

mono-ethnic electoral constituencies (or, in the extreme, communal rolls)

elite power sharing mechanisms (e.g., grand coalitions; minority veto, ethnically based political parties, or in the extreme, ethnically designated office holding) (Lijphart 1977)

electoral rules that foster centralized elite control (e.g., list PR)

use of parliamentary rather than presidential system


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

Alternative Vote (AV) in multi-ethnic constituencies (Horowitz 1985)

(single-member) AV or (mutli-member) STV in multiethnic constituencies (Reilly 2001; Reynolds and Reilly 1999) 




(2) proportionality rules for elections (i.e., PR), ministries, government jobs, and resource 

allocations; (3) cultural autonomy for these groups (that may or may not be inscribed in (federal arrangements); and (4) minority veto with regard to vital minority interests.

Oversized executive coalitions are designed to give ethnic group representatives participation in decision-making and ensure that no group is permanently excluded from executive power.  Proportionality rules give groups symmetrical power and influence in decision-making bodies, balanced representation in the bureaucracy, and a complementary share of the state’s resources.  Group autono​my delegates rule making and rule-applica​tion to groups in matters of exclusive concern.  Federalism is the most obvious way to achieve group autonomy when groups are regionally concentrated; non-territorial mechanisms include separate schools and/or religious and cultural organizations.  Minority vetoes give group representatives the right to override legislation or governmental action detrimental to their group.  Lijphart’s consociational model acknowledges membership in discrete ethnic/religious/sociocultural groups that act as “pillars” of civic inclusion (Grofman and Stockwell 2001, 9-10). 
Lijphart (1996, 262-3) identifies nine conditions that determine whether consociational institutions will be adopted and whether they will succeed if adopted: (1) a solid majority that prefers majority rule; (2) large socioeconomic differences between/ among ethnic groups; (3) too many groups; (4) a balance of power between/among ethnic groups; (5) a small population; (6) external threats; (7) overarching loyalties; (8) regional concentration of groups; and (9) traditions of compromise and accommodation.  In an attempt to demonstrate the practical utility of consociational institutions, Lijphart (1996, 259) identifies a long list of countries that have successfully used consociational arrangements, including: Austria (1945-1966), Belgium (1970-present), Canada (1840-1867), Czecho-Slovakia (1989-1993), Colombia (1958-1974), Cyprus (1960-1963), India (in the early decades following independence), Lebanon (1943-1975, 1989-present), Malaysia (1955-present), the Netherlands (1917-1967), South Africa (1994-present), and Switzerland (1943-present).  Nevertheless, Lijphart (1991) also acknowledges the fact that Belgium is currently the only country that employs all four consociational institutions.

Although Lijphart’s (1996, 258) claim that consociationalism is “a widely accepted paradigm for the analysis of democracies...and a normative model for many ethnically divided countries” is definitely true, the consociational model has its detractors.  The most common criticism is that mutual vetoes can lead to excessive deadlock in government.  Others question whether a “one-shoe-fits-all” institutional approach is appropriate for diverse countries (Diamond 1999; Laitin 1987, 265; Walzer 1995).  Dahl (1998, 195) concurs on this point when he writes, “there are no general solutions to the problems of culturally divided societies.  Every solution will need to be custom tailored to the features of each country.”  Others argue that consociationalism reduces the role of the opposition and can lead to the erection of elite cartels that may stand in the way of both stability and democracy (Tsebelis 1990).  Others question whether it is a good idea to provide elites and masses with concrete incentives to maintain ethnic divisions (Barry 1975; Horowitz 1991, 1993; Reilly 2001; Sisk 1996).  Still others question whether consociational institutions are “exportable.”  In Africa and Asia, ethnic groups are often split along overlapping ethnic, religious, linguistic, and regional lines, and therefore the lines of division are deeper and may be less amenable to negotiation and compromise than in European consociational democracies.  As Dahl (1998, 192-4) points out, in Belgium subcultures evolved out of political parties (Catholic, Liberal, and Socialist), which then split over differences in language and region, with federalism evolving concurrently.  In the Netherlands, a long-tradition of elite accommodation facilitated the development of subcultures of Liberals, Calvinists, Catholics, and Socialists divided along class and religious lines.  In Switzerland groups differ in language, religion, and canton, but the differences in language and religion cut across each other and cantons are homogenous, thus mitigating linguistic and religious conflicts. 

Prominent critics of consociationalism, including Donald Horowitz (1985; 1991a, b; 1993), Timothy Sisk (1996), and Ben Reilly (2001), advocate integrative institutional approaches to the accommodation of ethnic diversity in developing countries.  Horowitz (1993, 35-6) advocates the adoption of political institutions that provide incentives for inter-ethnic cooperation, candidates who make cross-ethnic appeals, the creation of pre-election coalitions between ethnic parties or broad multiethnic parties based on interests that transcend ethnic identities (e.g., region or common economic interests), and other institutions that minimize the importance of ethnicity as the basis for the allocation and redistribution of societal resources (Grofman and Stockwell 2001, 10; Sisk 1996, 5).  Horowitz (1993) argues electoral systems can be used to fragment support of one or more ethnic groups (especially majorities), induce interethnic bargaining, encourage multiethnic coalitions, and produce fluidity, multipolar balance, and proportional outcomes.  Well-crafted electoral systems give candidates incentives to moderate their positions to capture the political center, as well as promote vote pooling across ethnic lines, coalition formation, and multiethnic parties (Horowitz in Sisk 1996, 41-5).  Forcing office seekers to appeal to the most moderate sentiments of the electorate maximizes elite and mass moderation and encourages interethnic cooperation.  Horowitz advocates the alternative vote (AV) in multiethnic constituencies as the best electoral rule to foster voting patterns that will cross ethnic lines and parties that will have a multiethnic base.

Ben Reilly (2001) offers the clearest exposition to date of the integrative approach to constitutional engineering, which he calls “centripetalism.”  Reilly’s prescription for ethnically divided countries turns on the choice of electoral system.  Reilly maintains preferential voting systems, in particular the alternative vote (AV) and single transferable vote (STV), can better promote “centripetalism,” (i.e., moderation or centrism) in ethnically divided countries than consociationalism’s PR.  Building on the work of Horowitz and Sisk, Reilly (2001, 11) submits preferential voting systems provide incentives for office-seeking politicians to campaign for second-preferences from groups beyond their own ethnic group by giving voters the capacity to indicate a range and gradation of preferences between parties and candidates.  Rather than replicate ethnic divisions in the legislature, Reilly (2001, 21) argues, “the best way to mitigate the destructive effects of ethnicity in divided societies is…to utilize electoral systems which encourage cooperation and accommodation between rival groups.”

Reilly builds his case by examining the electoral histories of all divided societies (Papua New Guinea, Northern Ireland, Sri Lanka, Estonia, Fiji, and Bosnia) and non-divided societies (Australia, Europe and North America) that have used preferential electoral systems.  Reilly’s (2001, 94) case hinges on the “crucial case study” of Papua New Guinea, which used alternative voting (AV) from 1964-1972, but switched to first past the post (FPTP) at independence in 1975 with deleterious political and social effects. Reilly’s (2001, 165-6) comparison of preferential systems leads him to conclude that either (single-member) AV or (multi-member) STV with compulsory marking of preferences but without ticket voting offer the most powerful incentives for centripetalism, but their success depends upon ethnically heterogeneous districts and a corresponding multiplicity of candidates.  Unlike Lijphart’s blanket advocacy of consociationalism and PR, Reilly (2001, 188) submits “one size does not fit all,” that political geography is extremely important when making prescriptions for institutional design, and that preferential voting strategies require two distinct facilitating demographic and broader socio-structural conditions: (1) a large number of ethnic groups; and/or (2) a low number of ethnic groups, but a high degree of ethnic group dispersion and geographic inter-mixing.  Reilly (2001, 192-3) contends centripetalism has not received the prominence it deserves as an alternative model of democracy in divided societies and that preferential voting systems and centripetalism may be applicable in a range of regions around the globe (e.g., the Baltics, Eastern Europe, the Carribbean, the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Indian Ocean).


This study carefully examines the use of communal and integrative approaches in Mauritius, Trinidad, Guyana, and Fiji, at both the elite- and mass-levels, and several qualifications are in order.  One aspect of elite-level institutions, federalism, an extremely important mechanism for mitigating inter-group context in many countries, is not examined here.  Given their small size in population and area, none of the cases studied here has adopted formal federal arrangements.  Each of them has a system of local governments, but little attention is given to the relationship between the central government and the local authorities.  Moreover, the cases under review here illustrate the messiness of the real world as compared to the neatness of theoretical compartmentalization.  Most display a mix of majoritarian, communal, and integrative forms; therefore, it is difficult to classify them as either communal or integrative.  For example, looking only at elite-level institutions only, and in particular electoral systems, Mauritius uses plurality voting, but in multi-member districts combined with a unique “best-loser” provision.  Thus, Mauritius is neither purely majoritarian nor communal at the elite-level; it uses a majoritarian institutional form combined with distinctive communal elements.  It is far easier to classify its approach at the mass level, which is clearly integrative.  Trinidad uses a more traditional majoritarian form at the elite-level, single-member district plurality, but it has institutionalized constitutional protections that make its institutional approach a modified majoritarian one.  Like Mauritius, it is easier to classify Trinidad’s mass-based approach, which is clearly integrative.  Guyana used an unmodified majoritarian form (plurality elections in single-member districts) initially, but switched to proportional representation (PR), a communal institutional form, in 1964.  Guyana’s institutional approach at the mass level remained integrative, however.  Fiji used a mixed majoritarian/communal approach at the elite-level, but switched to an integrative/communal approach in 1998 when it introduced an alternative voting (AV) electoral system, combined with power sharing executives and ethnically-reserved seats and communal rolls.  Fiji’s mass-level approach is also mixed, with distinct communal and integrative elements.  Given the complexity of institutional forms at work in these countries, this study also employs Lijphart’s (1984, 1999) classification of democratic regime types in terms of consensual and majoritarian characteristics, which corresponds with the communal/integrative distinction, but provides a more detailed schematic of regime type.

In Mauritius, plurality elections combined with multi-member districts, have fostered the development of a multiparty system, multiparty governments, multi-ethnic governments, and the activation of “cross-cutting” class cleavages.  In Trinidad, plurality elections have produced a two-party system, single-party governments, and multi-ethnic governments, but the political system has been less successful at mobilizing “cross-cutting” class cleavages, and the two-party system tends to mirror the ethnic divide, which exacerbates inter-ethnic tensions.  In Guyana, plurality elections produced a deeply divided two-party system that perfectly reflected the ethnic divide and did not mobilize alternative cleavages whatsoever.  The introduction of PR in 1964 did not alter this dynamic.  In Fiji, plurality elections combined with ethnically reserved seats and communal rolls created a two-party system that mirrored the ethnic divide and repressed the mobilization of “cross-cutting” cleavages.  The introduction of AV in 1998 did not create the groundwork for stable multiethnic government.


It is noteworthy that all four countries are considering constitutional changes.  Mauritians are contemplating dropping the “best loser” provision and changing its electoral system from plurality to PR.  Trinidadians are also debating whether or not to introduce electoral changes.  The logical choices appear to be PR or some integrative form, such as AV or STV.  Guyanese are debating a package of far-reaching constitutional reforms, including changes to its electoral system.  Fiji, too, is debating constitutional changes.  The fact that all four countries are debating constitutional changes demonstrates the importance of understanding how institutional forms impact the accommodation of ethnic diversity.  And yet, the analysis of these cases illustrates how complex the relationship is between institutional design and democracy outcomes, and underscores the fact that there are no easy answers as to how diverse developing countries should structure their institutions so as to achieve stable accommodation between ethnic groups.  What is required is a package of reforms that takes into account the particularities of each case.

Based on the comparative analysis of institutional design in Mauritius, Trinidad, Guyana, and Fiji, several general findings stand out.  First, given the successes of Mauritius and Trinidad, it becomes apparent that consociationalism is not a necessary requirement for the development of “virtuous cycles” in diverse developing countries.  Second, contrary to collective wisdom, it appears that modified majoritarian institutions at the elite-level can promote “virtuous cycles” when other factors are conducive.  Third, it seems that integrative institutional approaches at the mass-level better promote “virtuous cycles” than do communal approaches, although the relationship is far from perfect given the negative example of Guyana.  Fourth, because there is no one-to-one correspondence between institutional type and democracy outcome, this study does not lend definitive support to the blanket advocacy of either integrative or communal approaches.  Instead, it suggests that institutional solutions will have to be fitted to the particularities of each case. This conclusion is in keeping with Lijphart’s (1984, 1999) analysis of institutional design, which finds that most democracies display a mix of majoritarian and consensual forms.  It is also consistent with Grofman and Stockwell’s (2001, 15) suggestion that “hybrid” sets of institutions may be the most appropriate.  Fifth, the effectiveness of institutions in fostering stable democracy does not depend on institutional design alone, but depends on critical non-institutional factors.  Meticulously designed institutions are no match for ethnic elites who have anti-democratic ambitions.  Moreover, evaluations of government legitimacy and effectiveness, regardless of the specific framework of institutions, will depend in large part on the material condition of the masses, which is intimately connected to the policy orientations of government and the performance of the economy.  Most institutional theorists recognize these facts, but far too much institutional theorizing occurs in a vacuum, under “all other things being equal” clauses, which does little to advance the goal of understanding how ethnically diverse countries can promote “virtuous cycles.”

Equitable Economic Development and “Virtuous Cycles”


Whether a country evolves along the lines of a “virtuous cycle” or the “vicious cycle” predicted by Rabushka and Shepsle depends not only on elite agency and institutional design, but how governments manage economic development.  This is true when economic times are good and the country is enjoying positive economic growth, and it is equally true when economic times are bad and the country must absorb the costs of negative growth.  For an ethnically diverse developing country to achieve stable democracy, governments must be committed in principle and in practice to equitable economic development policies.  The surest way for a diverse developing country to evolve along the lines of a “vicious cycle” is for government to pursue economic development policies that advantage the in-group to the detriment of out-groups.  If a government pursues inequitable development policies, then even positive economic growth will not increase the legitimacy of the regime.  Out-groups will protest against discriminatory treatment and the unequal distribution of the benefits of economic growth.  The practice of ethnic governance undermines the presumption that government acts in the national interest and serves all groups equally.  Ongoing ethnic governances provides out-groups with concrete incentives to take control over government through any means necessary in order to control the distribution of economic benefits.  

If, on the other hand, governments eschew ethnic governance and manage the economy in a way that affects groups relatively equally, then the development of a “virtuous cycle” is possible, even if positive economic growth is not achieved.  Nevertheless, diverse developing countries are more likely to persist if they achieve positive economic growth with moderate inflation and if they reduce income inequality.  In this way, diverse democracies are no different than all other democracies (Przeworksi et al. 1996).  Economic growth increases the legitimacy of the regime across the board.  If a diverse democratizer is able to achieve economic growth, then it becomes possible for government to promote a more equitable distribution of income among citizens.  A growing economic pie takes the heat off economic competition and lays the groundwork for the creation of more equal slices.  Equitable economic growth is the material incentive that provides ethnic groups with a reason for maintaining their commitment to the democratic regime and the national development project.  If a country does not achieve economic growth, if there is not a growing economic pie, then competition over the same or dwindling resources will heat up.  Ethnic elites and masses will look for scapegoats to blame for the poor economic situation.  Charges of government corruption and ethnic governance will increase, and democratic instability will be more likely.  In order to avoid a “vicious cycle,” governments must distribute the costs of negative growth relatively equitably.  If all groups must make comparable sacrifices, then it will be far harder to defend charges of ethnic governance.

It is important to point out, however, that governments have limits in their ability to effect the overall distribution of economic opportunities for citizens.  Governments define their resource allocation/development schemes, forms of taxation, and hiring practices, but governments in capitalist market systems do not determine how private enterprises will conduct their own hiring practices.  Governments can set guidelines that they expect private industry to uphold, and they can prosecute offenders, but there are inherent limits as to how much influence governments can have on private enterprises.  It comes as no surprise, then, that in the U.S., given the government’s commitment to fair hiring practices, the composition of the federal work force better represents the ethnic diversity of American society than does the private sector, even with laws that protect citizens from discrimination in hiring (McClain and Stewart 2002).  Governments have a crucial role to play in achieving equality of opportunity, but they face limitations.
This study finds that successive governments in Mauritius and Trinidad not only pursued equitable development policies, but they achieved positive economic growth that enabled them to reduce income inequalities and provide economic opportunities to all groups in the population.  Improvements in the socioeconomic status of groups fostered the development of democratic political cultures and a strong sense of civic nationalism.  It should be noted, however, that even though both countries pursued equitable governmental hiring practices and development schemes, both societies continue to confront challenges posed by discrimination against Blacks.  It is unclear whether or not the persistent low socioeconomic status of darker-skinned Creoles in Mauritius and Blacks in Trinidad can be remedied through the need-based programs that both countries employ, and whether more targeted programs might be necessary.  If affirmative action programs were adopted in Mauritius and Trinidad, this would be a significant departure from their integrative institutional strategies at the mass level.  Guyana’s governments did not pursue equitable development policies.  As a result, the ethnic opposition did everything in its power to undermine the development schemes of government.  Due to opposition resistance, sabotage, and non-cooperation, as well as the wrong-headed statist development schemes of the regime, the end result was collective impoverishment, even for loyal supporters of the authoritarian regime.  Guyana’s approach reinforced an anti-democratic political culture and fostered ethnic nationalism among the population.  Governments in Fiji achieved economic growth, but the benefits of this growth were not equitably distributed.  Fijian governments pursued affirmative action programs aimed at promoting indigenous Fijian enterprises, but these efforts were under-funded and largely ineffective.  Overall, Fiji’s governments pursued a market-oriented development strategy that advantaged ethnic groups positioned to benefit from this growth, which served to exacerbate the imbalance of economic power between ethnic groups.  Ineffective affirmative action programs and a liberal development approach increased the imbalance of economic power, inhibited the development of a democratic political culture among indigenous Fijians, and fortified ethnic nationalism with all its negative consequences for democracy.

METHODOLOGY AND CASE SELECTION 

This research employs a comparative-historical method in order to examine the impact of elite agency, political institutions, and economic development on democracy in four diverse developing countries, as part of an effort to explain how certain diverse developing countries have avoided the “vicious cycle” predicted by Rabushka and Shepsle (1972).  Both qualitative and quantitative research methods have their place in the development of theory in this area of inquiry (Collier 1994; George 1979; Lijphart 1971, 1975; Ragin 1987; Van Evera 1997).  General understanding of what makes stable democracy possible in diverse developing countries will no doubt come from a beneficial cross-fertilization between them.  This study uses a qualitative approach based on the belief that it is an appropriate method for studying the relationship between the variables of interest and democracy.  The strength of the comparative-historical approach is that it enables the researcher to examine a case in great detail and over time.  In doing so, the analyst becomes familiar with the major political actors, the key political conflicts, and the history of inter-ethnic relations.  This intimacy with the fine contours of the case enables the researcher to gauge the impact of study variables with a relatively high degree of certainty.  Even though qualitative studies can not arrive at quantifiable degrees of certainty, by looking at cases in-depth and over an extended period of time, the researcher can make causality claims grounded in detailed and contextualized historical knowledge.

The strength of the comparative-historical approach is also a weakness.  Because it demands deep familiarity with cases, it makes it very difficult to include a large number of cases into the comparison, and thus it gives rise to the small-n problem.  This study attempts to address this problem by looking at four cases.  It should be pointed, however, that this study does not seek to develop general theory, which would apply equally to all diverse developing countries.  Instead, this research intentionally limits the universe of cases to which it could generalize by looking at cases that are highly similar across a number of factors that condition democracy.  In technical language, the “area of homogeneity” that establishes the boundaries for the selection of cases is narrower than the entire population of diverse developing countries (Ragin, Berg-Schlosser, and Meur 1995, 752).  If this study examined a broad cross-section of all diverse developing countries and studied the effects of a wide range of variables, including what here is taken as background factors, then it might be possible to contribute to more general theory.  Yet, given time and research constraints, as well as knowledge limitations of the author, this research has a far more modest objective.  

This research explores the effect of elite agency, political institutions, and economic development on democracy in a select set of diverse developing countries.  In order to maximize the certainty of the causal inferences pertaining to the study variables, this study selects cases according to the method of “structured, focused” comparison (George 1979), also called “controlled comparison” (Lijphart 1975; Sartori 1991), based on a “most similar systems” design (Przeworski and Tuene 1970, 32-4).  Mauritius, Trinidad, Guyana, and Fiji are representative of a particular subset of the universe of diverse developing countries.  They do not represent the full set of diverse developing countries.  This narrowing of the population is a conscious decision taken by the researcher based on the belief that the universe of diverse developing countries is itself extremely diverse, and that these differences have significant implications for the prospects for democracy as well as ethnic conflict.  Based on the assumption that political culture and the level of economic development, as well as size and ethnic geography, have fundamentally important effects on the capacity of countries to sustain democracy and avoid ethnic conflict, this study looks at cases that are highly similar in terms of these background conditions.  The positive side of this trade-off is that by looking at a carefully defined subset, it becomes possible to minimize the bias introduced by the “missing variables” problem and to increase the certainty of causal inferences drawn between the explanatory variables of interest and the dependent variable (King, Keohane, and Verba 1995).  Thus, Mauritius, Trinidad, Guyana, and Fiji were selected for in-depth analysis because: (1) they are highly comparable across a range of important background factors that condition democracy’s prospects; (2) they differ in terms of the study variables; and (3) they differ in democracy outcomes.

Table 1.2 provides comparative statistics for Mauritius, Trinidad, Guyana, and Fiji.  The first four rows present data on background conditions, including year of independence from Great Britain, population size, level of economic development, and ethnic groups.  The next three rows provide data on the independent variables investigated by this research, including the role of ethnic elites, political institutions, and the equity of economic development.  The final two rows present data on the dependent variables, democracy and ethnic conflict.  While the selected cases appear to be highly similar across a range of background conditions, they differ in terms of the study variables.  Ethnic elites in Mauritius and Trinidad supported the democratic process, willingly forged constitutional compromises, and eschewed ethnic governance.  In Guyana, ethnic elites undermined democracy, proved unwilling to compromise on constitutional matters, and pursued ethnic governance in power.  In Fiji, ethnic elites Table 1.2 Comparative Statistics: Mauritius, Trinidad, Guyana, and Fiji

	
	Mauritius
	Trinidad
	Guyana
	Fiji

	Independence
	1968
	1962
	1966
	1970

	Population
	830,000 (1970)

1,195,000 (2001)
	1,030,000 (1968)   

1,298,000 (2001)
	742,000 (1969)

776,000 (2001)
	526,000 (1970)

827,000 (2001)

	GNP per capita in US$
	   680 (1976)

3,730 (1998)
	2,240 (1976)

4,520 (1998)
	 540 (1976)

 780 (1998)
	1,150 (1976)

2,210 (1998)

	Ethnic Groups
	Indian    67%

Creole    29%

Other        4%

(1970)
	Black    43.3%

Indian   36.5%

Mixed   16.3%

(1960)
	Indian    50.2%

Black     31.3%

Mixed    11.9%

Amer.      4.6%

(1964)
	Indian    50.12%

Fijian     41.58%

Other       8.30%

(1971)



	Ethnic Elites  


	Supported democratic process; achieved constitutional compromise; eschewed ethnic governance
	Supported democratic process; achieved constitutional compromise; eschewed ethnic governance
	Undermined democratic system; refused to compromise; pursued strategies of ethnic governance
	Did not support democracy at critical junctures; compromised on constitutional matters; eschewed ethnic governance 

	Political Institutions 

(elite and mass levels)


	Mixed, “modified majoritarian” (elite level) with FPTP plurality elections, multimember districts, and “best loser” seats; integrative (mass level)
	Mixed, “modified majoritarian” (elite level) with FPTP plurality elections, single-member districts with Whitehall modifications; integrative (mass level)
	Mixed, more communal (elite level) with list PR elections (post- 1964); integrative (mass level) 
	Mixed with communal elements (elite level) FPTP plurality elections and ethnically-reserved seats and communal rolls (pre-1998); mixed (mass level) with entrenchment of Fijian rights

	Equity of Economic Development
	Even upward mobility except among darker-skinned Creoles
	Even upward mobility except among darker-skinned Blacks
	Systematic discrimination against Indians (1960s-late 1980s)
	Non-discriminatory policies advantaged Indians; less upward mobility among Fijians 

	Democracy

(Quality and Stability)

	Political rights/ civil liberties restricted during 1960s; open and stable in the decades that followed; a “virtuous cycle” 
	Consistently open; outstanding instances of instability; a “virtuous cycle” with significant unresolved issues 
	Degenerated to authoritarian rule in the 1960s that persisted to the early 1990s; classic “vicious cycle”; process of democratization in the 1990s; still unstable
	Democratic system remained open and stable until 1987; coup revealed depth of ethnic divisions; democracy returned in 1990s only to be undermined once again in 2000; fundamental issues unresolved

	Ethnic Conflict
	Low levels of inter-ethnic violence
	Low levels of inter-ethnic violence
	High levels of inter-ethnic violence
	Low levels of inter-ethnic violence, serious ongoing conflict


Sources: Encyclopedia Britannica, Book of the Year 1971, 2001, 2002 (population; ethnic group %’s; 1998 GNP per capita estimates); World Development Report, 1978 (1976 GNP per capita estimates).    

forged a constitutional compromise and eschewed ethnic governance, but were unwilling to support the democratic process at critical junctures.  Mauritius and Trinidad employed modified majoritarian approaches at the level of elites and integrative institutional approaches at the mass level.  Guyana used a majoritarian approach (pre-1964) and a mixed, largely communal institutional approach (post-1964) at the elite-level and an integrative approach at the mass level.  Fiji used a mixed communal/majoritarian approach at the mass- and elite-levels (pre-1998) and a communal/integrative approach (post-1998).  Mauritius and Trinidad achieved relatively equitable economic growth.  Guyana pursued a development scheme premised on discrimination against Indians and failed to achieve economic growth.  Fiji achieved growth, but not equitable development.

The cases differed markedly in terms of the dependent variable, democracy.  The ordering of cases, Mauritius, Trinidad, Guyana, and Fiji, reflects the distinction between “virtuous” and “vicious cycles,” but it also reflects the author’s assessment of the likelihood that democracy and inter-ethnic cooperation will be sustained over time.  I would argue that Trinidad faces far more serious political problems than does Mauritius; hence, one could say that it has evolved a “less-virtuous cycle” than Mauritius.  Likewise, Guyana experienced far greater ethnic violence than Fiji, which means Fiji can be said to have evolved a “less-vicious” cycle, but the obstacles to stable democracy appear to be far more fundamental in Fiji than in Guyana, even with Guyana’s violent past.

The fact that these cases were in part selected on the dependent variable raises the issue of selection bias (Geddes 1990; King, Keohane, and Verba 1994).  As Collier and Mahoney (1996, 59-62) point out, selecting cases that have extreme values on the dependent variable at or above a particular value on the overall distribution of cases considered relevant to the research question, what is often called “truncation,” has important consequences.  In particular, it reduces the slope estimate produced by regression analysis because the mode of selection is correlated with the dependent variable and error term in the underlying regression model.  Thus, it produces biased estimates of causal effects.  Even though this study is not primarily concerned with generalizing to the set of all diverse developing countries, in principle the researcher is concerned with the larger comparison to all diverse developing countries.  Therefore, if the comparison included cases (comparable across the range of control variables) where democracy was non-existent or dead on arrival, then this would increase the variance of the dependent variable and provide a better estimate of the underlying causal pattern present in the more limited set of cases.  But, the use of this broader comparison would only make sense if it were limited to cases with similar background conditions (Collier and Mahoney 1996, 63-4).  Future research efforts by the author will attempt to include cases that increase the range of values on the dependent variable.


While it is true that the selection bias problem is important for qualitative researchers, I tend to agree with Collier and Mahoney (1996, 65) that important trade-offs emerge between attending to the selection bias problem and addressing other kinds of issues.  For example, it seems quite “reasonable for qualitative researchers to focus their comparisons more narrowly” when “a broader comparison turns outs to encompass heterogeneous causal relations…Given the tools they have for causal inference, it may be more appropriate for them to focus on a more homogeneous set of cases, even at the cost of narrowing the comparison in a way that may introduce problems of selection bias” (Collier and Mahoney 1996, 68-9).  At the same time, it is important to keep in mind that qualitative researchers guilty of selection bias must avoid overestimating the importance of explanations discovered in case studies of extreme observations (Collier and Mahoney 1996, 72).

In the final analysis, because I am somewhat ambivalent about generalization and committed to careful contextualization of findings, I would prefer to impose domain restrictions on this study even if it means suffering somewhat from the effects of selection bias (Collier and Mahoney 1996, 69).  Hopefully, these effects will be mitigated somewhat by the fact that: there is a range of variation on the dependent variable represented by these cases; this research does not pretend to offer a grand theory that applies equally to all diverse developing countries; this research identifies what appear to be necessary conditions for the maintenance of democracy in a particular subset of diverse developing countries and does not seek to identify sufficient conditions (Dion 1998).

OUTLINE OF DISSERTATION

Chapter 2 demonstrates how Mauritius evolved along the lines of a “virtuous cycle” because ethnic elites eschewed ethnic governance in power, adopted an inclusive institutional structure, and achieved economic growth combined with equity.  Mauritius’ use of a majoritarian electoral system combined with multi-member district elections and a unique “best loser” system at the elite level has promoted the creation of a multiparty system characterized by coalition governments, multiethnic representation, and the mobilization of cross-cutting class cleavages.  Combined with an integrative institutional approach at the mass level, the fluidity of the political system in Mauritius has tempered ethnic divisions and fostered a democratic political culture grounded in civic nationalism.

Chapter 3 examines how Trinidad also evolved along the lines of a “virtuous cycle” because ethnic elites eschewed ethnic governance in power, political institutions secured protections for minorities, and the benefits of economic development have been equitably distributed, which has promoted a democratic political culture and a strong sense of civic nationalism.  Trinidad operated with a largely majoritarian institutional structure at the level of elites and integrative institutions at the mass level, and yet it sustained democracy due to the actions of elites and equitable development.  Trinidad’s political institutions have created a two-party system largely defined by the ethnic divide that has the potential to exacerbate ethnic divisions and could over time promote instability.  Much depends upon the policy orientations of ethnic elites now and in the future.  Trinidad seems the ideal candidate for electoral reform, perhaps toward a preferential voting system.  Nevertheless, if ethnic elites continue to eschew ethnic governance, then democracy should remain stable.  

Chapter 4 examines the democratization process in Guyana.  It shows how Guyana evolved along the lines of a “vicious cycle” when ethnic elites pursued ethnic governance strategies and refused to reach a constitutional compromise.  Over time Guyana’s political system degenerated into a war between ethnic camps, which resulted in instability, ethnic conflict, and authoritarianism.  Guyana’s switch from plurality elections to proportional representation did little to mitigate the effects of ethnic polarization that had already developed.  The chapter also discusses how over the last decade Guyana has experienced a democratic resurgence due to a change in ethnic leadership and a renewed commitment to democracy and equitable development.  Like Trinidad, Guyana seems ripe for institutional reforms, and appears to be an ideal candidate for a preferential voting system.


Chapter 5 focuses on Fiji and demonstrates how the use of communal institutions at both the elite and mass levels have entrenched ethnic divisions and made stable democracy impossible.  Communal institutional approaches have reinforced ethnic nationalism among indigenous Fijians and inhibited the development of a democratic political culture.  Communalism combined with the negative effects of uneven economic development have fostered defensive traditionalism among indigenous Fijians that makes democratic accommodation between indigenous Fijians and Indians extremely difficult to achieve.

Chapter 6 presents an assessment of democracy records among ethnically diverse countries throughout the world.  It then presents a theoretical argument describing the factors that determine whether a diverse developing country evolves along the lines of a “virtuous cycle” or a “vicious cycle” through a critical assessment of Rabushka and Shepsle’s (1972) theory.  The chapter then describes in detail how elite agency, political institutions, and economic development in Mauritius, Trinidad, Guyana, and Fiji gave rise to divergent democracy and ethnic conflict outcomes.  The chapter ends with an assessment of policy implications derived from the comparative analysis.

� J.S. Mill writes: “Free institutions are next to impossible in a country made up of different nationalities” (Mill in Dahbour and Ishay 1995, 99).  Taking a more cosmopolitan view, Lord Acton argues multinational states achieve a superior form of unity.  “The coexistence of several nations under the same State is a test, as well as the best security of its freedom.  It is also one of the chief instruments of civilization; and, as such, it is in the natural and providential order, and indicates a greater advancement than the national unity which is the ideal of modern liberalism” (Acton in Ibid, 113).


� Bernard Grofman describes Rabushka and Shepsle’s model as the democratic “doom and gloom” theory (Grofman, personal communication, 2000).


� For an excellent review of various interpretations of democracy, see Roland Pennock (1979).


� Clear examples of the positive effect of human agency on democracy are the roles played by Nelson Mandela in South Africa and Mikhail Gorbachev in the former Soviet Union.  It is impossible to imagine a free South Africa without the positive influence of a moderate statesmen like Mandela at the helm of the African National Congress; likewise, without the forward-looking vision and leadership of Gorbachev, Russia’s current democratic transition would be unthinkable.  Naturally, human agency can negatively impact democracy as well.  Augusto Pinochet in Chile and Ida Amin in Uganda played crucial roles in undermining democracy in their respective countries.


� This overview of ethnic conflict literature draws heavily on the superb treatment provided by Brown (1996-97).  For a detailed summary of ethnic mobilization and ethnic conflict literatures, see Taras and Ganguly (1998).


� Significant contributions include: Bell and Freeman (1984); Brass (1991); Conner (1994); Enloe (1973); Esman (1994); Gurr (1993); McGarry and O’Leary (1993); Milne (1981); Montville (1991); Nordlinger (1972); Rothschild (1981); Stavenhagen (1996); Thompson and Ronen (1986); and Young (1976).


� Reproduced from Grofman and Stockwell 2001, 12.


� Other theorists sympathetic to the integrative approach oppose the adoption of AV and advocate the use of the single transferable vote (STV) (O’Leary et al. 1993; Reynolds 1999; Reynolds and Grofman 1994; Reynolds and Reilly 1999).





PAGE  
68

