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Sum m ary

This study is coiicenied to adch'ess the following (juestion: Why are some elections 

in Sub-Saharan Africa marked by violence while other elections are not? Some 

20% of elections in this region have exi)erienced violence to some degree or another 

since the (re-)introduction of m ultiparty elections and political com petition more 

generally in the early 1990s. Despite the prevalence of election-related violence in 

this region and further afield, scholars have yet to address this question in a sys

tem atic fashion. To be sure, there is a large literature on elections and an equally 

large literature on violence in Sub-Saharan Africa and the (leveloi)ing world more 

generally, but the relationshij) between the two phenomena remains understudied. 

Elections are one of the most im portant institiitions of democracy aiid the prim ary 

means of resolving conflict in a non-violent way. Paradoxically, they often lead not 

to the peaceful transfer of i)ower ius democratic theory suggests but to the outbreak 

of violence as recently seen in the countries of Cote d ’Ivoire, Kenya, and Zimbabwe 

among others in Sub-Saharan Africa. Elections are therefore fundamentally am

biguous institutions in the sense th a t they can, on the one hand, foster com petition 

and thereby defuse conflict among groups and, on the other, exacerbate inter-group 

tension along ethnic-, regional-, and religious-based lines. Despite the wides])read 

intertist among scholars in the process of dem ocratization, we still don’t  fully un

derstand why some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa collapse into full-blown ethnic 

conflict and civil war. Drawing on an original dataset of 170 m ultiparty elections in 

40 of Sub-Saharan Africa’s 49 countries over the sixteen-year period, 1997 to 2012, 

this study contributes the most comprehensive examination of pre- and post-election 

violence in the dem ocratization literature to date. Based on the insight th a t vio

lence is often used as an instrum ent by both the ‘incm nbent’ and ‘challenger’ to 

influence the outcome of an election, it contributes to the burgeoning literature on 

election-related violence in three im portant ways.



First, it finds th a t tlie intensity of pre-election violence, as measured by the number 

of violent instances or events th a t occvu’ in the three-m onth period before all of the 

elections included in the dataset, increases by 150% when the office of the president 

is contested in non-dem ocratic systems of government. Given the im portance of 

t his institu tion in Sub-Saharan Africa and the develo])ing world more generally, this 

finding should cause no small concern among scholars in academic- and policy-circles 

because it suggests th a t i)re-election violence is a structural problem and thus less 

am enable to  solution in the short- to medium-term at least. Second, it finds th a t 

tlie intensity of post-election violence incrccises by 500% when the results of an elec- 

t ion are rejected by the opi)osition in ‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized systems of 

govermnent. In shar]) contrast with the finding outlined above, this finding suggests 

th a t post-election violence is a contingent [U’oblem and thus more amenable to so

lution i)rovided an election is conducted in accordance with international standards 

of electoral i)robity. Drawing on a case-study of the violence tha t followed in the 

wake of K enya’s ‘sto len’ election in Deceml)er 2007, this study finds in conclusion 

th a t post-election violence may be exacerbated by existing inter-group inecjualities. 

U nfortunately, it is difficult to ascertain whether such inequalities operate across 

Sub-Saharan Africa more generally given the absence of the requisite data. How

ever, a number of prom inent scholars including Catherine Boone, Rene Lemarchand, 

and Frances Stew art have long argued th a t inter-group inecjualities to do w ith the 

d istribution of land for exam ple lie a t the heart of many present-day conflicts in the 

region. This is an im portan t insight because it could explain why most elections 

in the region pass off relatively peacefully while others degenerate into full-blown 

ethnic conflict and civil war.
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C hapter 1

Introduction

1.1 In trodu ction

Why are some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa marked by violence while other elec

tions are not? Electoral violence has affected roughly 20% of elections in this region 

since the (re-)iutroduction of nuiltii)arty elections and i)olitical competition more 

generally in the early 1990s (Bekoe 2012a, 2012c; Dfixecker 2012, 2014; Ilafner- 

Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 2012; Straus and Taylor 2012). Despite the i)revalcnce 

of election-related violence in this region and further afield, scholars have yet to 

address this (juestion in a systematic ffishion. Elections are one of the most im

portant institutions of democracy and the primary means of settling conflict in a 

non-violent way. Paradoxically, they often conduce not to the jjcaceful transfer of 

power as democratic theory suggests but to the outbreak of violence and conflict 

as recently seen in the countries of Cote d ’Ivoire, Kenya, and Zinibal)we. Elections 

perform several functions but their most im portant function consists in determining 

who holds political power. As a result, they are inherently destabilizing events be

cause they serve to distinguish between ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ -  a distinction that is 

all the more conseciuential in the develoi)ing world where i)olitical power goes liantl 

in hand with economic power. The following chapter is organized as follows; Section
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1.1 introduces the chai^ter, wliile Section 1.2 discusses some of tlie more important 

reasons why I think the subject of electoral violence is worthy of study. Section 1.3 

exi)lains why I have restricted my study of electoral violence to Sub-Saharan Africa. 

Section 1.4 introduces the chapters that comprise this study. And, Section 1.5 con- 

clud(!s the chapter by jiresenting some evidence that suggests tha t electoral violence 

is having a detrimental imi)act on tlie establislnnent and, by extension, consolidation 

of democracy in Sub-Saharan Africa. I use the word ‘suggest’ advisedly. As Daron 

Acemoglu and James Robinson (2012) argue in their book, ‘Why Nations Fail: The 

Origins of Power, Prosperity, and Poverty,’ a democratic form of government, as 

manifested in the establishment of inclusive political and economic institutions, can 

take several hundretl years to become “the only game in town” (Linz and Stejian 

199Gb; 15).

By way of background, it is im portant to note tha t there is a growing recognition 

in both academic- and policy-circles tha t the hurried j)romotion of democracy in 

Sub-Saharan Africa and the develojiing workl more generally in the late 1980s and 

early 1990s was misguided at best and reckless at worst (Adel)anwi and Obadare 

2011; Carothers 2002, 2007a, 2007b, 2010; Diamond 199G, 2002; Joseph 1997, 1998; 

Levitsky and Way 2002; Mansfield and Snyder 1995, 2007; Schedler 2002a, 2002b; 

Schniitter and Karl 1991; Sisk and Reynolds 1998; Snyder 2001; Zakaria 1997). 

According to one of the leading scholars in this area. President Ronald Reagan 

sponsored an array of governmental, (luiiai-governmental, and non-goverimiental or

ganizations in order to bring about “a worldwide democratic revolution” as early as 

the mid-1980s (Carothers 2002: 6). In many instances, the (re-)introduction of nuil- 

tiparty elections and political competition did not result in tlie institutionalization 

of political rights and civil liberties sis originally predicted, but in the resurgence of 

ethnic animosity, national chauvinism, and civil war (Adebanwi and Obadare 2011; 

Chabal and Daloz 1999; Chabal 2005a, 2005b; Lynch and Crawford 2011; Straus



2012; Straus and Taylor 2012; Tull and Meliler 2005). Kenya is but one example 

of this outcome; 1 rectum to this example in the penultimate chapter of this study. 

Recognizing th a t multiparty elections often do more harm than good in the short- 

to uKHlium-term at lefist, the international connnunity ha.s since performed a U-tmn 

and encouraged its chargc^s to imdertake a series of structural reforms ranging from 

education to health instead (Joseph 1997, 1998, 1999). Old hal)its die hard, how

ever. 'I’he Central African Republic’s interim president, Catherine Saniba-Panza, 

has been tasked by the very same connnunity with holding nniltii)arty elections by 

the end of 2015 in a country th a t has recently witnessed \mprecedented l)loodshed. 

I discuss some of the more im portant reasons why I think the subject of electoral 

violence is worthy of study next.

1.2 W h y  S tu d y  E lectoral V iolence?

Before turning to a discussion oi these reasons, I think it is important to introduce 

this section by defining the concept central to this study namely, electoral violence. 

Electoral violence is a multifaceted phenomenon that encomi){isses manifold activi

ties ranging from coercive intimidation to physical fissault. In order to get a better 

grasp of this concej)t, we can brake it down into its component j)arts: pre-election 

and i)ost-election violence. Pre-election violence is said to occiu’ before an election. 

It is peri)etrated in anticijjation of an election and it typically involves instances of 

violence tha t disrui)t the electoral process. By contrast, post-election violence is said 

to occur after an election. It is j)erpetrated in reaction to an election and it typically 

involves instances of violence tha t express frustration with the electoral jjrocess. The 

concept (if electoral violence thus encomjjasses at least two distinct “logics of vio

lence” (Straus and Taylor 2012; 20). This is an imi)ortant i)oint because it suggests 

tha t there are different rationales behind pre- and post-election violence. I cannot 

enipluisize this point enough. Targets of elec:toral violence typically include electoral

3
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iiiforination, electoral facilities, electoral events, and electoral stakeholders. Finally, 

it is inijjortant to remember in this regard tha t uncertainty is a characteristic feature 

of elections in the developing world (Schedler 2002a, 2002b). Przeworski puts the 

point well, “Democratization is a process of subjecting all interests to com])etition, 

of institutionalizing uncertainty. It is thus this very devolution of power over out

comes which constitutes the decisive step toward democracy. There is a moment 

before which the authoritarian power ap])aratus controls outcomes and after which 

no one does. Power is devolved from a group of j)eople to a set of rules” (1998: 

G3). Given this fact, i)olitical elites cannot trust tha t an election will go according 

to plan. As a result, they frequently turn to violence instead. Chabal and Daloz 

argue, “The political instrumentalization of disorder refers to the process by which 

l)olitical actors in Africa seek to maximize their returns on the state of confusion, 

uncertainty, and scnnetimes even chaos, which c;haracterizes most African polities” 

(1999: xviii). In conclusion, it is im portant to note tha t a number of scholars have 

defined the concept of electoral violence in the above-mentioned way; I return to 

this concept in Chapter 4 of this study. I discuss the reasons why I think the snliject 

of electoral violence is worthy of study next.

First, there'is a large literature on elections and an ecinally large literature on vi

olence in Sub-Saharan Africa and the develojjing world more generally, but the re

lationship between the two phenomena remains understudied (Bekoe 2012a, 2012b; 

Hoglund 2009; Kraetzschmar and Cavatorta 2010; Rapoport and Weinberg 2000a, 

2000b; Sisk 2008; Straus 2012; Straus and Taylor 2012). Only a handful of large- 

N, cross-case studies have been i)ublished on electoral violence in the last couple 

of years (Daxecker 2012, 2014; Hafner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 2012). This 

is surprising given the fact th a t violence luis long i)layed a j:)rominent role in the 

democratization process in the established democracies (Acemoglu and Robinson 

2012; Bensel 2004; Horowitz 1985; Huntington 1968, 1991; Powell 1982; Przeworski
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1988, 1991; Sisk and Iloynolds 1998; Wood 1992, 2011). Bensel puts the point 

thus, “Students of conii)arative pohtics, for example, sometimes discern at least a 

distant parallel l)ctween the United States chning the nineteenth century and con- 

tenii)orary nations currently undergoing transformation from agrarian to industrial 

societies. The social and political stresses a.ssociated with industrialization appear 

to have certain conunonalities, among them the emergence of working-class claims 

on w ealth ... Furthermore, violent conflict in and around the polls, corruption, and 

a general i)oliticization of society also seem to characterize contenii)orary industri

alizing nations attenij)ting to combine democracy and development” (2004; xiv). 

Second, ‘new’ democracies such as those found in Sub-Saharan Africa and the de

veloping world more generally face a particularly high risk of electoral violence and 

this risk is greater still for those countries with a history of inter-grouj) animosity 

including Cote d ’Ivoire, Kenya, and Zimbabwe. Third, ‘post-conflict’ countries such 

as Burundi, Democratic flepublic of Congo, anti Ethiopia are susceptible to this 

type of violence as well given the inchoate nat>ire of their political systems. Fomth, 

electoral violence can act as a trigger for large-scale violence including ethnic conflict 

and civil war. Cote d ’Ivoire serves as the best example in this regard. Fifth, elec

toral violence has occurred in some of the more ‘successful’ countries in Sub-Saharan 

Africa including Lesotho, South Africa, and Tanzania suggesting tha t this type of 

violence is not limited to those countries with a history of inter-grouj) animosity as 

adum brated above.

Finally, a nmnber of scholars have argued that ‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized 

systems of government have become the modal form of government in the devel

oping and, to a lesser extent, developed world since the early 1990s (Carothers 

2002, 2007a, 2007b, 2010; Diamond 199C, 2002; Howard and Roessler 200G; Joseph 

1997, 1998, 1999; Levitsky and Way 2002; Schedler 2002a, 2002b; Zakaria 1997). 

Although scholars have coined several terms to describe these systems including



‘virtual deinocracy,’ ‘seiiii-deinocracj',’ ‘illiberal deinocracy,’ and ‘electoral democ

racy’ among others they all share one overriding characteristic in common -  namely, 

the co-existence of formal rules alongside informal practices (Bratton 2007; Lev

itsky and Murillo 2009; Schedler 2002a, 2002b). I'his increase in the number of 

weakly-institutionalized systems of government is alarming, or so the argument 

goes, l)ecause they tend to lean in a more autocratic as oi)i)osed to democratic 

direction (Norris, Frank, and Coma 2013). As demonstrated in Figure (1.1) below, 

for example, the number of countries in Sub-Saharan Africa rated ‘Partly Free’ by 

the Waiihington-based organization. Freedom House, has remained more or less the 

same at 20 to 25 over the sixteen-year i)eriod, 1997 to 2012. We can also see from 

this figure th a t 11 of the region’s 49 countries were rated ‘Free,’ 18 ‘Partly Free,’ and 

20 ‘Not Free’ in 2012 indicating tha t the nmnber of autocracies across the region as 

a whole has increased in the laat couple of years. Of course I am not attributing this 

downtmn in the nmnber of democratic forms of government to electoral violence. 

I cannot emphasize this point enough. This figure nevertheless suggests tha t we 

should revisit om- optimistic belief in the inevitability of democracy and ask why 

so many comitries remain stuck tia it were in the “wide and foggy zone” between 

democratic and autocratic systems of government (Schedler 2002a; 37).

50
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As we can see from this figure, furthermore, Sub-Saharan Africa's experience witli 

democracy has varied significantly since the (re-)introduction of multiparty elections 

in the early 1990s. Before discussing this fact in detail it is important to note that 

I use the term ‘(re-)introduction’ in this study advisedly because many countries in 

the region held umltiparty elections in the early years of independence (Barkan 1987; 

Collier 1982; Cowen and Laakso 1997, 2002; Foltz 1973; Hayward 1987; Meredith 

2005; Moran 200G; Morgenthau 1964; Wiseman 199C). A case in point: Kenya held 

two multii)arty elections in the early 1960s. Kenyan Africa National Union (KANU) 

defeated Kenyan African Democratic Union (KADU) during these elections, setting 

in motion the country’s subsequent turn into a de facto one-party state (Ajulu 1993, 

1998, 2002). The country went on to hold four elections -  1969, 1974, 1979, and 

1983 mider a single-i)arty format and encouraged voters to regard these elections 

fus referenda on their local M P’s ability to meet the needs of their constituents 

(Barkan 1987, 1993, 1995; Barkan and Ng‘etlie 1998). Tanzania serves as another 

exani])le in this regard. Hyden argues, “In each constituency there was competition 

among different candidates, all of whom appeared on the TANU jilatform. The 

first i^ostintlependence elections in 1965 were exciting, with a number of new leaders 

defeating veterans of the nationalist movement perceivcxl to have lost interest in their 

constituents. The first systematic election study ever conducted in jiostindependence 

Africa confirmed the ]n'esence of a budding democratic spirit in the country” (1999: 

143-4). Of the 46 countries in the region tha t have held at least one multiparty 

election by 2012, Freedom House rated 9 as ‘Free,’ 21 as ‘Partly Free,’ and 16 as 

‘Not Free.’ The majority of countries thus fall into the ‘Partly Free’ category (45%), 

followed by the ‘Not Free’ category (35%) and, in turn, the ‘Free’ category (20%). 

This figure serves to confirm a point 1 will make throughout this study -  namely, 

multiparty elections are fundamentally aml)iguous institutions in the sense that 

they can, on the one hand, foster competition and thereby defuse conflict among 

groups and, on the other, exacerbate int('r-group tension along ethnic-, regional-



, and religioiis-based lines as recently evidenced in the countries of Cote d ’Ivoire, 

Kenya, and Zimbabwe.

1.3 R esearch D esign

In the following section I discuss some of the more important reasons why I have 

restricted my study of electoral violence to Sub-Saharan Africa. At the outset, it 

is important to emphasize in this regard that my dataset includes 170 multiparty 

elections in 40 of Sub-Saharan Africa’s 49 countries over the sixteen-year i)eriod, 

1997 to 2012. My ‘sami)le’ therefore consists of 40 countries or cases. “A sample,” 

according to one of the leading methodologists in the social sciences, “consists of 

whatever cases are subjected to formal analysis. The sample of cases rests within a 

])0])ulation of cases to which a given proposition refers... Note tha t most samples are 

not exhaustive; hence the use of the term ‘sample,’ referring to sampling from a larger 

population” (Gerring 2007: 21-2). All of the countries in my sample are similar in 

the sense tha t they share many characteristics in connnon. The degree of cross-c^\ae 

conii^arability or homogeneity is thus high and this fact adds a considerable degree 

of control over my sample of countries as a whole (Gerring 2007: 19-26; 2012: 86-91; 

King, Keohane, and Verba 1994: 91-4). For example, all of these ccnnitries have 

experienced a similar transition ])rocess as many of them (re-)introduced nniltiparty 

elections and political competition more generally in the early 1990s in the face of 

l)oth ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’ threats (Ake 2000; Bratton and Van de Walle 1994, 

1997; Barkan 2000; Joseph 1997, 1998, 1999). I return to this point in Chai)ter 2, 

Section 2.3 of this study. In addition, all of these countries have held at least two-to- 

three nmltiparty elections during this period suggesting th a t the electoral process is 

becoming increasingly familiar in the day-to-day lives of ordinary individuals in the 

region (Lindberg 2006a). And, finally, I have limited my sample to these countries 

because the dataset on which my outcome variables are based, ACLED, reports
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recorded instances of violence or ‘events’ in 50 coinitries, the majority of which are 

located in Sub-Saharan Africa. As demonstrated in Chapter 5 and Chapter G on i)re- 

and post-election violence res])ectively, there is significaiit variation in these outcome 

varial)les as well (Cerring 2012: 240-2; King, Keohane, and Verl>a 1994: 107-9; Van 

Evera 1997: 43-8). Before introducing the chapters th a t comprise this study, I want 

to elaborate on the reasons why 1 chose a large-N as opj^osed to small-N research 

design in this study as well.

According to Cerring, a research design is determined by a nnml:)er of theoretical and 

practical factors, fie argues, “The ca.se study research design exhibits characteristic 

strengths and weaknesses relative to its large-N, cross-case cousin. These trade-offs 

derive, first of all, from basic research goals such as (1) whether the study is oriented 

toward hypothesis generating or hypothesis testing, (2) whether internal or external 

validity is jirioritized, (3) whether insight into causal mechanisms or causal effects 

is more valuable, and (4) whether the scope of the causal inference is deep or broad. 

These trade-offs hinge on the shape of the emjiirical universe, tha t is, on (5) whether 

the ])oi)ulation of cases under study is heterogeneous or homogeneous, (G) whether 

the causal relationship of interest is strong or weak, (7) whether useful variation 

on key i)aranieters... is rare or connnou, and (8) whether data is concentrated or 

dispersed” (2007: 37-8). Sinii)ly put, he argues tha t large-N studies are ]>referable 

to their small-N counterparts when we are primarily interested in hypothesis testing 

as opi^osed to hypothesis generating but adds the imi)ortant caveat tha t the choice 

of research design hinges on the “shape of the evidence” (2007: 57). He continues, 

“Sometimes one’s choice of research design is driven by the ciuautity and (juality of 

information tha t is cu rren t^  available... Whatever the specific logistical hurdles, it 

is a general tru th  th a t the shape of the evidence... often has a strong influence on 

an investigator’s choice of research design. Where the evidence for particular cases 

is richer and more accurate, there is a strong prima facie argument for a case study
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form at focused on those cjiaes. Wliere, l)y contrast, tlie relevant evidenr:e is eciually 

good for all potential cases, and is conii)arahle across those cfiiies, there is no evidence 

to  shy away from cross-case analysis” (2007; 57-Cl). As we saw in Section 1.2 of 

this chapter, there are only a handful of studies on electoral violence. Some of these 

are descriptive in natu re (Branch and Cheeseman 2009; B ratton  2008; B ra tton  and 

M asunungure 200G, 2008; Davenport 1997; Hoglund and P iyarathne 2009; Kloop and 

Zuern 2007; K raetzschm ar and C avatorta 2010; Kriger 2005; Lebas 2006; Mueller 

2008, 2011; Sm ith 2009). O thers concentrate more on electoral instability  than  

electoral violence j)er se (Beissinger 2007; Bunce and Wolchik 2006, 2010; Howard 

and Roessler 2006; Thom[)son and K untz 2004; Tucker 2007). Missing in the  existing 

body of knowledge on the  subject is a system atic large-N, cross-case analysis of pre- 

and i)ost-election violence.

According to  the above-mentioned author, furtherm ore, the  distinction between 

‘cross case’ and ‘case s tu d y ’ research has more to do w ith deep-seated i)rejudices 

than  anything substantive. He argues, “A case study m ay be understood as the 

intensive study of a single case where the pmi)ose of th a t study  is to shed light on 

a  larger chiss of crises... At the jioint where the enii)hcisis of a study shifts from the 

individual case to  a sample of cases, we shall say th a t a s tudy  is cross-c<ise” (2007: 

20). He continues, “(This) distinction has become ever more ensconced... I believe 

th a t this distinction is not intrinsic, th a t is, definitional. W hat distinguishes the 

case study m ethod is its reliance on evidence drawn from a single case and its a t

tem pt, a t the same time, to  illum inate features of a broader set of cases” (2007: 29). 

He goes on, “Stereotypically, case stutly researchers tend to  have a ‘hm ipy’ vision 

of the w orld ... Cross-case researchers, by contrast, have a less differentiated vision 

of the world; they are more likely to believe th a t things are p re tty  much the  same 

everywhere, a t least as respects basic causal processes” (2007: 53). The distinction 

l)etween large- and small-N studies is therefore overblown because the one is often
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un d ertak en  to  “shed  ligh t” on th e  o ther. In light of th is  adm onition , 1 have devoted 

one ol' th e  chap ters  th a t  comi)rise th is  s tu d y  to  th e  violence th a t  followed in the  wake 

of K enya’s ‘s to len ’ election in Decenil)er, 2007 because th is  single case “illum inates 

fea tu res” of a b roader set of cases in Sul)-Saharan Africa. As we will see in th is 

ch ap te r, fu rtherm ore , th e  controversy  surrounding  th e  election i)rovided th e  spark  

as it  were th a t  se t an  otherwdse peaceful event ablaze. A t the  risk of be laboring  the  

l)oint, I conclude by deferring to  the  above-m entioned au th o r again. “T he  world of 

social science,” he argues, “m ay be usefully divided according to  the  i)redom inant 

goal u ndertaken  in a  given study , e ithe r hypothesis genera ting  or hypothesis testing . 

T h ere  are two m om ents of em pirical research, a  ‘lig h tb u lb ’ m om ent and a  skeptical 

m om ent, each of which is essential to  th e  i)rogress of th e  (liscii)line” (2007: 39).

It is im p o rta n t to  no te  in conclusion to  th is  section th a t  my un it of analysis is 

th e  election. In o th er words, 1 am  no t in terested  in countries, country-years, or 

coun try -m on ths, etc. b u t in elections. M oreover, th is  approach  is becom ing in

creasingly  s ta n d a rd  in th e  burgeoning large-N , cross-case lite ra tu re  on electoral vi

olence because it allows one to  identify  several con tingen t c n i d  s tru c tu ra l factors 

th a t  co n trib u te  to  th e  varia tion  in th e  in tensity  of pre- and  |)ost-electiou violence in 

Sul)-Saharan  A frica and  th e  developing world m ore generally  (Daxecker 2012, 2014, 

lla fn e r-B u rto n , H yde, and  Jab lonsk i 2013, W ilkinson 2004). As we will see in C hap

te r 5 and  C h ap te r G of th is  s tu d y  on pre- and  post-election  violence respectively, 

fu rtherm ore , th e  in tensity  of electoral violence has varied significantly  across the  40 

coun tries included in my d a ta se t, confirm ing th e  po in t m ade above th a t  electoral 

violence displays considerable varia tion  in the  region m ore generally. It is also im

p o rta n t to  note  th a t  I have coded all rounds of the  170 m ulti})arty elections included 

in my d a ta se t separately , th a t  is to  say, th e  first round of an election is one observa

tion  while th e  second round is ano tlie r observation and so on. O f the  170 m u ltiparty  

elections included in my dattise t, 101 are presidential and  69 are parliam entary . All



of tli(!se elections are set in Ai)penclix C of tliis study. My dataset includes every 

country in Suh-Saharan Africa with the  exception of those countries tlia t have ncjt 

yet held a m ultiparty  election in the twenty-])lus years since the (re-)intro(hiction 

of m ultiparty  elections in the region including Eritrea, Somalia, South Sudan, and 

Swaziland. All of the countries inchukxl in the dataset have held a t least two and, in 

many cases, three and four nndtiparty  elections during this period of time. And, fi

nally, my datase t excludes the small islands off the m ainland including. Cape Verde, 

Comorcjs, M auritius, Sao Tome and P r, and Seychelles because d a ta  on these coun

tries is difficult to  obtain. All of these countries are set ou t in Appendix A of this 

study. I introduce the chapters th a t comprise this study next.

1.4 P rev iew  o f C hapters

C hapter 2 sets the scene so to s])eak by discussing the ‘T hird  Wave’ of dem ocratiza

tion th a t swept across Sub-Saharan Africa and the developing world more generally 

in the early 1990s (H untington 1991). By way of background, the argum ent th a t 

elections are the sine qua non of tlemocracy continues to  generate much debate in 

the dem ocratization literature (B ratton 1998; B ratton and Van de Walle 1994, 1997; 

D iamond 1996, 2002, Lindberg 2006a, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c; Posner and Young 2007; 

Rakner and Van de Walle 2009a, 20091); Van de Walle 2003). Schm itter and Karl 

I)ut tlie point well, “Some even consider the mere fact of elections -  even ones from 

which specific parties or candidates are excluded, or in which substantial portions 

of th e  iDopulation cannot freely participate -  as a sufficient condition for the ex

istence of democracy. This fallacy has been called electoralism ” (1991: 78). At 

th e  risk of oversimplification, scholars take one of two positions on the  im portance 

or otherw ise of m ultiparty  elections in the  develo])ing world. One grouj) of schol

ars including Staffan Lindberg and Daniel Posner among others hold the  view th a t 

formal institu tions such as electoral systems, party  systems, political parties, and
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multiparty elections are l)eginning to play an increasingly important role in the con

duct of political life in the region. They also subscribe to the argument that the 

developed and developing countries share many political aspirations in connnon such 

as the sanctity of constitutions, etc. A second group including Patrick Chabal and 

Goran Hyden among others hold the opj)osite view and argue that informal institu

tions captured in the concept, neo-i)atrimonialisni, and manifested in the practice, 

clientelism, continues to inform the nature of politics in the region. They therefore 

(juestion whether multiparty elections have had any determinative impact on the 

dynamics of power in the region. While recognizing the importance of both posi

tions, 1 take the view in this study tha t formal institutions are beginning to j)lay 

an increasingly imi)ortant role in the conduct of politics in Sub-Saharan Africa as 

demonstrated by the fact tha t all but a handful of the countrie^s in the region have 

held several of these elections in the twenty-plus years since the (re-)introduction 

of political competition in the early 1990s. This assumption serves as one of the 

{iKsumi)tions underlying my theoretical frainework as s<;t out in Chapter 4, Section 

4.3 of this study.

Chapter 3 reviews some of the more important studies in the burgeoning literature 

on pre- and post-election violence. I use the word ‘ljurgeoning’ advisetlly because 

there is a large literatm e on elections and an ecjually large one on violence in Sub- 

Saharan Africa, but the relationship between the two phenomena remains under- 

studied (Bekoe 2012a, 2012b; Hoghmd 2009; Kraetzschniar and Cavatorta 2010; 

Rapojjort and Weinberg 2000a, 2000b; Sisk 2008; Straus 2012; Straus and Taylor 

2012). It is divided into five sections; 1 briefly discuss these sections next. Section 3.1 

introduces the chai)ter by arguing tha t the international community pushed for the 

(re-)introduction of multiparty elections and political competition more generally in 

Sub-Saharan Africa in the early 1990s in the optimistic belief that this institution 

would conduce to the diminution of violence and conllict and, by extension, the
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flourishing of democratic systems of government in tlie medium- to long-term. As 

we saw in Section 1.1 and Section 1.2 of this chapter, this optimism soon turned 

to pessimism when it transpired th a t many of the governments in this region had 

failed to follow through and put their initial democratic reforms on a more secure 

footing. Section 3.2 argues th a t ‘new forms’ of vic^lence have emerged in this region 

in the hist twenty-plus years. Indeed, no less an authority on African affairs than 

Scott Straus has argued tha t the ‘new’ forms of violence including resource violence 

and electoral violence have begun to dis])lace the ‘old’ forms of violence during this 

period of time because; multiparty competition allows government- and opposition- 

groups alike to acquire power via legitimate as o])posed to illegitimate means. This 

is a key argument. The paramilitary group cum political party, Sinn Fein, serves as 

an interesting exanijjle in this regard. Section 3.3 and Section 3.4 sunnnarize some 

of the more inii)ortant studies of [ne- and i)ost-(!lection violence in the literature, 

respectively. It is im portant to note in this regard that many of these studies are 

more concerned with electoral instability than electoral violence per se for the reason 

outlined above. Many of the insights contained in these studies serve as the basis 

of my theoretical framework as set out in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 of this study. And 

Section 3.5 concludes the chapter.

Chapter 4 is the most imjiortant chapter in this study because it seeks to answer 

the question posed in the opening line of this chapter -  namely: Why are some 

elections in Sub-Saharan Africa marked by violence while other elections are not? It 

is divided into five sections as well. Section 4.1 and Section 4.2 discuss the concept 

of electoral violence in detail. As we saw in Section 1.2 of this chapter, electoral 

violence is a multifaceted phenomenon that encomj^asses manifold activities ranging 

from coercive intimidation to physical assault. Pre-election violence is said to occur 

before an election. It is i)erpetrated in anticipation of an election and it typically 

involves instances of violence th a t disrupt the electoral process. By contrsist, post-
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election violence is said to  occur after an elect ion. It is per])etrated in reaction to an 

electicjn and it typic:ally involves instances of violence th a t express frustration with 

the electoral i)rocess. The targets of electoral violence typically include ('Icctoral in

form ation, electoral facilities, electoral events, and electoral stakeholders. Drawing 

on the insights of Sanmel Ilun th ig ton  (19G8), Adam Przeworski (1988, 1991), and 

Andreas Schedler (2002a, 2002b) among other leading scholars in the dem ocratiza

tion literature, Section 4.3 explores the role formal institu tions such as nm ltiparty  

elections |)lay in structu ring  individuals’ choices and shaping political outcomes. 

C entral to  the theory develo|)ed in this section is the argm nent th a t violence is of

ten used as an instrum ent by both  the ‘incnnnbent’ <md ‘challenger’ to influence the 

outcome of an election. Section 4.4 discusses the d a ta  and model I use to test this 

theory. It is im i)ortant to note in this regard th a t my outcomes variables are based 

on the ACLED datfiset because this dataset records rei)orted instances of violence 

or ‘events’ in 50 countries over the sixteen-year period, 1997 to 2012, and disag

gregates these instances into four characteristics including: (1) Actor; (2) Activity; 

(3) Location; and (4) Date. This dataset is an im portant, if inijjerfect, resource for 

mccistuing eleH;toral violence because it records a m ultitude of events ranging from 

coercive intim idation to  physical assault th a t occur over the com se of the electoral 

cycle. It is im portan t to  note, in conclusion, th a t I use a Negative Binomial model 

to  estim ate the relationshij) between my outcome and explanatory variables because 

my outcom e variables are count variables, th a t is to say, they count the number of 

violent instances or events th a t occurred in the three-m onth period before and after 

all 170 m ultiparty  elections included in my dataset. And Section 4.5 concludes the 

chapter.

C hapter 5 examines the causes of i)re-election violence by drawing on an original 

datase t of 170 m ultiparty  elections in 40 of Sub-Saharan Africa’s 49 countries over 

the sixteen-year period, 1997 to  2012. The dataset is ‘o iiginal’ in so far as 1 have
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collected all of the d a ta  on many of my explanatory and coiitrol variables from a 

num ber of different sources, the most im portant of which include ‘Africa Confiden

tia l’ and ‘Africa Research Bulletin.’ (I discuss these sources in detail in C hapter 4, 

Section 4.4.) This chapter contributes to  the burgeoning literatu re  on i)re-election 

violence because it is one of very few large-N, cross-case studies th a t test the  causes 

of this type of violence using the tools of regression analysis. Building on the ex

isting scholarshij) in this literature, 1 argue in this cha])ter th a t the ‘incum bent’ is 

faced w ith a dilem m a -  namely, ‘The Dilemma of M anijiulation’ (Schedler 2002a, 

2002b). More specifically, he wants to  decrease the uncertainty but increase the 

legitimacy of an election and, in order to achieve these goals, he resorts to  several 

devices including violence in the i)re-election stage of the electoral process. Pre

election violence may thus be conceptualized as a means of influencing the  outcome 

of an election in the pre-election stage of an (Section. In light of this theoretical 

framework, a couple of hypotheses are testcul using the above-nientiontxl dataset. 

To preview my results, I find th a t the intensity of pre-election violence, a*s measured 

by the number of violent instances or events th a t occur in the three-m onth period 

before all of the elections included in my datjiset, increases from ‘6’ to ‘15’ or 150% 

when the main exj)lanatory variable used in the statistical analysis conducted in the 

chapter, ‘Office of the President*Not Free,’ is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ In less-technical 

language, 1 find th a t the intensity of pre-election violence increases by a significant 

extent when the office of the president is contested in non-dem ocratic system s of 

government. I th ink this is an im portan t finding because it suggests th a t this type 

of violence is more of a structiu 'al problem and thus less am enable to solution in the 

short- to m edium -term ; I return  to the  im plications of this finding in the  concluding 

chai)ter of this study.

Zimbabwe is a telling exami)le of ])re-election violence. Following the controversy 

sparked by a proposed change in the com itry’s constitu tion in early 2000, President
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Robert Miigal)e of Zimbabwe African National Union-Patriotic Front (ZANU-PF) 

faced his first serious challenge during the subsequent parliamentary election when 

Morgan Tsvangirai cobbled together a disparate coalition of civil society organiza

tions under the label, Movement for Democratic Change (MDC). Although ZANU- 

PF defeated MDC during this election, its hold on p(jwer was severely weakened by 

the emergence of this new force (Kriger 2005, Lebas 200G). In an effort to frustrate 

the growing oi)i)osition to its rule, ZANU-PF introduced three sej)arate pieces of 

legislation in 2001\02 including: ‘Citizenship Amendment A ct,’ ‘Pul)lic Order and 

Secmity A ct’ and ‘Access to Information and Protection of Privacy A ct’ (Bourne 

2011). When these devices failed to halt the slide in his government’s i)opular- 

ity, Mugabe turned to the plethora of student-, youth-, and militia-groui)s tha t the 

state  had nurtur(>d since the early years of inilependence and unleashed a wave a 

violence in both government- and opposition-strongholds in the country in 2002, 

2005, and 2008. For exami)le, the government launched ‘Operation M urambatsvhia’ 

in the run-up to 2005 j)arlianienta.ry election with the ostensible goal of eradicating 

illegal dwellings and informal trade in the opi)osition’s strongholds, Bulawayo and 

Harare. However, Mugabe’s ability to shore uj) his power was called into (juestion 

again when he failed to win an outright majority of the vote in the first-round of 

the country’s i)residential election on 29 March, 2008. According to Bratton and 

Masmiungure (200G, 2008), Mugabe contemplated conceding defeat to Tsvangirai 

but was persuaded against doing so by the Joint Operations Conunand (,IOC), a 

(luasi-niilitary body many commentators l)elieve constitute the real source of power 

in the country. In the wake of government-orchestrated violence, Mugabe went on 

to win 90% of the vote in the second-roimd of the covuitry’s presidential election on 

27 June, 2008 cementing ZANU-PF’s control of the country.

Chapter G examines the causes of j^ost-election violence by drawing on the same 

dataset of 170 nndtiparty elections in 40 of Sub-Saharan Africa’s 49 countries over
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the sixteen-year period, 1997 to 2012. As in the case ai)ove, tliis chHi)ter cf)ntril)utes 

to the hurge(jning literature on post-election violence because it is one of very few 

large-N, cross-case studies that test the causes of this tyj)e of violence using the 

tools of regression analysis. I cainiot einpluisize this i)oint enough. Buikling on the 

existing scholarship in this literatin'e, I argue in this chapter that the ‘challenger’ is 

faced with a dilenuna -  namely, ‘The Dilennna of P ro test’ (Schedler 2002a, 2002b). 

More specifically, he wants to increase the uncertainty but decrease the legitimacy of 

an election and, in order to achieve th(;se goals, he resorts to several devices including 

violence in the i)ost-election stage of the electoral process. Post-election violence 

may thus be conce])tualized as a means of influencing the outcome of an election 

in the post-election stage of an election. In light of this theoretical framework, a 

couple of hypotheses are tested using the ab(Jve-mentioned dataset. I find th a t the 

intensity of post-(;lection violence, fis meiisured by the number of violent instances or 

events tha t occur in the three-month period after all of the elections inclndeil in the 

datiiset, incretises from ‘3’ to ‘18’ or 500% when the main exi)lanatory variable used 

in the statistical analysis undertaken in the chapter, ‘Results Rejected*Partly Free,’ 

is varied fnjm ‘0’ to ‘1.’ Pu t another way, 1 find that the intensity of post-electk>n 

violence increases by a significant extent when the opposition rejects the results of 

an election in weakly-institutionalized systems of government. As in the case above, 

I think this is an important finding because it suggests tha t this type of violence 

is more of a contingent problem and thus amenable to solution in the short- to 

medium-term; I return to the implications of this finding in the concluding chapter 

of this study. Importantly, this is not to say that the incumbent is responsible for 

pre-election and the challenger for post-election violence. As we will see in Chapter 

4, Section 4.4 of this study, the former is responsible for the majority of both pre- 

and post-election violence.

Kenya is a telling example of i)ost-c'let:tion violence. By way of l)ackgroimd, the
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country hekl concurrent presidential and parliamentary elections on 27 December, 

2007. In a welcome departure from the pa.st, it witnessed very little violence in the 

run-uj) to the election and observers added to the general sense (jf oi)tiniism sur

rounding the event l)y declaring it to he ‘Free & Fair’ (Gibson and Long 2009). A poll 

published in advance of the election showed the challenger, Raila Odinga, of Orange 

Democratic Movement (ODM) with a small but nonetheless significant lead over the 

incumbent, Mwai Kibaki, of Party of National Unity (PNU). After a delay of several 

days, the Chairman of the Electoral Connnissiou of Kenya (ECK) announced to the 

consternation of many of these observers tha t Odinga had lost to Kibaki. Following 

this announcement, the former took to the streets of the comitry to overturn the 

result. The main presidential candidates’ supporters were subse(}uently involved in 

a series of tit-for-tat clashes that ultimately costs the lives of some 1,000 to 2,000 

p('oj)le and displacement of 300,000 to 500,000 more. In rejecting the results of the 

election, the oi)position set in motion a series of clashes with the govermnent that 

ultimat(^ly cost the lives of so many ptK)ple. Wliat is more, the violence that followed 

in the wake of this election t(jok a i>articularly severe turn because it fed on existing 

inter-group ineciualities l)etween Kibaki’s and Odhiga’s supporters, the Kikuyu and 

non-Kikuyu, respectively. Unfortunately, it is difficult to ascertain whether such 

inc(}ualities oi)erate across Sub-Saharan Africa more generally given the absence of 

the requisite data. However, a number of i)roniinent scholars including Catherine 

Boone, Rene Lemarchand and Frances Stewart have long argued that inter-group 

inequalities to do with the distribution of land for example lie at the heart of many 

present-day conflicts in the region. This is an im portant insight because it could 

explain why several elections in the region have collapsed into full-blown ethnic con

flict and civil war since the (re-)introdiiction of multiparty elections in the early 

1990s.

It is inii)(ntant to note tha t the o])position can reject the results of an election for
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any number of reasons ranging from govermnent monopolization of the air waves to 

missing ballot papers and inflated voter rolls, etc. However, it is difficult to say with 

certainty whether these resiaons are genuine given the administrative shortcomings 

many countries in Sub-Saharan Africa and tlie developing world more generally face 

during elections. “In a })oor, relatively luiechicated developing country,” according 

to one of the first scholars to I)ring this subject to the attention of those working in 

the area of democratization, “the administration of an election is no simple matter. 

In such countries, the boundary line sejjarating political manii)ulation and technical 

incapacity is rarely siu’veyed, and elections can fail for one or both reiusons” (Pas

tor 1999; 2). It is no less difficult to determine whether the reasons for rejecting 

an election are genuine given the fact tha t it is in the interest of the aggrieved 

party to attract cis nnich attention as i)ossil)le on the ejection in ([uestion. “When 

oi)l)osition i)arties distrust the democratic connnitment of the incumbent govern

ment,” Beaulieu and Hyde argue, “they can j)articipate and hoi)e that international 

monitors condemn election manipulation, or they can try  to influence monitors by 

boycotting the election” (2009: 393). It is thus difficult to distinguish between le

gitimate and illegitimate reasons because it is in the interest of both the incumbent 

and challenger to manipulate the process. To be sure, Odinga had retison to reject 

the results of this election: The level of turnout differed significantly across the 

country’s 8 regions from 85% in Central to 65% in Western. It should come as no 

surprise to learn tha t Kibaki and Odinga have traditionally received the majority 

of their support from Central and Western, respectively. W hat is more, Kibaki per

formed worse in 7 of the country’s 8 regions when the oflScial results are juxtaposed 

alongside those collected by a pair of independent scholars in the nm -up to the elec

tion (Gibson and Long 2009). Put simply, these figures point to some of the more 

egregious irregularities that served to undermine the opposition’s confidence in the 

conduct of this election.
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Drawing on Gerring’s (2007) argument discussed in Section 1.3 of tliis chapter tha t 

sniall-N analysis is often used to “shed light” on large-N analysis, the penultimate 

chai)ter of this study, Chajiter 7, examines why the violence that followed in the 

wake of Kenya’s election in December, 2007 took such a severe turn. By way of 

background, it is im portant to note that many scholars attriljute this violence to 

the gradual diminution in the ability of the state to exercise its authority across the 

country as a whole in the twenty-plus years since the (re-)introduction of multiparty 

elections in the early 1990s (Branch and Cheesenian 2009; Kagwanja 2009; Lynch 

2008; Mueller 2008, 2011; Smith 2009). The (juestion remains, however: If we 

attribu te  this violence to the disintegration of the Kenyan state and the eonseciuent 

‘informalization’ of violence, then why did the election in 2007 witness significantly 

more violence than those in 1992, 1997 and, in i)articular, 2002? This is not to deny 

the significance of this argument -  a iuunl)er of prominent scholars have argued that 

the African state has gradually relinquished its monopoly of the legitimate use of 

l^hysical force since the i)ost-independence era in the 19G0s (Mehler 2004). Drawing 

on a study by Gibson and Long (2009), 1 argue in this ehajiter that the controversy 

surrounding the annoimcenient of the ‘olHcial’ result provided the spark tha t set an 

otherwise peaceful event al)laze. As we saw in t he fcnegoing i)aragrai)h, Odinga called 

on his supporters to overturn the results because he believed the election was ‘stolen.’ 

W hat is more, the controversy generated by the election to(jk such a violent turn 

because it brought to the surface latent inter-group inecjualities between Kibaki’s 

and Odinga’s supporters, the Kikuyu and non-Kikuyu, respectively. Indeed, I find 

th a t the intensity of post-election violence increases from ‘2’ to ‘8’ or 300% when the 

main explanatory variable used in the statistical analysis undertaken in the chapter, 

‘10 < Kikuyu <  90,’ is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ I think this is an im portant finding 

because it could explain why some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa degenerate into 

full-blown ethnic conflict and civil war.
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1.5 C onclusion

As we saw in Figure (1.1) above, the number of countries rated ‘Partly Free’ by 

Freedom House lias reinainetl more or less the same at 20 to 25 in Sub-Saharan Africa 

over the sixteen-year period, 1997 to 2012. Of course, it is premature to conclude on 

the basis of this figure alone th a t electoral violence is responsible for the downturn 

in the number of democratic forms of government given the diversity of the region 

as a whole to say nothing of the myriad factors tha t contribute to the j^rocess of 

democratization. It is im portant to note in this regard tha t some countries in the 

region such as Ghana continue to progress, displaying imi)rovenients in the level of 

l)olitical rights and civil liberties from one year to the next. Other countries such as 

Zimbabwe continue to regress, reeling from crisis to crisis year after year. And still 

other countries like Kenya continue to confound, alternating between democratic 

and autocratic forms of g(jvermnent every few y(^ars. As I emphasized in Section 

1.2 of this chapter, I don’t mean to suggest that electoral violence is responsible 

for the protracted nature of democratization in the region. Indeed, a number of 

‘causes’ have been identified in the voluminous literature devoted to this question 

such as the absence of a middle chiss (Davidson 1992). More to the i)oint, I think it 

is i)reniature to sj:)eak of democracy in Sub-Saharan Africa -  as we understand the 

concei)t in the West at least -  given the fact that many countries in the region have 

very little experience with this form of government. It is nevertheless incumbent on 

me to suggest some reasons as to why the majority of countries in the region remain 

stuck as it were in the “wide and foggy zone” between democratic and autocratic 

systems of government because this ciuestion continues to occupy many scholars in 

the democratization literature (Schedler 2002a: 37).

In light of this question the concluding chapter of this study. Chapter 8, i)resents 

some evidence to suggest tha t electoral violence is having a detrimental impact on
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the establishment of cleniociatic forms of government in Sub-Saharan Africa. As we 

can see in Figure (8.1) in this chapter, democracy remains the single most popu

lar form of government in Ghana, Kenya, and Zimbabwe desj)ite the fact tha t two 

of these three countries have experienced significant levels of electoral violence on 

several occasions. Indeed, 80-85% of res})ondents in these countries agree with the 

following statement: “Democracy is preferable to any other kind of government.” 

However, Figure (8.2) paints a somewhat different picture: 80%, 50%, and 35% of 

respondents are ‘P^avorably Disposed’ toward this form of government in Ghana, 

Kenya, and Zimbabwe resj)ectively. There is only so much we can read into these 

figures for the reasons outlined in the foregoing paragraph, but they nevertheless 

suggest th a t respondents in Ghana i)erceive democracy in a nnich more favorable 

light than their counterparts in Kenya and Zimbabwe because they haven’t witnessed 

anything like the violenc;e th a t has accom])anied elections in these two countries. To 

i)e sure, Ghana is frequently held up a,s a ‘shining exami)le’ of democracy in Sub- 

Saharan Africa but it is im portant to note in this regard tha t all thr(X! countries 

share more characteristics in conunon than is generally recognized. By way of exam

ple, all three countries are comi)osed of several ethno-regional groups tha t comi)ete 

for political j)ower along etlnuj-regional lines. In addition, G hana’s exj^erience with 

democracy has been no less tiubulent than tha t of Kenya’s or Zimbabwe’s. It em

braced multiparty elections and i)olitical competition more generally in the early 

years of the iJost-indei)endence era only t(j succumb time and again to single-party 

rule in the 1970s and 1980s. The three countries differ in one important respect, how

ever: G hana’s success has been put down to its skillful management of the electoral 

process (Frempong 2007; Fridy 2007; Gyimah-Boadi 2001, 2009; Gyiniah-Boadi and 

Prempeh 2012; Jockers, Kohnert, and Nugent 2010; Oduro 2012; Whitfield 2009). 

While I am reluctant to link the one with the other, the above-mentioned figures 

nevertheless suggest tha t electoral viokince is having a detrinunital impact on the 

establishment of democracy in Sub-Saharan Africa.
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Chapter 2

Elections in Sub-Saharan Africa

2.1 In troduction

Ah we saw in Chapter 1, Section 1.1 of this study, Sul)-Saharan Africa witnessed a 

wave of nndtii)arty elections (hiring the 1990s. All hut a handful of the coiintrifis 

in the region have yet to introduce multiparty elections, confirming the widespread 

imj)ression held by experts and non-exi)erts alike that they are becoming increas

ingly conunoni)lace in the day-to-day lives of individuals in the region (Lindberg 

200Ga, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c). As we can see in Figure (2.1) below, for example, the 

number of multiparty elections held in the region has increased year-on-year over 

the sixteen-year period, 1997 to 2012. hideed, this steady increase in the number of 

miiltii)arty elections is all the more remarkable when you consider that the^y were -  

to use the oft-quoted phrase -  more honored in the breach than the observance dur

ing the post-independence era in the 1960s and 1970s (Barkan 1987; Collier 1982; 

Cowen and Laakso 1997, 2002; Claphain 1993, 1997; Foltz 1973; Hayward 1987; 

Meredith 2005; Morgenthau 19G4; Wiseman 1996). The following chai)ter intro

duces the subject of this study -  namely, electoral violence by reviewing the history 

of multi|)arty elections in Sub-Saharan Africa since the early 1990s. It is composed 

of five sections. The first section, Section 2.1, introduces the chapter, while the sec-
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Olid, Section 2.2, discusses the ‘Third Wave’ of deinocratization tliat swept across 

Sub-Sfiharan Africa and the developing world more generally in the early f990s. 

Section 2.3 argues tha t authoritarian r(^ginies (re-)introduced multiparty elections 

and political coiiipetitioii more generally in Sub-Saharan Africa in order to preempt 

the ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’ challenges tha t had gathered momentuni iluring the 

1980s in resi)oiise to stagnant economic conditions. The importance of multiparty 

elections in Sub-Saharan Africa and the developing world more generally is dis

puted. Section 2.4 discusses this issue by looking at some of the arguments ‘for’ and 

‘against’ multiparty elections. The final section. Section 2.5, concludes the chapter.

30

25

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

F igu re  2.1: N u m b er  o f  M u ltip a r ty  E lection s: 1997 - 2012

2.2 The ‘Third W ave’ o f D em ocracy

Inspired l)y Huntington’s (1991) argument tha t democratization proceeds in a series 

of waves, a number of prominent scholars in academic- and policy-circles greeted the 

(re-)introduction of iiiultii)arty elections and political conij)etition in Sub-Saharan 

Africa in the early 1990s with enthusiasm and predicted that these elections were 

but the first stej) on the road to lilieral democracy and market caj:)italisni (Carothers 

2002, 2007a, 2007!)). The i)olitical scientist, Francis Fukuyama, captured this sense
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of triumi)hali.siii in tlie title of his hook, ‘The End of History and the Last M an’ 

(Fukuyama 1992). W hat escaped many of these scholars’ notice at the time was 

Huntington’s observation tha t these waves were succeeded by counterwaves. In 

fact, he identified several waves of democratization since the 1800s: 1) 1828-1926; 

2) 1943-62; and 3) 1974-. He argues, “A wave of democratization is a group of 

transitions from nondemocratic to democratic regimes th a t occur within a specified 

period of time and th a t significantly outnumber transitions in the opposite direc

tion during tha t ]3eriod of tim e ... History is not unidirectional. Each of the first 

two waves of democratization was followed by a reverse wave in which some bnt 

not all of the countries tha t had previously made the transition to democracy re

verted to nondemocratic rule” (1991: 15-6). In line witli this observation, the ‘Third 

Wave’ of democracy crested in the early-to-mid 1990s only to recede by the end of 

the decade. Indeed, as we saw in Chapter 1, Section 1.2 of this study, ‘hybrid’ or 

weakly-institutionalized systems of government became the mochU form of govern

ment in Sub-Saharan Africa and the develoi)ing world more generally diu'ing this 

period of time (Carothers 2002, 2007a, 2007b; Diamond 1996, 2002; Howard and 

Roessler 2006; Joseph 1997, 1998, 1999; Levitsky and Way 2002; Scluxller 2002a, 

2002b; Zakaria 1997). To be sine, outcomes varic'd from country to coimtry in 

Sub-Saharan Africa: Some countries succeeded in consolidating the niiscent demo

cratic forms of government while oth(!r countries exi)eriencetl recurrent bouts of 

instal)ility in the form of coup d ’etat, ethnic confiict, and civil war. And still other 

coimtries found themselves somewhere between these extremes, taking steps toward 

democratic forms of government one year only to succumb to autocratic forms of 

government the next.

It is im portant to remember in this regard tha t nmltiparty elections and j)olitical 

competition more generally were conunonplace in Sub-Saharan Africa dining the 

early years of the post-independence era. Indeed, these elections were held in many
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couiiti'ies ill the region aiul generated a substantial amount of scholarship on issues cis 

diverse as party competition, party leadership, and mass mobilization among otlier 

characteristics (Barkan 1987; Collier 1982; Cowen and Laakso 1997, 2002; Claphani 

1993, 1997; Foltz 1973; Hayward 1987; Meredith 2005; Morgenthau 19C4; Wiseman 

199G). By the late 19G0s, however, the interest in this asi)ect of African jwlitics 

among scholars had diminished owing in large part to the emergence of single-party 

states and authoritarian forms of government more generally, liuleed, multiparty 

elections came to exemplify everything tha t was ‘wrong’ with the region including 

the persistence of neo-patrinionial systems of rule, institutional decay, the curtail

ment of ]iolitical rights and civil liberties, the resumj)tion of internecine conflict and, 

not least, the failure of democracy and develoi)inent more generally. Hayward ])uts 

the point well, “Conventional wisdom about the importance, success, and mean

ing of elections in Africa in the 1970s and 1980s became increasingly negative and 

l)essiniistic. Elections in much of contenii)orary Africa were widely regarded as 

irrelevant or a sh am ... Some conchuUxl th a t the misuse and abuse of electoral insti

tutions dem onstrated tha t the i)rocess was ill-suited to Africa -  one suggested that 

their demise might be a call for celebration” (1987: 1). As we saw in Chapter 1, 

Section 1.2 of this study, Kenya is instructive in this regard: After KANU subsumed 

KADU in the early 19G0s, it held four elections during the intervening decades under 

a single-party format and encouragcxl voters to regard these elections as referenda 

on their local M P’s ability to meet the needs of their constituents. President Kfoi 

enibracetl m ultiparty elections in the early 1990s only after the international com

munity threatened to withhold $350 million in ‘(luick-disbursing’ aid (Ajulu 1993, 

1998, 2002; Barkan 1987, 1993, 1995; Barkan and Ng‘ethe 1998). Tanzania serves 

as another example in this regard (Hyden 1999).

The (re-)introduction of multiparty elections and political competition in the early 

1990s w'as nonetheless significant because it symbolized the transforniation from
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autocratic to cleiiiociatic .systems of goveninieiit. B ratton puts tlie point well, “The 

early 1990s saw a wave of conii)etitive rnultii)arty elections in Africa. These contests 

can he described as ‘founding’ elections in the sense tha t they marked for various 

countries a transition from an extended period of authoritarian rule to fledgling 

democratic goverinnent” (1998: 51). Scholars continue to debate the reasons wliy 

multiparty elections were (re-)introduced in the early 1990s. Some emphasize the 

internal and others the external soiu'ces of this transformation (Bratton and Van de 

Walle 1994, 1997; Joseph 1997, 1998, 1999). They all agree tha t the transformation 

from autocratic to democratic forms of government was set in motion during the 

1980s by the decline in the region’s terms of trade (Ake ‘2()00: 33-74; Bratton and 

Van de Walle 1997; 97-127; Hyden 200G: 116-38; Mer(!(lith 2005: 368-78; Thomson 

2004; 175-227). The international coimnunity sought the solution to the region’s on

going problems in the establishment of democratic forms of government, l)ut many 

of the reforms proposed by this connnuriity l)ackfired because they severely reduced 

the caj^acity of the existing regimes to maintain their i)atrimonial networks anil 

clientelistic forms of control. “The legitimacy of politicians in Sub-Saharan Africa,” 

according to one of the more astute observers of politics in the region, “rests on their 

ability to provide for their own constituents... They use their official position to fulfill 

their unofficial obligations to their clients and to meet the clientelistic demands on 

which their power and standing as rulers rest” (Chabal 2005b: 4-6). It is im portant 

to note in conclusion to this section th a t the (re-)introduction of nuiltiparty elections 

exacerbated the fiscal crisis outlined above because the existing regimes were faced 

with multii)le claims on their diminishing resources from hitherto quiescent groups 

(Cederman, Hug, and Min 2010; Cederman, Hug, and Wenger 2008; Cederman, 

Gleditsch, and Hug 2012).

28



2.3 ‘H orizon ta l’ &; ‘V ertica l’ C hallenges

By way of background, the voluminous literature; on elections has knig been devoted 

to the study of m ultiparty elections in democratic as opposfxl to non-deniocratic 

settings. In light of the ‘Third Wave’ of democratization as discussed in Section 2.1 

above, a number of scholars have sought to understand why authoritarian regimes 

(re-)introduced multiparty elections and political competition more generally in the 

early 1990s (Brownlee 2011; Gandhi 2010; Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; Gandhi 

and Przeworsk 2007; Lust-Okar 200G; Magaloni 2008; Schedler 2002a, 2002b, 200G, 

2009a, 20091), 2010). One of these scholars, Andreas Schedler, has argued tha t au

thoritarian regimes (re-)intr(Kluced multi])arty (ilections because they hold consid

erable instrumental value for the regimes in (|uestion. Put another way, multiparty 

elections have helped authoritarian regimes ovcucome two of the more important 

challenges they have faced since the early 1990s namely, governance and survival. 

However, multiparty elections entail significant I'isks as well as rewards. He argues, 

“Responding to democratizing i)ressures by creating and manipulating rei)resen- 

tative institutions should hel]) authoritarian governments to ease their existential 

problems of governance and survival. Yet they in(;vitably, although to varying de

grees, contain the steeds of subversion... Unless i)olitical institutions are grantfxl at 

least a minimal range of power and autonomy, they cannot make an independent 

contribution to authoritarian governance and survival. But as soon as political 

institutions are granted some j)ower and autonomy, they can turn against the dic

ta to r” (2010: 7G-7). As we saw in Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of this study, this insight 

serves as the basis of my theoretical framework on pre- and post-election violence. 

To be sure, scholars have identified several reasons why multiparty elections were 

(re-)introduced Ijy authoritarian regimes in the early 1990s. I briefly discuss these 

reason in turn next.
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First, it is argued that authoritarian rt^ginies (re-)intio(hice(l multiparty elections 

a t the beliest of the international conununity (Barkan 2000; Joseph 1997, 1998, 

1999; Levitsky and Way 2002; Yomig 2004). Second, it is argued tha t they were 

(re-)introduced in resj)onse to widespread mu'est among disgruntled citizens. For ex

ample, Bratton and Van de Walle argue tha t the j)rocess of democratization in Sub- 

Saharan Africa originated not in splits among hard- and soft-liners within the exist

ing regimes, but in political protests occasioned by fiscal crises and the consecjuent 

inability of neo-i)atrimonial leaders to maintain their traditional “forms of control” 

(1994: 458). In many instances, moreover, this unrest culminated in the establish

ment of National Conferences in Francophone and, to a lesser extent, Anglophone 

Africa (Ake 2000: 51-70). The third reason holds that they were (re-)introduced 

in order to rotate power among elit(!s within the existing regimes and thus head 

off potential challengers from these elites (Brownlee 2011; Cliabal and Daloz 1999; 

C!andhi 2010; Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; Gandhi and I’rzeworski 2007; Lust-Okar 

2006; Magaloni 2008). The fourth reason holds that they were (re-)introduced in 

order to facilitate clientelistic transactions between candidates and voters. Accord

ing to this argument, elections are essentially exercises in “comiietitive clientelisni” 

wherein candidates compete for the privilege of acting as intermediaries in i)atron- 

client relations (Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; Lust-Okar 2006). The fifth reason 

holds tha t they were (re-)introduced because they enable existing regime to disi)lay 

their })ower and\or gauge tlieir level of snp])()rt (Brownlee 2011; Hafner-Burton, 

Hyde, and Jablonski 2013). And, finally, the sixth reason summarizes all of these 

reasons by arguing tha t authoritarian regimes (re-)introduced multiparty elections 

and political competition more generally in an attem pt to preempt both ‘horizon

ta l’ and ‘vertical’ challenges to their rule (Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; Gandhi and 

Przeworski 2007; Magaloni 2008; Schedler 2010).
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2.4  T h e C ase ‘For’ & ‘A g a in st’ E lection s

Scholars have long argned tha t institutions play an im portant role in conflict because 

they structure the ‘ruk\s of the game’ (Hall and Tayk)r 1996). For exampk?, the 

relationship between electoral systems and conflict management has been the subject 

of extensive scholarly analysis since the early 1990s (Barkan 1995, 1998; Horowitz 

1985; Linz 1990a, 1990b; Linz and Stei)an 199Ga, 199Gb; Reilly 200G; Reynokls 

1995, 1999; Saideman, Lanoue, and Stanton 2002; Schcider and Wiesehonieier 2008; 

Sisk and R,(!ynokls 1998). Rx'latod to this, tlie argument tha t elections are the 

most im portant feature of democracy continues to generate a lot of debate in the 

vohiminous literature on tlie subject (Bratton 1998; Bratton and Van do Walle 1994, 

1997; Lindberg 200Ca, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c; Rakner and Van de Walle 2009a, 2009b; 

Schmitter and Karl 1991; Sisk and Reynolds 1998). To some, elections are the sine 

(]ua non of democracy. To otliers, they are a device tliat is all too easily manipulated 

by unscrupulous political elites. At the risk of oversimplification, scholars adojit one 

of two positions on this (niestion. The first group adoj^t a ‘minimalist’ concej^tion of 

democracy and argue th a t a democratic form of government essentially involves the 

selection of national leaders thrcjugh competitive elections. By contrast, the second 

group adopt, a ‘m axim alist’ conc^eption of democracy and argue that a democratic 

form of government inchides a series of political rights and civil liberties in addition 

to nm ltiparty elections (Huntington 1991). Of course, 1 think there is much to be 

said for both positions. On the one hand, it is difficult to conceive of democracy 

w ithout elections but, on the other, elections are often flawed and this problem is 

particularly acute in Sub-Saharan Africa and the developing world more generafly.

It is im portant to note in this regard, furthermore, that the ‘transitology’ literature 

luis long l)een doniinat('d by voluntarist accounts of (kniiocratization th a t locate 

the source of democratic transitions in internecine struggk; between hard- and soft-
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liners (Bratton and Van de Walle 1994, 1997; Kloop and Znern 2007; Lindherg 

200Ca, 2009c; Linz 1990a, 1990b; Linz and Stepan 199Ga, 199Gb; O ’Donnell and 

Schmitter 1986). As we saw in the foregoing i)aragrai)h, this literature has limited 

resonance in the case of Sub-Saharan Africa because the im])etus behind the (re- 

)introduction of multiparty elections and political competition more generally was 

prompted by external demands and the consecjuent pressure these demands brought 

to bear on the existing regimes’ ability to distribute resoiu'ces among its hitherto 

(luiescent groui)s (Ake 2()00; Bratton and Van de Walle 1994, 1997; Barkan 1995, 

2000; Chabal and Daloz 1999; Chabal 2005a, Chabal 2005b; Joseph 1997, 1998, 1999; 

Levitsky and Way 2002; Young 2004). These demands, in turn, set off a series of 

demonstrations and counter-demonstrations in a number of the region’s countries. 

Kenya is a telling example in this regard. Like other countries in the region, its 

economy ground to a halt when the price of its agricultural exports started a slow' 

but steady decline in the late 1970s and early 1980s. Convinced tha t economic 

growth required j^olitical reform, Kenya’s bilateral donors suspended $350 million in 

‘(luick-disl)ursing’ aid when President Moi refused to imdertake the required reforms. 

He finally succumbed to this pressure by lifting the ban on opposition parties and 

introducing elections in December 1991. Kenya held its first m ultiparty election 

since the early 19G0s in 1992 (Ajulu 1993, 1998, 2002; Barkan 1993, 1995; Barkan 

and Ng’ethe 1998). In light of the above-mentioned disagreement concerning the 

role of formal institutions in democratic forms of government, I discuss some of the 

arguments ‘for’ and ‘against’ multijmrty elections in turn next.

2.4.1 T he C ase ‘For’ E lection s

A first group of scholars including Staffan Lindberg and Daniel Posner among oth

ers take the view that formal institutions such as electoral systems, party systems, 

political parties, and multiparty elections are beginning to play an increasingly im

portant role in the conduct of political life in Sub-Saharan Africa and the developing
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world more generally. In sharj) contrast, a second group including Patrick Chabal 

and Goran Hyden hold the contrary view and argue tha t informal institutions caj)- 

tured in the concept, neo-patrimonialism, and manifested in the practice, clientelisni, 

continues to inform the nature of politics in the region. And still another group in

cluding Michael B ratton and Nicohis Van de Walle take an internuxliate position 

and argue th a t both institutions inilueuce the conduct of ])olitics in the region. The 

following section discusses the work of several of these scholars. By way of intro

duction to this debate, there is increasing evidence to suggest that the tradition of 

rule exemplified by the ‘Big Man’ is slowdy giving way and th a t formal rules are 

beginning to rej)lace informal norms in the conduct of i)olitics in the region. Few 

scholars have done more to make this case than Staffan Lindl)erg. Over the last 

ten-i)his years, he has authored or co-authored over a dozen articles and books on 

the subject (I.indberg 2003, 2004, 200Ga, 200Gb, 200Gc, 2007, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c; 

Lindi)erg and Morrison 2008; Moehler and Lindberg 2009). Building on the work of 

Bratton and Van de Walle (1994, 1997), he has found tha t the democratic (juality of 

elections as measuretl by the indicators -  i)artici]:>atiou, competition, and legitimacy 

-  have shown siguificaut improvements year-on-year over the twenty-year period, 

1990 to 2010. He has also made a significant contribution to the literature on de

m ocratization by showing th a t elections serve as a causal factor in the process of 

democratization. This is his so-called ‘i)ower of elections’ theory.

Similarly, Daniel Posner has argued in a number of equally influential articles and 

l)ooks th a t formal rules are i)eginning to displace informal norms in the conduct 

of i)olitics in the region as well (Eifert, Miguel, and Posner 2010; Kramon and 

Posner 2011; Posner 2004a, 2004b, 200G, 2007; Posner and Young 2007). Posner 

and Young put the point well in arguing, “Scholarly and poi)ular writers alike have 

traditionally depicted Africa as a place where formal institutional rules are larg(;ly 

irrelevant.. .This view is reflected in the ‘personal rule’ or ‘Big M an’ ]^aradigm that
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lias (loiiiiiiated the study of African politics for the j)ast thirty  years. This i)aradigin’s 

foundational idea is that i)ersonal relationships are more inii)ortant than formal rules 

and th a t a leader’s decisions will always take precedence over the laws th a t those 

decisions might contradict. The field’s conventional wisdom has been th a t rules 

do not sliajje leaders’ behavior; leaders’ behavior trumi)s rules” (2007: 12G-7). To 

be sure, these authors are not arguing tha t formal rules have rej)laced informal 

norms in the conduct of i)olitical life in the region. They have found evidence to 

suggest, however, tha t the former are becoming as important, if not more so, than 

the latter in shaping the attitudes and behavior of elites in the region. By way of 

illustration, they find that a majority of the region’s leaders have left office through 

regular means (e.g. natural death, voluntary resignation, or losing an election) as 

opposed to irregular ones (e.g. coup detat, violent overthrow, or by assassination) 

since the (re-)introduction of multiparty elections in the early 1990s. W hat is more, 

this development has become particularly pronounced in the last decade or so with 

the share of leaders leaving office through irregular means dropping to under 20% 

between 2000 and 2005. In fact, Kramon and I^osner (2011) have since re-visited 

this argument and found tha t the above-mentioned trend j)ersists in the twenty-plus 

years since the early 1990s.

Drawing on Huntington’s (1991) argument concerning the imixntance of electoral 

turnovers in the process of democratization, a number of scholars have recently 

explored the dynamics of these events in Sub-Saharan Africa as well (Cheeseman 

2010; Kramon and Posner 2011; Moehler and Lindberg 2009; Ochieng’Opalo 2012). 

By way of examj)le, Cheeseman (2010) has found that turnovers are more likely to 

occur in non-incumbent as opposed to incumbent elections and supports this finding 

by i)ointing to the highly personalized nature of jxilitic^s in Sub-Saharan Africa and 

the succession struggles tha t invariably follow from this fact; I return to this point 

in the penultimate chapter of this study. Related to this, Ocliieng’Opalo (2012)
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has found th a t more than three dozen countries in the region have adopted new 

constitutions since the (re-)intro(hiction of nmltiparty elections in the early 1990s, 

the vast majority of which include restrictions on presidents serving more than two 

terms in office. Of course, ‘term limits’ are often adhered to in theory if not in 

practice: The rulers of ten countries including Burkina Ftiso, Cameroon, Chad, 

Djibouti, Gabon, Guinea, Namibia, Senegal, Togo, and Uganda have rewritten their 

constitutions to reflect such limits but they have done so while devising a number of 

ways of getting around them as well. As both Clieeseman and Ochieng’Opalo argue, 

however, the leaders of these countries have done so via constitutional methods, a 

develoi)nient th a t stands in stark contrast to that which i)revailed in the region since 

the early years of the jjost-independence era in the 1960s. Ochieng’Opalo argues, “It 

is no longer the fashion to declare oneself ‘i)resident for life.’ Instead, rulers intent 

on never giving uj) power use formal ‘modes and orders’ (such as constitutional 

amendments) to entrench thenis('lves” (2012: 82). The dataset I have constructed 

for the purposes of this study shows, for example, tha t four of the ten leaders of the 

above-mentioned countries have come to power via ‘irregular’ methods including: 

Blaise Conipaore (Burkina Faso), Idriss Ueby (Chad), Faure Gnassingbe (Togo), 

and Yoweri Museveni (Uganda). On average, furthermore, these leaders have been 

in power for over twenty years. This information is l)ased, in turn, on a dataset 

developed by Goenians, Gleditsch, and Chiozza (2009).

A number of other scholars have arguetl that formal institutions are just as im portant 

as informal ones in Sub-Saharan Africa anti the developing world more generally, 

albeit for different reasons than those sunnnarized above. By way of example, Lust- 

Okar (200G) argues th a t elections are important events in authoritarian regimes 

notwithstanding their shortcomings becaus(^ they serve as occasions in which elites 

compete over access to res(jurces. She argues, “Even where liberalization has been 

extremely limited or reversed, both incuml)cnts and oi)i)onents vigorously del)ate



rules governing participation... Candidates spend large amounts of time a.nd money 

on everything from lavish haiuiuets and gifts to campaign materials an votes” (200G: 

457). She also argues that elections in this type of regime are fought not over 

ciuestions of public policy but over access to state  resources. As we saw in Section 2.3 

of this chapter, she thus conceives of elections as exercises in ‘competitive clientelism’ 

wherein candidates compete for the j)rivilege of acting as intermediaries in patron- 

client relations. The logic of ‘comi)etitive clientelism,’ furthermore, informs the 

behavior of both candidates and voters. She argues, “V oters... often seek candidates 

who have contacts with or can remain in good graces with the state” (200G: 460). 

She ends by noting, “It is only when the state elites’ resources decline, making it 

difficult to maintain the distribution of patronage, th a t elections are likely to become 

higlily contested battles over the rules of the game” (2006: 468). Scholars have thus 

far i)aid too little attention, or so the argmuent goes, to the “i)olitics of the elections 

themselves” (2006: 457). As discussed in the outset of this chapter, Kenya African 

National Union (KANU) held four elections under a single-party format throughout 

the 1970s and 80s and encouraged voters to regard these elections as referenda on 

their local M P’s ability to meet the needs of their constituents (Rarkan 1987, 1993, 

1995; Barkan and Ng'ethe 1998).

And, finally, Bratton (2007) finds evidence to suggest tha t attitudes towards democ

racy in Sub-Saharan Africa are shaj)ed l)y both formal and informal institutions. 

Using the Afrobarometer, he defines the first set of institutions as “the organized 

routines of political democracy, such as regular elections for top office holders and 

legal constraints on the political executive” and the latter as “the patterns of patron- 

client relations by which power is also exercised” (2007; 2). He deserves cjuoting at 

length in this regard. He begins, “(Do) citizens respond primarily to the inscribed 

regulations of formal institutions or to the unwritten codes embedded in everyday 

social practice? (2007; 96). He continues, “First, the Africans we interviewed



overwheliiiingly prefer to ‘choose leaders through regular, open and honest elec

tions’ rather than ‘adopt other methods’. . . Second, conii)etitivc elections imply sup- 

j)ort for another formal institution of democracy: multiple political parties... Third, 

Africans want their executive presidents to be held accountable, at least to parlia

ment. .. Finally, the only formal democrat,ic institution that may l)e losing support 

is the rule of law” (2007: 10-11). Perceptions fall short of expectations, however. 

He goes (mi, “Because the performance of all formal institutions systematically falls 

short of poi)ular exi)ectations, we i)ostulate th a t peoj)le will seek to make up for 

perceived institutional deficiencies by counting on the informal ties characteristic of 

clientelism, corruption, and i)residentialism” (2007: 12). “The evidence therefore 

suggests,” lie  goes (jn, “that, African jxjlitics has not yet movcxl fully from the realm 

of i)ersonalities and factions to the realm of policies and formal institutions.” lie 

ends by noting, “Is democracy becoming institutionalized in Africa? It is, if only 

in part” (2007: 13). As demonstrated by the foregoing studies, there is increasing 

evidence to suggest in conclusion th a t formal rules are becoming a.s im portant than 

informal norms in the conduct of i)olitics in Sub-Saharan Africa and, by extension, 

the developing world more generally.

2.4.2 T he C ase ‘A g a in st’ E lection s

As we saw in Chapter 1, Section 1.1 of this study, the (re-)introduction of m ultiparty 

elections and political competition more generally in Sub-Saharan Africa in the early 

1990s wtis greeted with enthusiasm in academic- and i)olicy-circles. Disillusionment 

soon set in when it became apparent tha t many countries in the region had reverted 

to the status (juo ante and failed to establish let alone consolidate their nascent 

democratic forms of government (Diamond 199G, 2002; .Joseph 1997, 1998, 1999; 

Levitsky and Way 2002: Zakaria 1997). Indeed, the existing authoritarian regimes 

learned how to manii)ulate elections in subtle and not-so-subtle ways, tighten their 

control on power, and placate the international connnunity at the same time by
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insisting tha t they would introduce democratic reforms in the not-too-distant future. 

Joseph argues, for example, tha t these regimes set about devising new ways to 

“submit without succumbing” (1998; 1) “W hat distinguishes this type of regime,” 

he continues, “is the illusory nature of its democratic institutions and practices, and 

the fact tha t they are deliberately contrived to satisfy i)revailing international norms 

of presentability” (1998: 1). P u t another way, these regimes perm itted multiparty 

elections and created a “veneer of civility” only to delay and, in many cases, derail 

the development of their nascent democracies under the constant, if covert, threat 

of coercive intimidation and i)hysical assault -  namely, electoral violence. In a 

stinging criticism of the ambiguous role played by the international connnunity in 

this regard, the aforementioned author goes on to argue th a t external concerns 

for internal stability, regional security, and economic liberalization tnunpcxl those 

of democratic reform by the mid-1990s. “As presentability l)ecame the effective 

criterion for obtaining the stam p of international a])jnoval,” he contiinies, “both 

African regimes and their foreign sponsors engaged in democracy as illusion” (1998: 

5).

According to a number of scholars skeptical of the argument th a t formal rules have 

come to rej)lace informal norms in the conduct of political life in Sub-Saharan 

Africa, the nature of politics has not changed in the twenty-i)lus years since the 

(re-)introduction of nnilti[)arty elections in the early 1990s (Adebanwi and Oban- 

dare 2011; Ake 2000; Chabal and Daloz 1999; Chabal 2005a, 2005b; Clapham 1993, 

1997; Hyden 200G; Joseph 1997, 1998, 1999; Makinda 199C; Monga 1997; Rakner 

and Van de Walle 2009a, 2009b; Van do Walle 2003; Van de Walle and Butler 1999; 

Wiseman 1996). W hat is more, many of these scholars still believe th a t the conduct 

of politics in the region is still informed by the ‘logic of neo-patrimonialism’ (Hyden 

2006). Simi)ly j)ut, this term refers to the practice whereby a ‘patron’ provides for a 

‘client’ in the form of a government job or exj)ort license, etc. in exchange for their



siipi)ort. It presumes a vertically- as oi)posed to horizontally-based society where 

the “ligaments” of tha t society and provided by family connections (Wood 1992: 

C3). To be sure, it is connnonly acknowledged th a t this practice continues to exert a 

significant influence on the day-to-day lives of ordinary individuals in Sub-Saharan 

Africa and the developing world more generally (Cheeseman 2010; Ochieng’Ojialo 

2012; Posner and Young 2007). This much is micontroversial. However, scholars 

disagree on the extent to which formal rules have displaced informal norms in the 

conduct of politics in the region (Bratton 2007). It nnist be added in this regard 

tha t the reliance on this practice to ex])lain many different kinds of problems in 

the region from institutional decay and state failure to ethnic animosity and civil 

war has conu; in for considerable criticism of late. F’or example, Wai (2012) argues 

tha t it has long be^en conunon in the literature to a ttribute a number of i)roblems in- 

clutling authoritarian regimes, institutional decay, development failure, social unrest 

and, not least, armed conflict to this practice. Notwithstanding this criticism, the 

‘ske})tics’ insist tha t informal norms are far too entrenched in the fal)ric of everyday 

life in the region to lie affected by formal rules; 1 return to this point in Chapter 4, 

Section 4.3 of this study.

llelated to this, it is also argued that the ‘logic of neo-patrimonialism’ is incom

patible with democratic forms of government because this practice has given rise 

to some of the more regrettable featur(!s of jiolitical life in Sub-Saharan Africa and 

the developing world more generally. 1 discuss some of these features, in tm n, next. 

First, it is argued th a t this ])ractice has conduced to a highly centralized unitary 

state  and, by extension, significant presidential power (Cranenl)urgh 2008; Prempeh 

2008; Rakner and Van de Walle 2009a, 2009b; Van de Walle 2003; Van de Walle 

and Butler 1999;). By w'ay of background, a number of scholars have arguetl that 

presidential systems are less likely than parliamentary systems to i)romote demo

cratic forms of government because they conduce to the c(jncentration of j)ower
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in tlie institution of tlie presidency (Reynolds 1995, 1999; Linz 1990a, 1990b). In 

sucli a system, moreover, power is controlled by a small coterie of individuals whose 

chief concern is to channel the resources of the state  to its ‘winning coalition’ (De 

Mescjuita et al. 2003). Control of this institution therefore remains the single most 

im portant ambition of ‘Big Men.’ W hat is more, many African coimtries have main

tained the basic design of their systems in the last twenty-plus years because the 

opposition has proved just as reluctant iis the government to undertake any institu

tional reforms (Hartmann 2007). Any ‘reforms’ have involved ‘access issues’ such as 

the introduction of [)residential term  limits. “A comprehensive overhaul or redesign 

of the constitutional order,” according to Prempeh, “has generally been kept off the 

agenda by besieged incumbents and regime opponents alike” (2008: 111-2). “For 

their j)art,” he continues, ‘op])osition activists j)usliing for i)olitical change. .. have 

been motivated not so much by a desire to reform government as by the near-term 

prospect of forming the govermnent themselves” (2008: 112). And, finally, it is also 

argued that the ‘winner-takes-all’ nature of this system makes nuiltiparty elections 

‘do-or-die’ affairs which, in turn, increases the stakes of such elections.

Second, it is argued tha t the ‘logic of neo-patrimonialism’ has given rise to candidate- 

centered i)olitics and, by extension, the absence of political j)arties in the conven

tional (R(!ad: Western) sense of the term (Maiming 2005; Rakner and Van de Walle 

2009a, 2009b; Randall and Svasand 2002a, 2002b; Van de Walle 2003; Van de Walle 

1999 and Butler 1999). Third, it is argued tha t this practice has also given rise to 

an inchoate party system (Kuenzi and Lambright 2001, 2005; Lindberg 2003, 2004, 

2007). By way of background, j)olitical parties perform several fimctions including: 

1) They structure groups; 2) They provide a jjolitical identity to these groups; and 

3) They aggregate and articulate the demands of these groups (Huntington 19G8). 

In Sub-Saharan Africa, however, political parties fail to fulfill many of the functions 

th a t are connnonly attributed to them because they are often the ejjhemeral orga-



iiizatioiis th a t proliferate in election years only to disl)an{l in non-election ones. The 

“logic of party competition,” according to Randall and Svasand, “as we understand 

it from the established democracies” is irrelevant in this region (20021); 43-4). They 

discuss several rea.sons wliy this is the ca.se. The first reason has to do with the fleet

ing nature of most parties. Related to this, the second reason has to do with the fact 

tha t parties are largely indistinguishable from each other. The final and third reason 

ha.s to d(j with the small size and, not least, ethno-regional concentration of most 

parties. Again, Kenya is a telling example in this regard. Between 1978 and 1988, 

Mwai Kibaki served fis Vice-President under Daniel Arap Moi. When Section 2A 

of the Constitution ])rohibiting multii)arty competition was ai)olished in tlie early 

1990s, Kibaki foinuk'd a new ])arty, Democratic Party of Kenya (DP), and contested 

subsecjuent elections under this party si)litting the Kikuyu vote down tlie middle in 

several of the country’s regions including the capital city, Nairobi (Ajula 1993, 1998, 

2002). This was no small concern given the fact tha t the eventual winner iiad to 

win at least 25% of the vote in 5 of the country’s 8 regions; I return to this point in 

the penultim ate chai)ter of this study.

2.5 C onclusion

As we saw in Section 2.1 of this chapter, Sub-Saharan Africa witnessed a wave of 

m ultiparty elections in the early-to-mid 1990s: All but a handful of countries in the 

region have yet to introduce multiparty elections confirming the impression, held 

by exj)erts and non-experts alike, tha t these elections are becoming increasingly 

commoni)lace in the region more generally (Lindberg 200Ga, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c). 

The literature on elections has long been devoted to the study of this institution in 

democratic as oi)posed to non-deinocratic settlings. Recently, scholars have sought t(j 

address this shortcoming in the literature on democrat,ization by exploring why au

thoritarian regimes (re-)introduced multiparty elections in Sul)-Saharan Africa and
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the developing work! more generally in the  early 1990s. Several reasons have been 

l)ut forward to explain this i)henonienon, hu t the most im portan t one holds th a t 

these regimes (re-)introduced m ultiparty  elections in an a ttem p t to  ])reemi)t both 

‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’ challenges to  their rule. One of the leading scholars in this 

area, A ndreas Schedler, has argued th a t m ultiparty  elections hold significant instru 

m ental value for au thoritarian  regimes because they help them  overcome two of the 

more im portan t challenges they have faced since the  early 1990s -  namely, gover

nance and survival. Me puts the point well, “Resi)ondirig to  dem ocratizing i)ressures 

l)y creating and m anipulating representative institu tions should help au thoritarian  

governments to eaiie their existential jiroblems of governance and survival. Yet they 

inevitably, although to  varying degrees, contain the  seeds of subversion... Unless po

litical institu tions are granted a t least a minimal range of power and autonomy, they 

cannot make an independent contribution to au thoritarian  governance and smvival. 

But as soon tus j)olitical institutions are granted some ])()wer and autonomy, they can 

tu rn  against the d ic ta to r” (2010; 76-7). In other words, nndtii)arty  elections entail 

significant risks as well as rewards. This insight ser\'es as the basis of my theoretical 

framework on j)re- and post-election violence; I re tu rn  to  this ])oint in Chaj)ter 4, 

Section 4.3 of this study.

In addition, the argum ent th a t elections are the sine (pin non of dem ocracy contin

ues to  generate much debate in the dem ocratization literature. To some, elections 

are essential to democracy. To others, they are a device th a t is all too easily manij)- 

ulated by unscrupulous elites. As we saw in Section 2.4 of this chapter, furtherm ore, 

scholars adopt one of two positions on the  subject. The first group take the  view 

th a t formal institu tions such as electoral systems, party  system s, political parties, 

and m ultiparty  elections are l)eginning to play an increasingly im portan t role in the 

conduct of political life in the region. In sharp contrast, the  second group take the 

contrary  view and argue th a t informal institutions, cap tured  in the  concept, neo-
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patrinionialisiii, and m anifested in the practice, chentehsni, continue to inform the 

iiatnre of i)ohtics in the region. A thirtl group argues th a t this issue is m oot because 

the  coiuhtions th a t are commonly held to be im portan t to democracy are absent in 

the  region. For exam ple, Barkan (2000) argues th a t the region is characterized by 

several s truc tu ra l constrain ts such as the persistence of agrarian norms of behavior. 

It is therefore prem ature, or so the argum ent goes, to  speak of dem ocracy as com

monly understood in this region. In conclusion, I have argued in this chai)ter th a t 

formal institu tions are beginning to  play an increasing im portan t role in the con- 

tluct of j)olitics in the  region. A proviso is in order, however: It doesn’t  follow th a t 

m ultiparty  elections will conduce to  the establishm ent of dem ocracy in the near- to 

m edium -term . Following C hahal and Daloz, I argue in CJhapter 4, Section 4.3 of 

th is s tudy  th a t this type of institu tion  is often used by both  the ‘incum bent’ (nid  

‘challenger’ to benefit from “the s ta te  of confusion, uncertainty, and sonietiines even 

chaos, which characterizes m ost African polities” (1999: xviii).
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C hapter 3

Literature R eview

3.1 In trodu ction

As we saw in the foregoing chapters, tlie international connnnnity pushed for the 

(re-)introduction of inultiiiarty elections in Sub-Saharan Africa and the developing 

world more generally from the early 1990s onwards in the belief th a t such elections 

would contribute to the diniinution of violence and conflict in the medium- to long

term (Carothers 2002, 2007a, 2007b; Diamond 1996, 2002; Mansfield and Snyder 

1995, 2002, 2007; Snyder 2001; Zakaria 1997). To be sure, scholars have long noted 

th a t democratization is an inherently imstable process (Bensel 2004; Horowitz 1985; 

Huntington 1968, 1991; Powell 1982; Przeworski 1988, 1991; Sisk and Reynolds 1998; 

Snyder 2001; Wood 1992, 2011). A burgeoning literature is now arguing tha t much of 

this instability can be a ttributed to electoral comi)etition (Bekoe 2012a; Beissinger 

2007; Bunce and Wolchik 2010; Cederman, Hug, and Wenger 2008; Cederman, 

Gleditsch, and Hug 2012; Daxecker 2012, 2014; Hafner-Biuton, Hyde, and Jablonski 

2013; Hoglund 2009; Kloj^p and Zuern 2007; Kraetzschniar and Cavatorta 2010; 

Mansfield and Snyder 1995, 2002; Rapoport and Weinberg 2000a, 2000b; Snyder 

2001; Thompson and Kuntz 2004; Straus 2012; Straus and Taylor 2012; Tucker 

2007). In fact, many of these scholars argue tha t the dissension engendered by
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inultiparty competition lu\s given rise to the so-called ‘winner-loser gap,’ th a t is to 

say, the finding th a t those individuals who voted for the ioser’ report lower levels 

of support for democracy more generally than those who voted for the ‘winner’ 

(Anderson and Mendes 2005; Esaiasson 2011; Moehler 2009; Moehler and Liu(U)erg 

2009). Notwithstanding the increased interest among scholars in this area, the 

relationship between democracy and violence remains an “unmapped research field” 

in the democratization literature (Hoglund 2009: 413).

The following chapter discusses some of the more inii)ortant studies in this bur

geoning litcratiue on election-related violence. As we saw in Chapter 1, Section 1.2 

of this study, there is a large literature on elections and an e(}ually large one on 

violence in Sub-Saharan Africa anil the cUweloping world more generally, but the 

relationship between the two ])henomena remains understudied. I cannot emjjlia- 

size this point enough. A munber of scholars have noted this anomaly including, 

Bekoe (2012a, 2012c), Daxecker (2012, 2014), Ilafner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 

(2013), Hoglund (2009), Kraetzschmar and Cavatorta (2010), Rapoport and Wein

berg (2000a, 2000b), Straus (2012), and Straus and Taylor (2012). Kraetzschmar 

anti Cavatorta (2010) i)ut the point well in arguing, “The i)henomenon (of elec

toral violence) itself is as old as the electoral principle. It was as nnich a feature 

of elections in auci(;nt Rome, the Victorian era, and nineteenth-century America, 

as it sadly remains in modern tim es... And yet the phenomenon has evoked lim

ited scholarly in te rest... A few case studies apart, no academic work exists which 

broadly explores the (luestion of when and why states resort to coercion in elections” 

(2010: 327). This chapter is divided into five sections. The first section. Section 

3.1, introduces the chajjter, while the second, Section 3.2, argues tha t the process 

of democratization has contributed to the develoi)ment of ‘new forms’ of violence 

in Sub-Saharan Africa. Section 3.3 and Section 3.4 sunmiarize some of the more 

im portant studies in the burgeoning literature on pre- and i)ost-election violence.



respectively. Many of these studies conceive of violence; an instrnnient tliat is 

used by both govennnent and opposition to affect the outcome of an election. This 

insight serves as the b^isis of niy theoretical framework as set out in Cha])ter 4, 

Section 4.3 of this study. The final section, Section 3.5, concludes the chapter.

3.2 ‘N ew  Form s’ of V iolence Conflict

Since the end of the Cold War in the early 1990s, much of the large-N, cross-case 

literature on civil war and violence more generally hius been motivated by a de

sire to find the ‘root cause’ of warfare (Allen 1995, 1999; Blattm an and Miguel 

20f0; Dixon 2009; Ilegre and Sambanis 200G; Kalyvas and Kenny 2010; Raleigh 

et al., 2010; Williams 2011). Three ai)proaches emerged during this time includ

ing; 1) ‘Maltlms with Guns,’ 2) ‘New Barbarism ,’ and 3) ‘Greyed Versus Grievance.’ 

The first approach argues th a t environmental scarcity causes violent conflict. It 

first gained attention with the publication of Robert Kaplan’s article, ‘The Com

ing Anarchy,’ in The Atlantic in Fel)ruary 1994, but variations continue to a ttract 

considerable suj>port in the scholarly literat ure (Ilegre, 0stby, and Raleigh 2009; 

Raleigh and Ilegre 2009; Raleigh and Urdal 2007). The second api)roach argues 

tha t deep-seated hostilities or ‘ancient hatreds’ reassert(;d thcmscdves with the end 

of the Cold War and it is often invoked to explain the genocide tha t engulfed R wanda 

and the former Yugoslavia in the early 1990s. But, it has since come in for con

siderable criticism (Cederman, Winnner, and Min 2010; Kalyvas and Kenny 2010; 

Lemarchand 2009; Mueller 2000). And, finally, the third appi’oach argues th a t con

flict is caused by competition over natural resources. Synonymous with the work 

of Collier and HoefBer (1998, 2004), this approach continues to a ttrac t significant 

support amongst scholars who take an instrumental view of human behavior (Ross 

2004, 2006). Many of these studies remain controversial because the causal mecha

nisms linking, for exami)le, ethnic diversity and civil war have yet to be traced out
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ill full. Kalyvas and Kenny (2010) argue, “Partly insi)ired by the perceived r;isli of 

ethnic conflicts and the ciualitative literature th a t described its gory details, in the 

late 1990s, a number of research i)rojects emerged simultaneously to search for more 

general trends, relying on large-N, cross-national (juantitative analyses... The most 

rol)ust finding of the ciuantitative literature is tha t civil wars are more likely to occur 

in poor countries.. . However, there is still no consensus on the causal mechanism 

th a t underlies this relationship” (2010: 3).

In light of this shortcoming in the literature on civil war, a number of scholars have 

since argued tha t another factor -  namely, democratization is contributing to the 

development of ‘new forms’ of violence and conflict in Sub-Saharan Africa and the 

develoiMiig world more generally ;us well (Ivaldor 1999; Kalyvas 2001; Mehler 2007; 

Straus 2011, 2012; Straus and Taylor 2012; Tull and Mehler 2005). For example, 

Scott Straus argues th a t the nature of violence in the region has changed dram ati

cally since the hist twenty-plus years and he attributes this changc; to several factors, 

the most im portant of which include; 1) The shift in the international system from 

a bipolar to a unii)olar world; 2) The decline in external support for insurgency 

movements; 3) The (re-)introtluction of multii)arty elections and political conijjeti- 

tion; and 4) China’s search for natural resources. More sjjecifically, he argues that 

the series of ‘big’ wars charac:teristic of tlu; post-indei)eiidencc era has given way 

to a proliferation of ‘small’ wars or insurgencies tha t are tyj^ically fought on the 

periphery of states by multii)le actors (Kalyvas 2003, 2006). The (re-)introduction 

of m ultiparty elections, he goes on, has altered the calculus of would-be insurgents. 

“The onset of m ultiparty elections meant th a t,” according to Straus, “from a would- 

be insurgent’s i)oint of view, governments were at least nominally vulnerable outside 

the context of armed resistance... For talented opposition figures, the oj^ening of the 

political a ren a ... created a strong pull away from the battlefield and toward the do

mestic political arena” (2012: 19). The parainilitary groui) cum i)olitical party, Sinn



Fciii, serves as a telling exam])le in tliis regard. He finds, nsing the U C D P\PR IO  

Armed Conflict Dataset, tha t the number of civil wars have decreased steadily in 

Snb-Saharan Africa since the (re-)introduction of niultii)arty elections in the early 

1990s. And, finally, he concludes by arguing that, ‘'Two forms of violence are espe

cially salient in contemporary Sub-Saharan Africa” - namely, electoral violence and 

resource violence (2012: 14-5). “These forms of violence are to date,” lie continues, 

“significantly understudied compared to civil war and mass killing\genocide” (2012; 

14-5).

3.3 P re-E lection  V io lence

As we saw in Chai)ter 2, Section 2.3 of this study, African regimes (re-)introduced 

multiparty elections and ])olitical competition more generally in the early 1990s in 

the face of botli ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’ challenges (Ake 2000; B ratton and Van 

de Walle 1994, 1997; Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; Candhi and Przeworski 2007; 

Joseph 1997, 1998, 1999; Magaloni 2008; ScluKller 2002a, 2002b, 2009a, 20091), 

2010). According to Joseph (1998: 1), they introduced nniltii)arty elections in 

order to create a “veneer of civility,” but they inunediately set about delaying and 

derailing the development of genuine change under the constant, if covert, th reat of 

coercive intimidation and i)hysical assault -- namely, electoral violence. Zimbabwe 

serves as a telling example in this regard. In an effort to frustrate the growing 

opposition to ZANU-PF’s rule, President Robert Mugabe introduced a series of 

legislation in 2001\02 including: ‘Citizenship Amendment A ct,’ ‘Public Order and 

Security Act’ and ‘Access to Information and Protection of Privacy A ct’ (Bratton 

and Masunungine 2006, 2008; Bourne 2011; Kriger 2005; Lebas 200G). W hen these 

‘devices’ failed to forestall the growing opposition to his rule, Mugabe tTuned to 

the plethora of student-, youth-, and militia-groups th a t the state  had nourished 

since the country’s independence in the early 1980s and unleashed a wave a violence
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tlirougliout the country. Pre-election violence may tlius be eoncei)tualizecl cus a 

means of influencing the outcome of an election in the pre-election stage of the 

electoral i)roccss. Pre-election violence, furthermore, is one of several devices, forms, 

or modes of manipulation th a t can l>e used in the weeks and months before an 

election (Birch 2007; B ratton 2008). I return to this point in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 

of this study. This section smnmarizes several of the more important studies in the 

bmgeoning literature on pre-election violence tha t conceive of violence in this way 

-  namely, as an instrum ent or tool.

Davenport (1997) argues tha t governments in the emerging democracies view elec

tions as eil.her ‘legitim ating’ or ‘threatening’ exercises and, to the extent tha t they 

view them tus legitimating (threatening), they are less (more) likely to resort to re- 

I)ression against the oi)position. He j)uts the point thus, “If national elections are 

viewed a.s ])cing ‘threat(^ning’ to the government, then the use of i)olitical repression 

should increase... If, (mi the other hand, the event is viewed as being ‘legitimating’ for 

the government and non-threatening, then the utility of obtaining ciuiescence woidd 

be low and the use of repression would decrease. Here, the positive characteristics 

of the event would be deemed im portant for cultivating support for the government 

and the use of repression is decreased so fis not to detract from the election’s le

gitimizing impact” (1997: 521). Daveni)ort adds the caveat tha t a government’s 

percei)tion of an election is determined by the ‘degree’ of democracy. He merits 

quoting at length in this regard, “W ithin fully democratic systems, it is expected 

th a t a ‘legitimizing’ interi)retation of national elections would be maintained. Since 

political democracies are believed to facilitate interest aggregation and articulation, 

when elections oeciu’, these political systems should be more inclined to decrease po

litical repression... W ithin transitional governments the expectations are less clear. 

In this context, given the overall level of uncertainty tha t exists, when an election 

takes place re])ression could either be iucreascxl or decrea.sed. The situation for non-



(leiuocracies is even less api)arent. W ithin this context, some evidence has been put 

forward to suggest tha t governments might view elections as ‘legitimizing’ exi)eri- 

ences... On the other hand, others have identified th a t non-democratic governments 

view national elections as ‘threatening’ events... In this case ... the electoral i)rocess 

itself would be deemed a potentially confiictual one th a t the government needs to 

control through repressive behavior” (1997: 521-2). The level of violence, in other 

words, is likely to vary across different systems of government. And, finally, a num

ber of scholars argue along these lines as well (Chaturvedi 2005; Collier and Vicente 

2012; Wilkinson 2004).

Kraetzschmar and Cavatorta (2010) argue tha t governments are more likely to re

sort to repression against the opijosition under three different-but-related scenarios 

including: 1) The importance of the election in (juestion; 2) The availability of alter

native electioneering devices; and 3) The antic:i])ated res])onse of the international 

community. They argue, “First, we focus on the institutional framework in a given 

country and consider the centrality and effective jiolicy-making powers of the elected 

institutions for the elites... Second, we explore the availability (jf alternative elec

tioneering tlevices falling short of resort to force, and how the regime emi)loys s t k ;1 i 

alternatives to manage the election process. Finally, we emi)hasize th a t domestic 

decision-making take into account the antici])ated response of the international com

munity to the use of electoral frautl in general and of electoral violence in particular” 

(2010: 327). “Survival,” according to these authors, “is of paramount concern, and 

resorting to violence in elections constitutes one of several illegitimate strategies to 

secure this survival at the ballot box. Alongside ballot fraud and vote buying, brute 

force, or the failure to prevent it, is often used by the authorities and \or their prox

ies to distort the electoral conijjetition in favoTU' of regimes-supportive forces and 

to quell any post-election outljurst of popular anger at the rigging of the election 

result” (2010: 328-9). For exanij)le, they argue th a t President M ubarak’s National



Democratic Party  (NDP) resorted to repression in the run-np the country’s parha- 

nientary election in September, 2005 for three reasons: 1) It faced a genuine threat 

in the form of the Muslim Brotherhood (MB); 2) It was prevented from ‘stuffing’ the 

ballot boxes or otherwise manipulating the ])rocess by the presence of third parties; 

and 3) And, tinallj', the international community and, in particular, the US turned 

a blind eye to the electoral malfeasance because they considered the NDP in a more 

favorable light than they did the MB. As in the case above, we are more likely to 

witness violence under certain circumstances such as, for exami)le, in presidential as 

oj^posed to i)arlianientary elections because the stakes of these elections are higher.

Klopp and Zuern (2007) explore the strategic interaction between different factions 

within the government and opposition in order to explain the ‘Inverted U’ hypoth

esis, th a t is to say, the hypothesis that ‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized systems 

of government are more susceptible to violence and conilict more generally than 

democratic or autocratic systems. I retiun to this point in Chai)ter 4, Section 4.4 of 

this study. Following O ’Donnell and Schmitter (1986) and Linz and Stepan (1996a, 

1996b), they argue th a t both entities are composed of tliiferent factions including, 

‘soft-liners,’ ‘hard-liners,’ ‘moderates,’ and ‘radicals.’ Imj)ortantly, all of them resort 

to repression in order to achieve their respective ends; soft-liners (hard-liners) and 

moderates (radicals) use it as a i)ositioning (derailing) device. They argue, “Two 

inijjortant strategies of violence tend to occur within a broader bargaining process: 

violence for positioning and violence for derailment. The first seeks to strengthen 

the hand of key actors within negotiations over the transformation of the state. 

The second attem pts completely to fractiu'e and destroy attenii)ts at negotiation, 

either to return to the authoritarian past or to create a now state through violent 

revolution” (2007: 129). They continue, “First, hardliners may employ violence to 

undermine, even to crush oi)position actors and to attem pt to derail any reform 

or liberalization process... Second, moderate opjiosition actors may enii)loy protests
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to test tlie regi)ue’.s promises of liberalization and to mobilize both domestic and 

international support for further reform s... Third, revelations of the use of force 

by hartl-liners.. . may strengthen the j)osition of soft-liners... FoTirth, local rivalries 

between competing ojjposition actors may be emi^loyed by radicals in the opposi

tion or hardliners in the government to fuel conflicts and attem pt to weaken their 

comi^etitors” (2007: 130). Simjily put, they argue th a t both the government and 

opposition turn to violence, albeit for difference reasons. As we saw in Chapter 2, 

Section 2.4 of this study, the ‘transitology’ literature luis long been dominat(!cl by 

voluntarist accounts tha t locate the source of democratic transitions in internecine 

struggle between hard- and soft-liners within the existing regime.

Bratton (2008) is interested in whether “irregular modes of electioneering” such as 

fraud and violence have an effect on voting behavior in Nigeria. 7’liese irregular 

modes are frefiuently used in the emerging democracies, or so the argmnent goes, 

because voters choose candidates less Ibr their i)osition on public policies and more 

for their i)romise as prosj)ective patrons (Barbin 1995, 1998, 2000; Barkan, Den- 

sham, and Rushton 2006; Chabal and Dak)z 1999; Chabal 2005a, 2005b; Gandhi 

and Lust-Okar 2009; Lust-Okiu' 200G, 2009). “Instead of providing oi)i)ortunity for 

public deliberation,” he argues, “African electk)n camj^aigns are mainly moments for 

politicians to engage in mtiss mobilization and the manipulation of electoral rules. 

All too often, camj)aign strategies feature material inducement and political intim

idation. In extreme forms, unconventional modes of electoral practice are manifest 

in explicit acts of vote buying... and electoral violence... Because persuasion alone 

seldom generates enough support candidates nonetheless regularly attem pt to pur

chase or compel votes” (2008: 621-2). Using survey data  form the above-mentioned 

country, he finds th a t these irregular modes of electioneering are ultimately self- 

defeating because voters feign coni])liance in the run-up to the election but either 

stay at home on the day of the election or cast their vote for another candidate.



“In ipo itan tly , the available evidence suggests th a t  vote buying and i)olitical in tim 

idation are ineffective cam paign practices,” he continues, “Tn reality, people who 

are paid or th rea tened  during the  election cam paign are actually  less likely to  tu rn  

out to  vote on polling d a y . . . (M any) who enter vote-buying agreem ents say th a t 

they will u ltim ately  defect, th a t is, by tak ing  the  money bu t voting as they  please” 

(2008; G22). Two points stand  out. F irst, politicians resort to  several devices of 

m anipulation  including fraud and violence in the run-ui) to  an election. Such is the 

level of uncertain ty  surrounding these events, they  cannot tru s t in only one or the 

o ther of these devices. And, related to this, this study  challenges the conventional 

w isdom th a t these devices achieve their desired effect.

lla fner-B urton , Hyde, and Jablonski (2013) expkne the conditions under which gov

ernm ents are more likely to  resort to  j)re- and post-election violence. Simply put, 

th e  idea is that, they w ant to use violence to  infhience an election bu t are prevented 

from doing so by the  existence of “institu tional constraints” in the  form of the 

judicial, legislative, and m ilitary  branches of government. M any of the  studies sum 

m arized above have conceived of electoral violence in a sim ilar way; I re tu rn  to this 

poin t in C hap ter 4, Section 4.3 of this study. T hey argue, “A leader’s choice to  use 

election violence is constrained by her ai)ility t,o engage in, and the  anticii)ated con- 

se(}uences of engaging in, violence in bo th  stages of the election cycle. D uring bo th  

stages, ‘institu tionalized constra in ts’ on the au thority  of the incunil)ent leader may 

by im posed by accom itability grou})s including legislatures, ruling j)arties, councils 

of nobles, m ilitary and courts” (2013: 9). They find th a t governm ents are more 

likely to  connnit pre- election violence when they are uncertain  of victory and there 

are no constrain ts as adum brated  above on the  use of such violence. T hey also find 

th a t  i)re-elcction and post-election violence are closely associat(xl as well. This is 

a plausible, if unsatisfactory, argmncnit in t he case of Sub-Saharan A frica a t least. 

W hile it holds significant sway in the  case of denujcratic and, to  a  lesser extent, an-



tocratic foini.s of goveninieiit, it is less clear whetlu'r it api)li(is to the same extent in 

‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized systems where these “institutional constraints” 

are still in a “j^rocess of congeahnent” (Wood 1992). As we saw in Chapter 1, 

Section 1.2 of this study, this system of government has become the modal system 

in Sub-Saharan Africa and the developing world more generally in the twenty-plus 

years since the (re-)introduction of multi{)arty elections and political competition. 

In addition, the study suffers from a couple of im portant prol>lems to do with the 

definition and operationalization of its OTitcome variables; I discuss these problems 

next.

'riie authors use two variables from tlu; ‘National Elections Across Democracy and 

Autocracy’ (NELDA) dataset to code their outcome variable, ‘Pre-Election Violence’ 

(Hyde and Marinov 2012). The first of these vai iables, ‘Nelda 15,’ reads; “Is there 

evidence tha t the government harassed the opposition?” At first glance this is a 

straightforward question, but on closer ins])ection it becomes evident th a t it doesn’t 

ask whether the former harassed the latter in the i)re-election stage, in the post

election stage, or during the election itself. Yet, the authors use this variable to 

code the above-mentioned variable. Similarly, the second of these variables, ‘Nelda 

33’ reads: “Was there significant violence involving civilian deaths immediately 

before, during, or after the election?” As in the ctise above, this appears to be 

a simple cpiestion but it suffers from a few problems as well. First, the authors 

use it to code government- as oj^posed to opposition-perpetrated violence when the 

question doesn’t  specifically ask who committed the violence. Second, they use 

it to cotie ])re-election violence when the question asks whether the violence was 

connnittetl in the pre-election stage, the post-election stage, or timing the election 

itself. Anti third, the tjuestion focuses on ‘civilian tleaths’ when electt)ral violence is a 

multifacetetl phent)nienon that encompasses myriatl activities ranging from coercive 

intimidatitMi to j)hysical assault (Hoghmtl 2009). I n^tmn to this pt)int in Chapter



4, Section 4.2 of this study. And, finally, the authors use a third variable from the 

above-mentioned dataset to code their outcome variable, ‘Post-Election Violence.’ 

This variable, ‘Nelda 29,’ reads: “Were; there riots and protests after the election?” 

As we saw above, this (juestion doesn’t ask whether these events were instigated 

by the government or the opposition. It must be added tha t all of the existing 

large-N, cross-cfise studies on electoral violence face this i)roblem of attribution to a 

greater or lesser extent because violence is often ‘outsom'ced’ to third-parties such 

as militias in order to escajie the adverse attention tha t usually acconii)ani(;s it 

(Kalyvas 2003; Kirschke 2000; Roessler 2005). All of them thus ])roceed on the 

assumption th a t governments are responsible for the majority of violence in both 

the ])re- and post-electoral i)ha.se of an election. I use the word ‘m ajority’ advisedly 

because the oppositi(jn often instigates violence in the j)re- and post-election stage 

of an electoral contest ;is well; I discuss this i)oint in detail in the next section.

3 .4  P o s t -E le c t io n  V io le n c e

Several scholars have argued th a t ‘fraudulent’ or ‘stolen’ elections frecjuently re

sult in instability as well because they can serve as a ‘focal’ point arountl which 

the opposition coordinates its response (Beissinger 2007; Bunce and Wolchik 2006, 

2010; Daxecker 2012, 2014; Thompson and Kuntz 2004; Tucker 2007). By way 

of background, scholars have long recognized th a t the (luality of an election plays 

an im portant role in the potential for instability (Elklit 1999, 2011; Lelioucq 2002, 

2003; Mozaffar and Schedler 2002; Pastor 1999; Sisk and Reynolds 1998; W hite

head 1997). For exami)le, Pastor (1999: 1-2) argues, “Democratic transitions are 

rarely smooth, and a good number are derailed at their moment of greatest promise 

-  during an electoral process. .. If the government refuses to respond to legitimate 

concerns and continues to manipulate the electoral i)rocess, opposition leaders may 

conclude tha t the only path to change is v io lent... The likelihood th a t a comitry will



land on the side of democracy is increased if the country can distinguish between 

the i)olitical and the technical... and can develop strategies to address both.” As we 

saw in Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of this study, Kenya’s general election in December, 

2007 serves as a useful illustration of this scenario. Once the ECK declared tha t 

Kibaki had defeated Odinga, the latter rallied his sui)])orters and took to the streets 

of the country in an efl'ort to overturn the result. A number of scholars a ttribute this 

violence to the gradual diminution in the ability of the state  to exercise its authority 

across the country in the twenty-plus years since the (re-)introduction of political 

competition in the early 1990s (Branch and Cheesenian 2009; Mueller 2008, 2011; 

Smith 2009). They tlms fail to recognize th a t the controversy sm'romuling the elec

tion provided the ‘s])ark’ th a t set an otherwise peaceful contest ablaze. Post-election 

violence may thus be conceptualized as a means of influencing the outcome of an 

election in the post-election stage of the (electoral j)rocess. This section sunnnarizes 

several of the more inqiortant studies in the burg(!oning literature on post-election 

violence tha t conceive of violence in this way -  namely, as an instrum ent or tool.

Thompson and Kuntz (2004) were ciniong the first set of scholars to ccjnceive of 

‘stolen’ elections as ‘focal’ points around which the opposition coordinates. Drawing 

on the exami)le of Serbia’s ‘October Revolution’ in 2000, they argue tha t this election 

resulted in a successful democratic revolution because the outrage associated with 

Milosevic’s attem pt to stay in j)ower galvanized individuals at both the mass- and 

elite-level of society and prevented him from doing so. A number of scholars argue 

along these lines including Beissinger (2007) and Tucker (2007). More on this below. 

Thompson and Kuntz argue, “Elections cannot be stolen imless they are ‘stunning’ 

-  tha t is, elections in which the regime is surprised l)y the defeat it suffers at the 

hands of the opposition” (2004: 160). They continue, “(Stolen) elections provide 

a focus for discontent against the regime, which better allows the opi^osition to 

mobilize the population than at times when i)opular dissatisfaction is general and
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diffuse... Such a situation is hkely to generate the sense of moral obligation necessary 

to overcome the ‘free-rider’ problem of rebellion” (2004: lGf-2). They conclude by 

noting th a t this tyi)e of election is more likely to result in successful democratic 

revolutions in ‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized systems of government because 

institutions in this type of system are still in a “process of congealment” Jis argued 

by Gordon Wood in his book, ‘The Radicalism of the American Revolution’ (Wood 

f992) “While we have argued th a t stolen elections provide a favorable context for 

staging a democratic uprising, they alone are by no means a sufficient condition for 

creating a revolutionary situation, let alone a revolutionary outcome,” they continue, 

“Stolen elections are unlikely to lead to successful democratic revolutions against 

fully authoritarian regimes. The main n^tison may be sheer intimidation: Hard-line 

regimes are more willing and able to kill or injure demonstrators, thus repressing or 

deterring popular demonstrations” (2004: 170).

Following Thompson and Kuntz (2004), Beissinger (2007) argues tha t ‘stolen’ elec

tions served <is the catalyst for the successful democratic revolutions tha t took place 

in Serbia, Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan. As in the cfuse above, he argues that 

the sense of injustice generated by this type of election hel])ed those involved to 

coordinate their response and thus overcome the problem of collective action. “The 

timing of fraudulent elections,” according to the author, “has served as the frame for 

mobilizational oi)portunities for several reascjns: The outraged produced from stolen 

elections is greater when regimes have freshly engaged in electoral fraud; removal of 

ofhcials is more difficult to carry out after they have lieen sworn into office and have 

gained the legal authority  to rule; and regimes are generally more vulnerable during 

the electoral cycle, easing the likelihood of repression” (2007: 263). Related to this, 

Tucker (2007) argues th a t such elections often trigger protests because they provide 

a ‘focal point’ for action and thereby help those involved to overcome the i)roblem 

of collective action tis well. He argues, “(There) are additional reasons why elections



can be ]:»articularl3' effective focal points for solving collective action problems. First, 

they come with a limited time fram e... Second, elections draw international atten

tion. .. Finally, elections occur at regular and re])eated intervals, which increiiiies the 

likelihood that both of these events... can occur” (2007; 541-2). Lastly, Bunce and 

Wolchik (2010) argue that elections have resulted in successful democratic revolu

tions in several coTuitries l)ecause the opposition in these countries employed “a set of 

innovative, well-i)lanned, detailed, and sometimes dangerous strategies for winning 

political power” (2010: 73). Although these studies are more concerned with demo

cratic revolutions than electoral violence j)er se, they nonetheless highlight the role 

‘stolen’ elections play in helping the opposition overcome the problem of collective 

action.

Building on this insight, Daxecker (2012, 2014) argiies that elections witnessed by 

international observers are more likely to (!xperienc(; pre- and post-election violence. 

Her argument is straightforward: The government is more likely to resort to re

pression against the oi)position in the pre-election stage of an election because they 

stand a greater chance of escaping the attention of the above-mentioned observers 

during this stage of the electoral j)rocess. She argues, “The i)resence of interna

tional monitors constrains the use of violent intim idation.. . on election day. Dm ing 

the polling, dozens or hundreds short-term observer teams visit niultii)le i)olling 

stations to document instances of fraud, and incmnbent and oi)])osition actors will 

avoid being caught in front of international observers... Consecjuently domestic ac

tors will refrain from using violent manij^ulation when international observers are 

})resent, but the negative consequences of electoral mani])ulation are less likely to 

occur when intimidation is used before international actors shift their attention to 

the election, such as the cam])aign period” (2014: 234). In sharp contrast, the op

position is more likely to instigate violence in the post-election stage of an election 

because the information i)rovided by these observers on the conduct of an election

58



can serve as a focal point around which the oiJi)osition coordinate. She argues, 

“When international monitors observe irregularities th a t likely affected the outcome 

of elections, their assessments provide credible information on the extent of ma

nipulation. This information can function as a focal point for action and facilitate 

coordination among citizens and oi)position i)arties. Evidence on extensive fraud 

provided by international observers can thus increase the likelihood of anti-regime 

protests and unrest. Therefore, the argument anticijiates that the effect of interna

tional election monitoring on i)ost-election violence is conditional on the jnesence 

of serious electoral manipulation” (2012: 504). In short, she argues tha t interna

tional observers i)lay a role, albeit unwittingly, in the occurrence of both pre- and 

l)ost-election violence.

It is imi)ortant to note tha t Daxecker uses t,he ACLED dataset to test her arguments 

on j)r(v and post-election violenc(^ outlintKl in the foregoing paragrai)h. Five results 

stand out. First, she finds tha t the presence of international observes increases the 

likelihood of pre-election violence by 200% when the ex})lanatory variable, ‘Inter

national Observers,’ is varied from ‘0’ to ‘I .’ Second, she linds tha t the jjredicted 

nmnber of pre-election instances of violence or ‘events’ is greater in those comitries 

where press freedoms are estal)lislied because such freedom facilitates the dissemi

nation of information and, by extension, the coordination of the opposition. Third, 

she finds th a t the predicted number of post-election events increases by 475% when 

the interaction term, ‘International Observers*Electoral Fraud,’ is varied from ‘0’ to 

‘1.’ Fourth, she finds th a t the likelihood of pre- and post-election violence increases 

by G75% and 300%, respectively, when the exi)lanatory variable, ‘Population (In),’ is 

varied from one standard tleviation below its mean to one standard deviation above. 

And, finally, she finds th a t the results outlined hold once some of the more conflict- 

prone countries in Sub-Saharan Africa are omitted from the analysis. In sunnnary, 

she argues th a t the presence of international observers increases the likelihood of
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lioth pre- and post-election violence because they influence tlie strategies of both 

the government and the opposition. The role of international observers in this re

gard has come in for considerable scrutiny of late, however. For example, Kelley 

(2009, 2010, 2011) argues tha t their assessment as to the probity or otherwise of an 

election is often biised on factors extraneous to the event itself such <is the interests 

of their [)arent countries and\organizations. Related to this, there is a fine line 

between administrative shortcomings anti outright manii)ulation and this line is all 

the more teiuious where the capacity to administer an election in accordance with 

international standards is wanting (Elklit 1999, 2011; Lehoucq 2002, 2003; Mozaffar 

and Schedler 2002; Pastor 1999; Sisk and Reynolds 1998; W hitehead 1997).

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.1 of this study, elections perform several func

tions but their most im portant function consists in determining who holds political 

power. As a result, th(\y are inherently destabilizing events because they distinguish 

between ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ -  a distinction that is all the more consequential 

in Sub-Saharan Africa and the developing world more generally because jjolitical 

power goes hand in hand with economic ])ower. This distinction, furthermore, has 

given rise to the so-called ‘winner-loser gap,’ that is to say, the finding th a t those 

individuals who voted for the ‘kjser’ report lower levels of legitimacy for democratic 

forms of government than those individuals who voted for the ‘winner’ (Anderson 

and Mendes 2005; Esaiasson 2011; Moehler 2009; Moehler and Lindberg 2009). 

“Because democracies are designed to create winners and losers at election tim e,” 

Anderson and Mendes (2005) argue, “they face the i)otential for instability and 

upheaval brought about by the difference in incentives th a t those in the political 

minority and m ajority have for safeguarding the system. We hyj)othesize tha t, rela

tive to those in the majority (the winners), citizens who are in the political minority 

(the losers) have fewer incentives to maintain the status quo, and they are more 

likely to engage in political protest” (2005: 92). The potential for instability and



upheaval, according to the authors, depends on the longevity of the democracy in 

question as well. The argmiient is straightforward: The older the democracy, the 

less likely the citizens of th a t democracy will engag(! in j>rotest outside the custom

ary channels of complaint. They continue, “We argue tha t a country’s democratic 

history can exacerbate or attenuate the extent to which political minority status 

affects people’s willingness to engage in protests against the government: the more 

recently democratic institutions have been estal)lished, the stronger the effect of 

l)eing in the minority should be” (2005: 92).

Moehler (2009) argues th a t the ‘winner-loser gap’ can Ije explaincnl by contrasting 

percei)tions among ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ of “i)rocednral fairness” during elections. 

She merits (juoting at length in this regard, “Elections have the potential to confer 

legitimacy, moderate dissent, engender compliance and heighten citizen efficacy. But 

do elections fulfill these functions in Africa, where coni])etitive elections are often 

unfamiliar and imperfect? Sjiecifically, do citizens who feel close to ruling parties 

(winners) l)elieve th a t their government institutions are significantly more legitimate 

than do citizens aligned with oi)position ]>arties (losers)? If losers are more disgrun

tled than winners, is it because they doubt the i)rocedural fairness of the recent 

elections?” (2009: 345). She continues, “In theory, elections are legitimating insti

tutions because they provide citizens with fair procedures for selecting leaders.. . In 

practice, however, most electoral contests in hybrid systems and new democracies 

are plagued by irregularities, either by design or due to lack of resources, infrastruc

ture  and experience. Furthermore, it is difficult for citizens to assess the causes and 

conse(|uences of irregularities... In the face of uncertainty and i)oor information, one 

would expect winners to give their leaders the benefit of the do u ljt... In contrast, one 

w'ould expect losers to assume the worst and conclude tha t doctoral fraud wfis de

liberate and conseciuential... As a result, losers may withhold their support not only 

from elected leaders but also from their i)olitical institutions” (2009: 34G-7). She is
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thus concerned to determine whether the above-mentioned groups express different 

levels of satisfaction for several indicators of legitimacy. She concludes, “In all twelve 

African countries where the surveys were conducted, winners and losers ex])ressed 

significantly different opinions about how free and fair their elections are. .. Africans 

who feel attached to losing |)arties are less inclined to think their process was fair, 

and are also less likely to view the outcomes as legitimate” (2009: 364).

3.5 C onclusion

In conclusion, it is im portant to note th a t a number of scholars have argued tha t 

the process of tlemocratization is contributing to the development of ‘new forms’ of 

violence and conflict in Sul)-Saharan Africa and the developing world more gener

ally. One of these scholars, Scott Straus, has argued as follows, “Building on the 

insight th a t other forms of violence m atter besides state-based armed conflict and 

mass killings... I argue th a t two forms of violence are especially salient in contem

porary Sub-Saharan Africa. The first is electoral violence -  th a t is, A'iolence directly 

associated with an electoral contest, either before, during, or after a i)oll has taken 

place -  and localized conflict over access to livelihood resources, in particular land 

water. While these to])ics have received some a tten tio n ... there forms of violence are 

to date significantly understudied compared to mass killing\genocide” (2012; 14-5). 

He continues, “Beginning in the late 1990s, the external opi)ortunities for insur

gents to garner weapons, training, advisory input, and ideological discipline became 

nuich more m eagre... A related change is the rise of multi])arty electoral rules th a t 

followed the end of the Cold War. On balance, the opening of the electoral ter

rain, however flawed in some cases, a ttracted  woTild-be insurgents away from the 

lure of the bush and toward the political a ren a ... For talented opposition figures, 

the opening of the political a ren a ... created a strong pull away from the battlefield 

and toward the domestic political arena” (2012: 19). To reiterate, there is a large
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literature on elections anti an ecinally large one on violence in Sub-Saharan Africa 

and the developing w(«ld more generally, but the relationshij) between the two phe

nomena remains understudied. Some of those studies are descriptive in nature and 

thus limitetl to a small number of countries. Others are theoretical and thus limited 

to a hypothetical discussion of the conditions th a t conduce to this type of violence. 

Missing in the existing body of knowledge on this sul)ject is a large-N, cross-covmtry 

study of j)re- and post-election violence.

As we saw in Chapter 2, Section 2.3 of this study, African regimes (re-)introduced 

m ultiparty elections and political competition more generally in the early 1990s in 

the face of both ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’ (diallenges. According to Joseph (1998: 

1), however, these rulers introduced multiparty elections and created a “veneer of 

civility” only to delay and, in many cases, derail the development of their nascent 

democratic form of government under the constant, if covert, threat of coercive in

tim idation and physical assault - namely, electoral violence. Zinibal)we serves as 

a telling exam])le of pre-election vicjlence. Following the controversy surrounding 

a proposed change in the country’s constitution, President Robert Mugabe of the 

Zimbabw'e African National Union-Patriotic Front (ZANU-PF) faced his first serious 

challenge during the 2()0() parliam entaiy election when Morgan Tsvangirai coi)bled 

together a disi)arate coalition of non-govermnental organizations under the Move

ment for Democratic Change (MDC). In an effort to frustrate the growing o])])osition 

to the government’s rule, Mugal)e introduced three separate pieces of legislation in 

2()01\02 including: ‘Citizenship Amendment A ct,’ ‘I^ublic Order and Security A ct’ 

and ‘Access to Information and Protection of Privacy A ct.’ When these devices 

failed to stem this opposition, he turned to the plethora of student-, youth-, and 

militia-groups tha t the government had nourished since the country’s indep(5ndence 

in the early 1980s and unlea.shed a wave a violence throughout the country in l)oth 

government- and opi)osition-strongholds. Pre-election violence may thus be concep-



tualized as a means of influencing the outcome of an election in the pre-election 

stage of the electoral process.

A innnber of scholars liave argued th a t ‘stolen’ elections often result in instability 

broadly defined because they serve as a ‘focal’ point around which the opposition 

coordinates. Kenya’s election in December, 2007 serves as an im portant example 

in this regard. In a welcome dej)artnre from the {>ast, the country witnessed very 

little violence in the run-up to the election and observers added to the general 

sense of optimism surrounding the event l)y declaring it to be ‘Free &: Fair.’ A 

])oll iniblished in advance of the election showed the challenger, Raila Odinga of 

the Orange Democratic Movement (ODM), with a lead over the incumbent, Mwai 

Kibaki of the Party of National Unity (PNU). After a delay of several days, the 

Chairman of the Electoral Conunission of Kenya (ECK), Samuel Kivuitu, announced 

to the surprise of many tha t latter liad beaten the former to win the election. 

Following this announcement, the latter rallied his sni)])orters and took to the streets 

of the country to protest and overtmn the result. Violence ensue resulting in the 

deaths of 1,000 i)eoi)le and (lisi)lacemeut of 300,000 more. Scholars a ttribute this 

violence to the gradual diminution in the ability of the state  to exercise its authority 

ovt;r the country in the twenty-i)lus years since the (re-)introduction of nuiltiparty 

elections and political competition more generally in the early 1990s However, they 

also argue tha t the controversy surrounding the election j)rovided the spark so to 

speak tha t set an otherwise peaceful event ablaze. Post-election violence may thus 

be conceptualized as a means of influencing the outcome of an election in the post

election stage of the electoral process.
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Chapter 4

T heoretical Framework

4.1 In tr o d u c t io n

As discussed iu Chapter I, Section 1.1 of tliis study, I am concerned to explain why 

some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa are marked by violence while other elections 

are not. To th a t end, the following chapter sets out a theory fus to why some elections 

witness pre- and post-elec;tion violeiict^ and introduces the dataset(s) used to test 

this theory. 1 use the word ‘datasets’ advisedly; I return to this point below. This 

chapter is divided into five sections. The first section, Section 4.1, introduces the 

chapter, while the second, Section 4.2, introduces the subject of this study -  namely, 

electoral violence. It is im portant to emphasize at the outset of this chapter that 

there is no established definition of this concept in the democratization literature 

to date. Many scholars in the social sciences have long noted the elusive nature of 

violence more generally. But, many of the more interesting conce[)ts in the social 

sciences such as ‘civil war’ and ‘democracy’ suffer from this problem to a greater 

or lesser degree as well (Gerring 2012: 107-40). Drawing on the work of some of 

the leading scholars in the above-mentioned literature including Huntington (19G8), 

Przeworski (1988, 1991), and Schcdler (2002a, 2002b) among others, Section 4.3 sets 

out a theory {is to why some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa experience election-



related violence while other elections tl(j not. Sinii)ly i)ut, I argue in this section th a t 

the ‘incumbent’ and ‘challenger’ are both faced with ‘dilenmuis’ during an election 

-  namely, the ‘Dilennna of M anijjulation’ and the ‘Dile^mma of P ro test’ respectively. 

Section 4.4 introduces the datasets used to mefA.sure the outcome, explanatory, and 

control variables. The final section, Section 4.5, concludes the chapter.

4.2 E lec tio n -R ela ted  V io len ce

Violence is an elusive i)h(;nomenon th a t is present, in varying degrees, in the day-to- 

day lives of ordinary individuals (Bufacchi 2009: 1-4; Coady 2009: 244-G6; Galtung 

2009: 78-111; Wolin 2009: 33-50). Given the ubiquitous nature of violence, it is 

difficult to define let alone operationalize the j:)henomenon in a straightforward way 

however. Fortunately, several definitions exist and these definitions are similar in 

tha t they all agree th a t electoral violencx; is a niultifacet(Ml i)henomenon that en- 

comptusses myriad activities ranging from coercive int.imidation to physical assault. 

By way of introduction, Rapoport and Weinberg (2000b: 33) argue, “(Electoral vi

olence) may materialize before, during, or after an election... Forms vary widely -  

riots, demonstrations, civil wars, terrorist campaigns, military coups, and a.ssassina- 

tio n ... Most of the time, it is designed to influence elections by intimidating voters 

and c:andidates.” Related to this, Sisk (2008: 6) argues, “(Electoral violence) is a 

sub-type of political violence in wdiich actors enii)loy coercion in an instrumental way 

to advance their interests or achieve specific political ends. .. It includes acts, such as 

assassination of opponents... and threats, coercion, and intimidation of opponents, 

voters, or election officials... Violent acts can V)e targeted against people or things, 

such as the targeting of communities or canditlates or the deliberate destruction of 

campaign materials, vehicles, offices, or ballot boxes.” Kraetzschmar and Cavatorta 

(2010: 328) argue, “We define electoral violence as acts or threats of coercion, in

timidation or ])hysical harm peri)etrat(^d to alfect the process and\or outcome of an



election. The instigators of such violence can include both state  actors (police, se

cret services, armed forces) and non-state actors (e.g. political parties and guerrilla, 

rebel or param ilitary groups).” Lastly, Straus and Taylor (2012: 19) argue, “(Elec

toral violence) comprises physical violence and coercive intimidation directly tied to 

an impending electoral contest or an announced electoral result.” All of these schol

ars adopt a broad definition of electoral violence. All of these definitions agree that 

electoral violence is a multifaceted phenomenon th a t encompasses myriad activities 

ranging from coercive intimidation to physical assault directly tied to an impending 

electoral contest or announced electoral result. The targets of such violence, fur

thermore, typically include electoral information, electoral facilities, electoral events 

and, not least, electoral stakeholders.

Few scholars have done more in the last number of years to bring the subject of 

electoral violence to the attention of scholars working in the area of democratization 

than Kristine Hoglund. In her seminal article, ‘Electoral Violence in Conflict-Ridden 

Societies: Concepts, Causes, and Conseciuences,’ Iloglund exi)lores the nature of 

electoral violence and suggests a number of reasons why some comitries are more 

susceptible to it than others (Hoglund 2009). She argues, “Democracy conies at 

a high ])rice in many countries. Each year huiuhxxls of })eople lose their lives in 

connection with comi)etitive electi(Jiis.. . For this reason it is peculiar to note that 

electoral violence to a large extent remains an unmapi)ed research area. To be fair, 

elections per se have generated enormous academic interest and a growing body of 

literature deals specifically witli electoral processes and systems in conflict coun

tries. .. However, in terms of research on the causes and effects of electoral violence, 

much is yet to be done” (2009: 412-3). Although this article is more exploratory 

than definitive in its conclusions, it nevertheless succeeded in introducing the subject 

of electoral violence to a number of scholars working in the area of democratization 

including Bekoe (2012a, 2012c), Daxecker (2012, 2014), Hafner-Burton, Hyde, and
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Jablonski (2013) Kraetzscliiiiar and Cavatcnta (2010) and Straus and Taylor (2012). 

“As witli otlier types of violence,” Hogiund (2009: 415) continues, “defining elec

toral violence becomes a m atter of characterizing tlie actors, activities, timing, and 

motives.” She accordingly disaggregates the jihenomenon into four characteristics 

including: 1) Actors; 2) Activities; 3) Tinnng; and 4) Motives. 1 discuss these 

characteristics of electoral violence in more detail next.

In terms of the first characteristic outlined al)Ove, Hoghnul argues th a t electoral 

violence is perpetrated by a number of different actors the most im portant of whom 

include political ])arties, proxies acting on their behalf such cis student-, youth-, 

militia-, and rebel-groups, and state  security forces such as the j:)olice and military 

forces. Although political ])arties tend to commit the majority of this violence, it is 

difficult to assign resj)onsibility to them because they often ‘outsource’ it to third 

parties such Jis those aduml)rat('d above in order to escape the adverse attention 

tha t usually accomi)anies the use of such violence. Several scholars have argued 

along these lines including, Barkan (1993), Rarkan and Ng’ethe (1998), Branch and 

Cheesenian (2009), Brown (2004), Kirschke (2000), Kriger (2005), Lel^is (200G), 

Lindgren (2005), Mueller (2008, 2011), Reno (2011), and Roessler (2005). By way 

of illustration, Kirschke (2000: 384) argues th a t many governments in Sub-Saharan 

Africa have resorted to “informal repression” and “covert violations” and outsourced 

violence to these third parties in order to sulwert their nascent democratic forms 

of government. Indeed, as we saw in Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of this study, Kenya’s 

politicians have proved particularly skilled in this regard, sponsoring a number of 

private death-squatls to disrupt the electoral process in the ‘swing’ regions of the 

country, most notably, Rift Valley since the (re-)introduction of m ultiparty elections 

and political competition in the early 1990s (Ajulu 1993, 1998, 2002; Barkan 1993; 

Barkan and Ng’ethe 1998; Branch and Cheesenian 2009; Brown 2004; Muller 2008, 

2011). Branch and Cheesenian (2009) put the argument well, “(Perhaps) the most



(lainagiiig diiiiension of state  iiifornializatioii duriiig this period was the decentral

ization of control over violence... However, it is also ini})ortant to recognize th a t the 

attraction of c.o-oi)ting niilititis stems from their clear comparative atlvantage over 

existing institutions of violence. Most obviously, militias deflect culpability from 

their sponsors. When the state  police connnit human rights abuses the executive is 

clearly culpable. When a secretive and i)oorly understood militia connnits human 

rights abuses, it is far less clear who should be held to account, and frequently im

possible to prove culpability” (2009: 15-G). 1 return to this point in the i)enultimate 

cha])ter of this study.

In terms of the second characteristic outlined above, Iloghmd argues th a t electoral 

violence typically involves the coercivc^ intimidation and physical a.ssault of electoral 

stakeholders, electoral information, elect(nal facilities and, not least, electoral events. 

In terms of the third characteristic, she argues th a t this type of violence can occur 

throughout the electoral process, that is to say, in the pre-election stage, in the 

I)ost-election stage, and during the electi(jn itself. Pre-election violence is said to 

occur in the days, weeks, or months before an election. It is thus j)erpetrated in 

anticipation of an election and it typically involves instances of violence tha t disrupt 

the process. By corollary, post-election violence is said to occur in the days, weeks, 

or months after an election. It is thus perpetrated in reaction to an election and 

it typically involves instances of violence such as those outlined above th a t exi)ress 

frustration with the process. In short, the concept of electoral violence enconipfisses 

at least two distinct “logics of violence” (Straus and Taylor 2012: 20). This is an 

im portant insight because it suggests there are different reasons behind pre- and 

l)ost-election violence; 1 develop this ])oint in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 of this study. 

In terms of the fourth characteristic, finally, she argues tha t electoral violence is used 

to influence the outcome of an election in l )oth the pre- and ])ost-election stage of the 

electoral i)rocess. “In essence,” Iloghmd (2009: 417) concludes, “electoral violence

09



is separated from otlier forms of political violence by a combination of timing and 

motive.” In light of this definition, I argue in this study th a t electoral violence is a 

multifaceted activity th a t ranges from coercive intimidation to physical assault. It 

is j)erpetrated by parties and\or proxies acting on their behalf and it occiuvs over 

the course of the electoral cycle. Pre-election violence is perpetrated in anticipation 

of an election, while post-election violence is perpetrated in reaction to an election. 

Targets typically include electoral information, electoral facilities, electoral events 

and, not leaat, electoral stakeholders. “Concept formation lies at the heart of all 

social science endeavors,” Gerring (2012) argues, “Seven criteria may be deemed 

critical to the formation of empirical concepts in the social sciences; (1) resonance, 

(2) domain, (3) consistency, (4) fecundity, (5) differentiation, (6) causal utility, and 

(7) operationalization” (2012: 112-6). The above definition meets many of these 

seven criteria. I return to the hist criterion in Section 4.4 below.

4.3 T h eoretica l Fram ew ork  

4.3.1 Insiders V s. O utsiders

A number of scholars in the democratization literature have long held tha t tran 

sitions in the emerging democracies such as those found in Eastern Europe, South 

America and Sub-Saharan Africa stennned from internal divisions within the existing 

rt^gimes between soft- and hardliners (Linz and Stej^an 1996a, 1996b; O ’Donnell and 

Schmitter 1986). Many of these transitions, furthermore, were preceded by “elite 

pacts” between the government and opposition (Kirschke 2000: 390). Other schol

ars have argued th a t this model doesn’t apply to the same extent in Sub-Saharan 

Africa because the switch from autocratic to democratic forms of government oc

curred over a very short period of time and was pronii)ted more by external and 

internal demands (Ake 2000; Barkan 2000; B ratton and Van de Walle 1994, 1997;
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Brown 2004; Joseph 1997, 1998, 1999; Kirschke 2000). I have discussed these de

mands in detail in Chapter 2, Section 2.2 of this study. Bratton and Van de Walle 

(1994) i)ut the point well, “The conventional distinction l)etw(%n hard-liners and 

soft-liners does not capture the essential fault line within a neo-patrinionial elite. 

Instead of fracturing ideologically over whether or not to liberalize, neo-patrinionial 

elites are more likely to take sides on pragmatic grounds in struggles over si)oils. 

Their jjolitical ])ositions come to be defined according to whether they are insiders or 

outsiders in relation to the patronage systtnn” (1994: 4C2-3). In the absence of these 

elite ])acts, moreover, there were no t^asic guarantees limiting the risks multiparty 

elections and i)olitical competition more generally posed to the existing regimes. As 

a result, tlu^se transitions became, in more cases than not, ‘zero-sum’ struggles in 

which ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ competed for control of the jjrocess. Disorder, in 

a word, i)revaikxl. As we saw in Chapter 2, Section 2.5 of the study Chabal and 

Daloz (1999) i>ut the i)oint well, “The i)aradigni of our analysis is what we call the 

])olitical instrumentalization of disorder. In brief, it refers to the i)rocess by which 

political actors in Africa seek to maximize their returns on the state  of confusion, 

uncertainty, and sometimes even chaos, which characterizes most African polities” 

(1999: xviii).

4 .3 .2  T w o-L evel G am es & W indow s o f U n certa in ty

Following Schedler (2002a, 2002b), we can thus conceive of nuilti|)arty elections in 

Sul)-Saharan Africa as ‘two-level games’ in which insiders and outsiders conijjete 

for office on one level and control of the i)rocess on another level. “The ambivalent 

and thus usually contested nature of flawed elections,” according to this author, 

“implies th a t elections do not unfold as simple games but as two-level games. At 

the same time as incumbents and (Ji)ponents measure their forces in the electoral 

arena, they battle over the basic rules that shape the electoral arena. Their struggle 

over institutional rules is not extraneous to l)ut an integral part of th('ir struggle
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within prevalent institutional rules, as the game of electoral coni})etition is embed

ded within the metagame of electoral reform” (2002b: 110). I cannot em])hasize this 

])oiiit enough. To be sure, elections in the established and emerging democracies 

are similar in tlie sense th a t they are contests for public office and the spoils such 

office entails but they differ in one im portant respect: Elections in the emerging 

democracies are competitions over the rules of future elections. In the established 

democracies, moreover, elections are relatively straightforward affairs in which can

didates adopt purposefully ambiguous positions on the l)urning issues of the day 

lest they alienate certain segments of the electorate. Of course, the run-up to an 

election may be marked by accusation and counter-accusation between candidates 

but the animosity rarely reaches a point in which coercive intimidation and i)hysical 

assault becomes the norm. In the emerging democracies, however, elections are any

thing but straightforward affairs. The process is politicized from start to finish and 

technical problems frc(|uently b(;conie political j)robl(;ms for lack of resoiu'ces (Elklit 

1999, 2011; Kelley 2009, 2010, 2012; Mozaffar 2002; Mozaffar and Schodler 2002; 

Pi\stor 1999; Sisk and Reynolds 1998; W hitehead 1997). Kenya’s ‘stolen’ election 

in December 2007 serves as an interesting examjjle in this regard; I return to this 

example in the penultimate chapter of this study.

It is im portant to note at the outset of this section th a t I have adopted a ‘ra

tional choice institutionalist’ framework in this study because I am interested in 

understanding how individuals respond to incentives created by institutions such tvs 

multiparty elections. More specifically, I assTune in the following chapter on pre- 

and post-election violence tha t both ‘incum bent’ and ‘challenger’ are rational actors 

whose decision to use violence is strategic and governed by a desire to a ttain  and \or 

retain power. I think it is inii)ortant, furthermore, to say something about the terms 

‘rational choice’ and ‘institution’ before I proceed to discuss tliis framework in more 

detail. While recognizing the complexity of human behavior, rational choice ap-



proaches assume tha t individuals weigh u]) the costs and benefits of an action and 

choose tliat action th a t maximizes their utihty (Ward 2002: G8-71). Coining the 

term  ‘nc!W institutionahsm ,’ March and Olsen (1984) argue tha t institutions such 

as m ultiparty elections play an im portant role in shaping our behavior. The basic 

cleavage within this paradigm concerns th a t between normative and rational choice 

institutionalism. The first maintains th a t institutions influence actors’ behavior by 

shaping their values, interests, and beliefs while the second tlenies tha t institutions 

iniluence an actors’ liehavior in the sense described above. They hold instead that 

they provide information about the incentives attached to different coiu'ses of ac

tion. Institutions, according to this view, arc human constructions designed to solve 

collectiv(! action j)roblems (Lowndes 2002: 94-7). Of course, this approach to human 

behavior ha.s been the subject of considerable criticism since its inception. By way 

of example, it is charged with trivializing the often-complex reasons th a t underlie 

our behavior (Shapiro 2005). The fact remains, however, th a t it continues to attract 

consid(!rable sui)port in the social science and, especially, the i)olitical science litera

ture. Again, I defer to Gerring (2012) on this point. “Viewed methodologically, the 

ongoing debate between ciilturalisni and rationalism may be reframed as a series of 

tradeofTs among specific tasks, strategies, and criteria,” he continues, “It might be 

argued, for example, th a t the culturalist camp jnizes causal arguments tha t take 

the form of causes-of-efTects rather than effects-of-causes... More broadly, it might 

be argued th a t they privilege (lescrii)tive accounts over causal accounts” (2012: 3G7)

4 .3 .3  P r e -E le c t io n  V io le n c e  

‘T h e  D ilem m a o f M an ip u la tion ’

The following section presents a theory as to why some elections in Sub-Saharan 

Africa are marked by pre-election violence while other elections are not. To begin, I 

assume th a t the ‘incum bent’ is faced with a difficult situation: He wants to decrease
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the uncertain ty  but increase tlie legitim acy of an election hu t he can ’t  achieve the  

former w ithout jeopardizing the la tte r  and is thus faced w ith a  dilennna -  namely, 

‘Tlie Dilemma of M anipulation’ (Schedler 2002a, 2002b). P u t ano ther way, if the 

incum bent tries to  decrease the m icertain ty  of an election by engaging in electoral 

m anijiulation such as fraud and violence he runs the  risk of reducing th e  legitim acy 

of the election as well. This is no small concern. As we saw in C hap ter 2, Section 

2.3 of this study, African rulers (re-)introduced m ultiparty  elections and political 

com petition more generally in the early 1990s in an effort to  preem pt bo th  ‘hor

izontal’ and ‘vertical’ challenges to  their rule. B ra tton  and Van de Walle (1994) 

j)ut the point well, “Political transitions from neo-patrim onial regimes originate in 

social ))ro tes t... Take;n together, shrinking economic oi)portm iities and exclusionary 

l)atterns of reward are a  recipe for social unrest. Mass i)opular pro test is likely to  

break o u t . .. Endem ic fiscal crisis also undercuts the  capacity of rtilers to  m anage 

the i)rocess of political change. .. Shorn of the ability to  m aintain political stab ility  

through the  d istribu tion  of m aterial rewards, neo-patrim onial leaders resort e rra ti

cally to  coercion which, in tu rn , further underm ines th e  regim e’s legitim acy” (1994: 

460). As a result, the  incum bent will resort to  electoral ‘devices’ or ‘safeguards’ in 

order to  contain the  uncertain ty  ami m aintain  the  legitim acy of an election. And, 

he is more likely to  do th is in the  pre-election as opposed to  the  post-election stage 

of the  electoral contest because his chances of achieving his goal are significantly 

greater during this stage of the contest. An incum bent can m anii)ulate an election 

in any nm nber of ways; I discuss some of the  more egregious forms of m anipulation 

in the  next paragraph.

F irst, an incum bent can m anipulate the  ‘A ctor Space’ by introducing ‘nationality  

clauses.’ For exam ple, Ahuisane O u a tta ra  was prevented from running in Cote 

d ’Ivoire’s 2000 presidential election because his s ta tu s  as a citizen wt\s disputed by 

the  o])position. Second, he can m aniptilate th e  ‘Issue Space’ by jilaying on issues
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of identity such as ethnicity. It is a well-docnniented fact th a t African rulers have 

frequently resorted to the ‘ethnic card’ and promoted the interests of certain ethno- 

regional groups in the twenty-plus years since the (re-)introduction of multi})arty 

elections in the early 1990s. In the early 1990s, President Moi argiied th a t the (re- 

)introduction of political com])etition would result in ‘tribal chushes’ and sponsored 

a number of militia groups to tha t end in several of the country’s ‘swing’ regions 

including Rift Valley. Indeed, Moi’s successors, Uhuru K enyatta and William Ruto, 

proved ecjually adei)t in this regard ius well; I retm n to this i)oint in the i)enultimate 

chai)ter of this study. Third, he can manii)ulate the ‘Rules of Representation’ by 

reserving a certain number of seats in the legislature. Until 2008, Zimbabwe’s House 

of Assembly comprised 150 members. Of these 150 members. President Mugabe 

effectively apjjointed 30 members thereliy ensuring th a t the legislative branch of 

government reniainetl subservient to the executive branch of govermnent. And, 

finally, he can mani]:)ulate an election l)y more traditif>nal means, th a t is to say, 

vote buying and ballot stuffing. As we saw in Chapter 3, Section 3.3 of this study, 

these forms of manii)ulation have been frecjiiently used in Sub-Saharan Africa and 

the developing world more generally l)ecause voters choose candidates less for their 

distinctive policy positions and more for their reliability as pros{)ective patrons. 

Cameroon serves a.s an interesting e^xanijjle in this regard. Like many African rulers, 

Paul Biya has held onto power by relying on several of these devices despite the (re- 

)introduction of mult.iparty elections in the early 1990s. “More consequential in 

terms of long-term impact on the country,” according to Albaugh (2011), “have 

been the government’s more subtle manijjulation of electoral boundaries, control of 

voting access, and cmniing adajjtation of liberal discourse to divide the opposition” 

(2011: 394).

Such is the level of uncertainty surrounding nndtii)arty elections in the emerging 

democracies, the incumbent cannot trust in one or tlu; other of the above-mentioned



devices alone. He will tlms resort to several of these devices including fraud and 

violence in order to contain the uncertainty th a t is a characteristic feature of elections 

in the emerging democracies (Przeworski 1988, 1991). As we saw above, he is more 

likely to engage in manipulation in the pre-election as 0p])0sed to the post-election 

stage of the electoral j)rocess because he stands a greater chance of controlling the 

election during this stage of the process. This nnich is uncontroversial. Pre-election 

violence may thus be conceptualized as a means of influencing the outcome of an 

election in the pre-election stage of the electoral process. Yet, the incumbent is not 

going to resort to pre-election violence in a haphazard way: The decision will dei)end, 

ceteris pmibus, on the importance of the election in (juestion. It is argued th a t 

presidential elections are more im portant than parliam entary ones in Sub-Saharan 

Africa and the developing world more generally because the execiitive wields a lot 

more j)ower than the legislature. Three implications follow: 1) The incumbent is 

more likely to resort to violence in a non-deniocratic system of government because 

he stands to lose a lot more in this system in the event of a defeat. It must l)e 

remembered th a t i)olitical j)ower and economic power are essentially one and the 

same thing in this system of government. W hat is more, time horizons are short 

in those systems th a t have next to no experience of consensus-based interaction 

across political lines; 2) In sharp contrast, the incinnbent is less likely to resort to 

violence in a democratic system of goverinnent his chances of retm iiing to power 

are tha t much greater in this system of government; anti 3) In ‘hybrid’ or weakly- 

institutionalized systems of government, the incunil)ent’s decision could go either 

way. He will turn  to violence in some cases but refrain from doing so in others. In 

view of this argument, the following two hypotheses are tested in Chapter 5, Section 

5.4 of this study:

H y p o th e s is  1 : The intensity of i)re-election violence is greater when

the office of the president is contested.
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H y p o th e s i s  2: The intensity of pre-election violence is greater when 

the office of the president is contested in non-deniocratic systems of gov

ernment.

4 .3 .4  P o st-E lec tio n  V io len ce  

‘T h e  D ilcn iiiia  o f  P r o te s t’

By way of background, it is im portant to note tha t the relationship l)etween a 

covuitry’s system of government and instability h;is been the subject of considerable 

research in the h terature on civil war. Many studies in this literature have found 

th a t ‘hybrid’ or weakly institntionahzed systems of government are more likely to 

exj)erience instability than other systems (Carey 2007; Fox and Iloelscher 2012; 

Gates et al. 20()G; Gleditsch and lluggeri 2010; Goldstone et al. 2010; Hegre et al., 

2001; R('gan and Bell 2010). The rationale for this argument is straightforward. Fol

lowing Hmitington (19G8), it is argued tha t democracies and non-democracies tend 

to avoid violence and instability more generally because competition is encouraged 

in the former l)ut discouraged in the latter. ‘Hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized 

systems find themselves in an aml)iguous jiosition, however. It is argued th a t they 

are more susceptil)le to instability than either of these systems because they nei

ther i)erniit nor sui)press the expression of dissent to the same extent. Observing 

tha t “the most im portant political distinction among countries concerns not their 

form of government but their degree of government” (19G8: 1), Huntington (19G8) 

stressed a s ta te ’s capacity to govern because he judged a lack of such capacity to 

be the single most im portant reason behind the upsurge in violence and instability 

more generally in th(; West in the 1950s and 19G0s. Instability invariably follows, 

or so the argument goes, when the demands placed on a government surpass the 

caj)acity of th a t government to meet those demands. Drawing on this insight tha t 

societies in the process of change are ])articularly prone to instability, I argue tha t
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tliese tensions are particu larly  evident in ‘hybrid ’ w eakly-institutionalized system s 

of government because these system s perm it a degree of com petition in the  politi

cal process bu t often lack the reciuisite m echanisms th a t are crucial in the  event of 

an election-related dispute. K enya’s ‘sto len’ election in December, 2007 is a telling 

exam ple of this possibility; I re tu rn  to  th is examj)le in th e  i)enultim ate chapter of 

this study.

T he following section presents a theory as to  why some elections in Sub-Saharan 

Africa are m arked by significant levels of post-election violence while o ther elections 

are not. As in th e  case above, I assum e th a t the ‘challenger’ is faced w ith a  difficult 

situation: Me w ants to  increa^ie the uncertain ty  but decrea.se the legitimacy of an 

election bu t he can ’t achieve the former w ithout jeopardizing the  la tte r and is thus 

faced with a dilenuna -  namely, ‘T he D ilennna of P ro te s t’ (Schedler 2002a, 2002b). 

If the  challenger accepts the  outcom e of an election, we should ex]>ect to  see lower 

levels of election-related violence because the legitim acy of th a t election is not in 

c}uestion and vice versa. Post-election violence m ay thus be concei)tualized tis a 

means of influencing the  outcom e of an election in the  post-election stage of the 

electoral process. Yet, th e  challenger is not going to  resort to  post-election violence 

in a  haphazard  way: T he decision will depend, ceteris paribus, on his chances of 

success. Three im plications follow: 1) T he challenger doesn’t expect to do very 

well in a  non-dem ocratic system  of government; 2) In sharp  contrast, he expects 

to  do well in a dem ocratic system  of government; 3) And, finally, he expects to  do 

well in some instances bu t less well in o thers in a w eakly-institutionalized system s of 

government. Of course, the  challenger could reject the  results of an election in a  non- 

dem ocratic system  of government b u t he is less likely to  j)ress his dem ands and take 

to  the streets in th is system  lest he provokes the  governm ent into tak ing  a strong 

reaction. In this system  of governm ent, furtherm ore, th e  opposition is either co

opted or neutralized and thus incai^able of in itia ting  let alone sustain ing a challenge.



Similarly, he is unlikely to reject the results of an election in a democratic system of 

government. In a system in which the rule of law is established, there is little retuson 

why the government or opposition would resort to violence dining an election. In 

the event of a disagreement, furthermore, these i)arties often abide by the decision 

of an authority  entrusted with the administration of the process. The example of 

G hana is instructive in this respect. As numerous scholars have noted, the Electoral 

Connnission (EC) has long been credited with helping to defuse any issues tha t 

have threatened to undermine the electoral process in this country (Frempong 2007; 

Fridy 2007; Gyimah-Boadi 2001, 2009; Oduro 2012; Whitfield 2009).

The situation in ‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized systems of government is less 

t'lear-cut, however. As we saw al)ove in the foregoing paragra])hs, these systems 

})ermit a degree of participation and conijjetition in the political i)rocess hut often 

lack the recjuisite mechanisms th a t are necessary in the event of an election-related 

(lisi)ute. In these systems of government, furthermore, elections arc anything but 

straightforward affairs: The process is politicized from start to finish and technical 

problems frequently turn  into political i)roblems for lack of resources (Elklit 1999, 

2011; Kelley 2009, 2010, 2012; Mozaffar 2002; Mozaffar and Schedler 2002; Pas

tor 1999; Sisk and Reynolds 1998; W hitehead 1997). W hat is more, the absence 

of such safeguards often undermines the legitimacy of an election making the re

course to violence during the post-election stage more likely. As we saw in Chapter 

3, Section 3.4 of this study, the dissension tha t frequently accompanies nm ltiparty 

competition in the emerging democracies has given rise to the a ‘winner-loser gap,’ 

th a t is to say, the finding tha t those individuals who voted for the ‘loser’ reports 

lower levels of sui)port for democratic forms of government than those who voted for 

the ‘winner’ (Anderson and Mendes 2005; Esaitusson 2011; Moehler 2009; Moehler 

and Lindberg 2009). W hitehead (2007) puts the i)oint well, “Electoral i)olitics is 

essentially a competition for state  j)ower through highly artificial and structured con-



veiitions... Societies in whicli the i)opiilation is not yet accustonietl to a i)erpetiial 

cycle of aiithoiitative, competitive elections must learn to internalize this strange 

and comiterintnitive logic. Politics luis to he converted into a peri)etual demo

cratic [)eace, in which each choice, however meaningful, is only another episode in a 

metaprocess of nonchoic(!s -  in other words, there must he a collective connnitment 

not to bid for j)ower outside the electoral framework” (1997: 15-G). In view of the 

above argument concerning the likelihood of post-election violence, the following 

two hypotheses are tested in Chai)ter 6, Section C.4 of this study:

H y p o th e s is  3: The intensity of i)ost-election violence is greater when 

the results of an election are rejected by the oi)position.

H y p o th e s is  4 '■ The intensity of post-election violence is greater when 

the results of an election are rejected by the oi)position in ‘hybrid’ or 

weakly-institutionalized systems of government.

4 .4  M easu rem en t M od el 

4.4 .1  D a ta se t

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.3 of this study, I use an original dataset of 170 

multijiarty elections in 40 of Sub-Saharan Africa’s 49 countries over the sixteen-year 

period, 1997 to 2012, to test the foTU' hypotheses on pre- and post-election violence 

set out in the foregoing se^ction. Before turning to a discussion of this dataset, it is 

im portant to note th a t I use the word ‘original’ advisedly: My datciset is original 

in the sense th a t I have consulted a inunber of sources such fis Africa Confidential 

and Africa Research Bulletin among others to code many of my exi)lanatory and 

control variables including, ‘Office of the President,’ ‘Results Rejected,’ and ‘Margin 

of Victory’ among others. I return to this point below. It is im portant to note, 

furthermore, th a t I have used Raleigh et al.’s (2010) event-based dataset, ACLED,
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to  code my two ovitcoiiie variables, ‘Pre-Election Events (3 M onths)’ and ‘Post- 

Election Events (3 M onths),’ because this dataset records reported instances of 

violence or ‘events’ in fifty countries over the sixteen-year period, 1997 to 2012, 

and disaggregates these instances into four characteristics including: (1) Actor; (2) 

Activity; (3) Location; and (4) Date. The dataset thus records a m ultitude of 

violent events ranging from coercive intimidation to physical assault th a t occur over 

the coiu'se of the electoral cycle (Iloglund 2009). By way of l)ackground, the dataset 

is one of several ‘event-bfised’ datasets tha t have been dcveloi)ed in the hist number 

of years to address some of the more inii)ortant (luestions surrounding the ‘new 

forms’ of violence and conflict more generally as documented in Cha]:)ter 3, Section 

3.2 of this study (Straus 2012). In short, it is the most comprehensive dataset of its 

kind and thus an inn)ortant, if imperfect, resource for studying the phenomenon of 

election-related violence for the reason outline above. The dataset is not without its 

problems, however; I return to this point below. The sources of all of the varial)les 

I use in my analysis are set out in Table (4.1) below. It is im portant to emphasize, 

in conclusion, tha t the subject of elo^ctoral violence has gone largely overlooked in 

the democratizati(ni literature due to an absence of data (Rapoport and Weinberg 

2000a, 2000b). I have thus created a dataset from scratch so to speak because the 

information on many of the requisite variables is not currently coded. Of course, I 

relied on several sources in coding these variables and I outline the steps I followed 

next.

First, 1 consulted Africmi Confidential and Africa Research Bulletin to code my 

main explanatory and control variables including ‘Office of the President,’ ‘Results 

Rejected,’ and ‘Margin of Victory,’ etc. Second, I used Journal of Democracy’s Elec

tion Watch, U.S. State Dei)artnient’s Background Notes and Hunian Rights RepoHs, 

Adam C arr’s Election Archive, and Albert Nunley’s African Elections Database in 

order to double-check this data. Third, I consulted Freedom House’s Freedom in the



World RepoHs to code iny subsidiary exi)lanatory varial)les including ‘Free (t-1),’ 

‘Partly Free (t-1),’ and ‘Not Free (t-1).’ Of course, this dataset is not w ithout its 

problems; I discuss these problem in detail below. It is inii)ortant to note in this 

regard, however, th a t it continues to be one of the most widely used datasets in the 

democratization literature (Bratton and Van de Walle 1994; Diamond 199G, 2002; 

Lindberg 2006a, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c; McFaul 2002; Norris, Frank, and Coma 2013; 

Schedler 2002a, 2002b). It is imi)ortant to note, furthermore, th a t I have coded my 

subsidiary exi)lanatory variables in the year, t-1, to circumvent some (jf the [)roblems 

associated with endogeneity. This is standard practice in the literature on democ

ratization (Goldstone et al. 2010; Hegre et al. 2001; Li 2005; Smith 2000; Wade 

and Reiter 2007; Wright 2009). “A good treatm ent,” according to Gerring, “is ex

ogenous to the outcome under investigation... Of course, we know th a t many causal 

relationships in the real world are probably recii)rocal. .. All else being ecjual, we tisk 

what effect (if any) a change in X might have on Y. In order to test this liypothesis, 

it is essential th a t X be indejiendent (exogenous) relative to Y — or tha t any remain

ing endogeneities be correctible by statistical legerdenuiin” (2012: 232-3). Fourth, 

I used U C D P\PR IO  Armed Conflict (V.4-2013), Posner (2004b), and World Devel

opment Indicators (WDI, 2013) to code my remaining control variables including, 

‘Armed Conflict,’ ‘Politically Relevant Ethnic Groups ( t) ,’ ‘GDP Per C apita (In; 

t-1)’ and ‘Population (In; t ) ’ respectively. Finally, Staffan Lindberg’s (200Ca) book, 

‘Democracy and Elections in Africa,’ proved invaluable in this regard as well. While 

recognizing the importance of his work in laying the foundations so to speak of my 

own work, our datasets differ in several small l)ut nonetheless significant ways. It is 

im portant to emi)hasize, in conclusion, tha t many of the variables outlined above are 

standard in the existing large-N, cross-case studied of electoral violence (Daxecker 

2012, 2014; Hafner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 2013).
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T a b ic  4 .1: D a ta  S o u rces  for P rc - & P o s t-E le c t io ii  V io lc iic c

V a r ia b le s S o u rce

O u tc o m e  V a r ia b le s

Pre-E lection  E vents (.T M onths) A rm ed Cbnflict L ocation fc Event D atase t (A CLED )
Post-E lec tion  E vents (3 M onths) A rm ed Conflict L ocation & E vent D atase t (A CLED )

M a i n  E x p l a n a t o r y  V a r ia b le s

Office of th e  P residen t A u th o r’s Own C 'alrnlation^
R estdts R ejected A u th o r’s O wn C alculation

S u b s i d i a r y  E x p l a n a t o r y  V ar ia b le s

Free (1,-1) Freedom  House
P a rtly  Free (t-1) Freedom  House
N ot Free (t-1) FYeedom House

C o n tr o l  V a r iab les

Pre-E lection  Violence Arm ed Conflict Location & Event D atase t (ACT.ED)
Arm ed C^onflict U C D P \P R IO  Armed Conflict (V .4-2013)
M argin of V ictory A u th o r’s Own C alculation
Incunihent, Part icipate A u th o r’s O wn C alculation
Boycott A u th o r’s O wn C alculation
‘I*'r('(̂  & I'Viir’ A u th o r’s O wn C alculation
Politically  R('levant. Fjthnic G roups (t) Posner (20041))
CIDP Per Cai>ita (In: l - l ) W orld D evelopm ent Ind icators (VVDI, 2013)
P opu la tion  (In: t) W orld Developm ent Ind icators (W D I, 2013)

N o te s :  (1 ) For ‘A u th o r’s Own C alcu la tion ,’ I consult,od several sources th e  most im i>ortant of 
which include, Africa Confide.ntial and Africa licscarch. Bulletin.

4 .4 .2  O u tcom e V ariables

I use Raleigh et al.’s (2010) dataset, ACLED, to code niy outcome variables, ‘Pre- 

Election Events (3 M onths)’ and ‘Post-Election Events (3 M onths).’ These variables 

are count variable’s: They count the nmnl)er of violent instances or events tha t 

occurred in the three-month period before and after all 170 elections in my dataset. 

I cannot enii)hasize this point enough. The choice of three months as oi)posed to four, 

five, or six is arbitrary and thus open to question. There is an emerging consensus 

in the democratization literature, however, th a t the electoral ])rocess spans a six- to 

nine-month period, the first three months of which are usually referred to as the ‘pre

election’ phase and the last three months as the ‘post-election’ i)hase of the process 

(Daxecker 2012, 2014; Lindberg 200Ga; Straus and Taylor 2012). This dataset is 

one of several ‘event-based’ datasets that have been developed in the last number of

83



years to address some of tlie more im portant ciuestions surromidiiig the ‘new forms’ 

of violence and conflict more generally as documented in Chapter 3, Section 3.2 

of this study. (Straus 2012). It defines violence through its constituent events, the 

purpose of which is to provide an overview of all forms of violence and conflict within 

and across countries. An ‘event’ is defined as an “altercation where often force is 

used by one or more groups for a political end” (Raleigh, Linke, and Dowd 2012: 

G). The terms ‘force’ and ‘()oliticar deserve si)ecial attention in this regard; The 

dataset differentiates between jjolitical and non-political events and only includes 

those events th a t are political in nature. This is a key })oint -  I r(!turn to it below. 

The information on which the dataset is based is sourced from local, national, and 

international news reports among other somces such tia BBC Monitoring, Lexis- 

Nexis, and Factiva. It is im portant to empluisize, in conclusion, th a t the dataset 

serves fis an im portant, if imperfect, resource in studying electoral violence in Sul>- 

Saharan Africa because it records a nniltitiide of violent instances or events ranging 

from coercive intimidation to i)hysical assault th a t occur over the course of the 

electoral cycle in fifty of the region’s comitries over the sixteen-year period, 1997 

to 2012, and disaggregates these instances into four characteristics including: (1) 

Actor; (2) Activity; (3) Location; and (4) Date. As alluded to above, the dataset 

suffers from several shortcomings the most im portant of which has to do with the 

fragmentary nature of the descriptions th a t acconii)any many of these events. It 

is thus impossible to differentiate between those events th a t are directly connected 

to an election and those th a t are not. In light of this problem, I have included 

every violent event th a t occurred over the course of the electoral cycle. It must 

be added tha t it is difficult to make a clear-cut concej^tual distinction between an 

‘election’ and ‘non-election’ event because an election can change the very meaning 

and significance of an event.

First, the dataset prioritizes breath over depth. In other words, t,he dataset records
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thousands of re})orted instances of violence or events but doesn’t distinguish among 

these events in terms of their lethality or severity. It is thus difficult to compare 

events (Eck 2012). This criticism cannot be dismissed lightly. As we saw above, an 

event is defined as an “altercation whore often force is used by one or more groups 

for a political end” but we are not told whether the degree of force associated with 

any event is of a ‘high,’ ‘medium,’ or ‘low’ magnitude. Moreover, it is difiicult to 

difTerentiate among events in terms of their lethality and assign them to one or the 

other of these categories l)ecause the descrii)tions th a t accompany many of them are 

discussed in varying degrees of detail and thus fragmentary. By way of exanijjle, 

we’re told th a t a public building w'as set on fire during an election by such and such a 

groui) because they doubled as a voter-registration venue. T hat is all the information 

we’re given, however. It is thus difficult to ‘fiesh o u t’ these altercations and form 

a more complete i)icture of what transpired during them because we are only told 

so much about them. This is the single most im portant shortcoming of the dataset 

because it leaves us with only a snapshot of these ‘altercations’ (Raleigh, Linke, 

and Dowd 2012). Although j)roblematical, this drawl>ack is not insininonntable for 

a rctison I discuss in more detail below. It is im portant to note in this regard, 

furthermore, th a t all of the existing event-based datasets sufTer from this problem 

to a greater or lesser degree. For example, the first, Geo-Reference Event Dataset, 

defines an event as an “instance of fatal organized violence” or “an incidence of the 

use of armed force by an organized actor against another organized actor, or against 

civilians, resulting in at least one direct death in either the best, low or high estimate 

categories a t a specific location and for a specific tem poral duration” (Sundberg and 

Melander 2013: 524). The second, Social Conflict in Africa, defines an event in a 

similarly ambiguous fashion. The authors of this dataset argue, “(We) collected 

data  on various forms of social and political unrest. .. Each record in SCAD refers 

to a unicjiie event. Events can last for a single day to several weeks or months. To 

define an event, our research team determinetl the particular actor(s) involved, their
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target(s), and tlie issue(s) at stake. A conflict is classified as a single event if the 

issues, actors, and targets are the same and there is a distinct, continuous series of 

actions over time” (2012: 504-G). By way of exam])le, the violence tha t followed in 

the wake of Kenya’s ‘stolen’ election in December, 2007 is recorded as a single event 

by this dataset desjiite the fact tha t some 1,000 to 2,000 j)eople were killed during 

this election. These datasets are nonetheless imi)ortant because they reveal the more 

subtle aspects of of violence and conflict more generally. “Civil wars are not binary 

conflicts,” according to Kalyvas (2003; 475), “but complex and ambiguous processes 

th a t foster an apj)arently massive, though variable, mix of identities and actions.”

Second, the dataset doesn’t address the im portant question of why an ‘A ctor’ en

gaged in an act of violence. For example, it distinguishes among difl^erent ‘Actors’ 

including ‘State Actors’ and ‘Armed C om batants,’ etc. but stops short of describ

ing these actors in any detail. As in the case above, it is thus difficult to ‘flesh O T it’ 

these altercations and form a more complete picture of what transpired diu ing them 

because we are only told so much about them. A third criticism fre;quently levelled 

against event-biised datasets concerns the jiotential bias in media-based sources of 

information. The information on which this dataset is based is collected from local, 

national, and international news rei)orts among other sources such as I3BC Moni

toring, Lexis-Nexis, and Factiva. This criticism involves the assertion th a t events 

are over-reported in some areas (e.g. urban aretis) and under-reported in other ar

eas (e.g. rural arejis) because there are more sources of information such as those 

outlined above in the former than the latter areas. Again, this criticism cannot be 

dismissed. A number of scholars have since found th a t ACLED data  compares favor

ably with WikiLeaks data  for 2008-09 in Afghanistan (O’Loughlin, W itmer, Linke, 

and Thorwardson, 2010). They argue, “W hat the relefise of the WikiLeaks data  

allows is the first formal comparison of event da ta  collected from media reports to 

the internal military reports th a t document the day-to-day war develojjments. .. Not



surprisingly, given our knowledge of different monitoring frameworks and the limi

tations of media re})ortiug, the ACLED values are a small fraction of the WikiLeaks 

event numbers. .. However, the logged data  association demonstrates the utility of 

the ACLED events data; th a t line closely parallels the higher value for the Wik

iLeaks data  in its general upward trend and its seasonal rise-fall” (2013; 480-1). It 

is im portant to enijjhasize, in conclusion, th a t media-bfised sources of information 

are selective and thus subject to journalistic bias. This is an unfortmiate shortcom

ing of every dataset tha t is based on these sources of information. (Bernauer and 

Gleditsch 2012; Chojnacki, Ickler, Spies, and Wiesel 2012; De Juan 2012; Schrodt 

2012). Chojnacki et al., (2012) i>ut the point well, “Despite the w’elcome availability 

of a growing number of georeferenced event datasets, severnl practical and analytical 

issues remain controversial or mu'esolved. In particular, data collection efforts may 

lack transi)arency about subjectivity, uncertainty, or inter-coder consistency of cod

ing results. .. 'I'lius, by assuming tha t both event data  and the research strategies 

to collect information are inlierently biased, the overall scientific ol^jective is not 

the completeness of events, but a proactive i)robleni-oriented ai)i)roach to deal with 

biased information and transform source data  into event data” (2012: 383).

As discussed above, the dataset suffers from a number of shortcomings the most 

imi^ortant (jf which has to do with the fragmentary nature of the descriptions tha t 

accomi)any many events. It is im portant to enij)liasize in this regard th a t I have 

taken several steps to minimize these shortcomings. First, I have distinguished be

tween different ‘Actors’ and, in line with current scholarship on the subject of elec

toral violence, I have presented evidence tha t indicates th a t the m ajority of pre- and 

post-election violence is conunitted by the government and \or government-1 )acked 

entities in the form student-, youth-, and niilitia-groups. A number of scholars have 

argued tha t the ‘government’ as opposed to the ‘oi)position’ has been responsible for 

the m ajority of electoral violence since the (re-)introduction of nniltiparty elections
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ill the early 1990s (Daxecker 2012, 2014; Davenport 1997; Hafiier-Bnrton, Tlyde, 

and Jablonski 2013; Kirschke 2000; Kraetzscliiiiar and C avatorta 2010; Roessler 

2005; Straus and Taylor 2012). As we can see in Table (4.2) below, I have distin

guished between four different actors including, ‘S tate A ctors,’ ‘Armed C om batants,’ 

‘Irregular Forces,’ and ‘Protestors\R ioters.’ Two of these actors, ‘S tate Actors’ 

and ‘Irregular Forces,’ committed in the region of 70-85% of pre- and post-election 

events in 170 m ultiparty elections over the sixteen-year period, 1997 to 2012, coii- 

firming the argument referred to above concerning the disproportionate influence 

of government-supported groups in i)eri)etrating both types of violence. This is 

not to say th a t the goverimient as opposed to the oi)position is solely responsible 

for both pre- and post-election violence. As we saw in Cha])ter 1, Section 1.2 of 

this study, the op[)osition is just as ciili)able as the governnieiit when it instigates 

violence (Chabal and Daloz 1999). As dem onstrated in my chapter on Kenya’s 

‘stolen’ election, electoral violence freciiiently assumes a ‘tit-fo r-ta t’ i)attern wherein 

both government- and opposition-groups are involved. It is im portant to note, fur

thermore, th a t governments frequently ‘outsource’ violence to third [parties making 

it difficult to cissign responsibility to them directly (Branch and Cheesemaii 2009; 

Kirschke 2000; Roessler 2005). Second, f have distinguished between ‘violent’ and 

‘non-violent’ events and included only violent events in the operationalization of my 

outcome variables, ‘Pre-Election Events (3 M onths)’ and ‘Post-Election Events (3 

M onths).’

Third, I liave only included those events th a t occurred within a six-month period 

of an election. As demonstrated in C hapter 5 and C hapter 6 on pre- and post

election violence respectively, the intensity of violence, as measured by the number of 

violent instances or events, increjised during this i)eriod in Ethiopia, Zimbabwe, Cote 

d ’Ivoire, and Tanzania. Fourth, I have included tfie variabie, ‘Armed Conffict,’ in 

all four of my models on pre- and post-election violence to control for the possibility



th a t a large-scale conflict such as a civil war is driving the intensity of violence 

(luring an election as well. As we saw above, I have included every violent event tha t 

occurred over the course of the electoral cycle Ijecause I cannot differentiate between 

those events th a t are directly connected to an election and those th a t are not. It is 

im portant to note, fiu'thermore, th a t this variable is positive and significant in all 

of these models. This variable is significant and positive when regressed against my 

outcomes variables in a simple bivariate regression as well. The Uppsala Conflict 

D ata Program \Interuational Peace Research Institu te (U CD P\PRIO ) defines an 

‘Armed Conflict’ as “a contested incompatibility th a t concerns government and \or 

territory when the use; of armed force between two parties, of which a t le;ist one is 

the government of a state, results in at le;ist 25 battle-related deaths” (Gleditsch 

et al. 2002). This variable is standard in the existing literatm e on pre- and post

election violence (Daxecker 2012, 2014; Ilafner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 2013). 

And, finally, I have discussed many of these instances of violence or events in detail 

in Section 5.2 and Section G.2 of the above-mentioncnl chapters. As we will see 

in these chapters, th(\se events typically comjjrise acts of coercive intimidation and 

l)hysical fissault directed against electoral information, electoral facilities, electoral 

events, and electoral stakeholders (Ildglund 2009). It is imi)ortant to emi)hasize, 

in conclusion, th a t ACLED provides an im portant, if imperfect, starting-point for 

studying the phenomenon of electoral violence becaus(! it records a m ultitude of 

events ranging from coercive intimidation to physical assault th a t occur over the 

course of the electoral cycle. The dataset suffers from several shortcomings the 

most im portant of which has to do with the fragmentary natiue of the descriptions 

th a t accompany many of these events. It is thus impossible to differentiate between 

those events th a t are directly connected to an election and those th a t are not.The 

fact remains tha t all of these events are similar in th a t they comprise acts of force 

perpetrated for a i)olitical recison.
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Table 4.2: Pre- &: P ost-E lection  E vents by A ctor

A ctor Pre-E lection Events (%) P ost-E lec tion  E vents (% )

State Actors 30% 40%

Armed Combatants 5% 5%
Irregular Forces 55% 30%

Protestors\Rioters 10% 25%

N otes: (1) According to niy data, 3,173 pre-election and 3,382 post-election violent 
events were committed by one or another of the above-mentioned ‘Actors’ in 170 mul
tiparty elections over tlie sixteen-year i)eriod, 1997 to 2012; (2) And, I have ronnded 
off tlie above percentages to facilitate comparison between the perpetratcirs of pre- 
and post-election violence.

4 .4 .3  P re-E lectio n  V iolence: M ain  E xp lan atory  V ariables

As discussed in the oi)eiiing i)aragrai>h of this section, I have constructed an original 

dataset to code the three explanatory variables 1 us<; in Chajiter 5 on pre-elec:tiou 

violence, -  namely, ‘Office of the President,’ ‘Office of the President*Partly Free,’ 

and ‘Office of the President*Not Free.’ 1 briefly discuss these variables in turn  

next. The first explanatory variable used in this chapter, ‘Office of the President,’ 

is a dichotomous variable th a t takes the value ‘1’ if the office of the president is 

contested during an election and ‘0’ otherwise. It is coded ‘1’ in 108 of the 170 (C4%) 

observations included in my dataset and, in line with the first hypothesis on pre

election violence set out in Section 4.3 above, it is exj)ect(Hl th a t tlie intensity of this 

type of violence, measured by niunber of violent instances or events th a t occin- in 

the three-month period before all 170 elections included in my dataset, will increase 

when the office of the president is contested. The second explanatory variable used 

in this chapter, ‘Office of the President*Partly Free,’ is an interactive variable th a t 

takes the value ‘1’ if the office of the president is contested during an election in a 

‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized system of gcjvernnient and ‘0’ otherwise. This 

varial)le is coded ‘1’ in 59 of the 170 (35%) observations included in my dataset. 

And, lastly, the third ex];)lanatory variable, ‘Office of the President*Not Free,’ is
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coded in an analogous fashion and takes the value ‘1’ if the office of the president 

is contested during an election in a non-deniocratic system of government and ‘0’ 

otherwise. This varial)le is coded ‘1’ in 34 of the 170 (20%) observations included 

in my datfiset and, in line with the second hyjjotliesis on pre-election violence set 

out in the above-mentioned section, it is exijected tha t the intensity of pre-election 

violence will increase by an even greater amount when the office of the president is 

contested in a non-democratic system of government. I discuss the variable, ‘Office 

of the President,’ in more detail next.

The variable, ‘Office of the President,’ includes executive elections in presidential 

systems and legislative elections in parliamentary systems in which the i)redoniinant 

party  chooses the president as occurs in Angola, Botswana, Ethiopia, and South 

Africa. It is im portant to note tha t these elections are very im portant elections 

from the stand])oint of the incmnl)ent because the executive brancli of government 

wields significantly more power than the legislative and judicial branches of gov

ernm ent in Sul)-Saharan Africa. This much is uncontroversial. By way of example, 

scholars have long argued tha t j)residential systems of government have a detrimen

tal im pact on the establishment of democracy because they concentrate power in 

the hands of a small group of individuals or ‘Big Men’ (Barkan 1995; Lindberg 2004; 

Linz 1990a, 19901); Linz and Stej^an 199Ga, 199Gb; Prempeh 2008; Reynolds 1995; 

Van de Walle 2003). It is further argiuxl that the ‘wiimer-takes-all’ natm e of tlu^se 

systems makes elections ‘do-or-die’ affairs in which the the stakes of such elections 

are extremely high (Barkan 2008; Eifert, Miguel, and Posner 2010; Hoghmd 2009; 

Oniotola 2010; Posner 2004a, 2006, 2007; Prenii)eh 2008; Van de Walle and Butler 

1999; Van de Walle and Rakner 2009a, 2009b; Van de Walle 2003). The institution 

of the presidency therefore remains the locus of jjower of many comitries in Sub- 

Saharan Africa and the developing workl more generally for the reasons outlined 

above. Cranenl)urgh (2008) casts some doubt on tlie argument th a t th a t i)residen-
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tial elections are more im portan t than  parliaTnentary elections by showing th a t the  

incm nbents of j)arliam entary system s exercise as nnich, if no t more, power than  their 

counterparts in presidential system s given the  i)arliam entary  m ajorities enjoyed by 

m any of these incum bents as dem onstrated  by Popular M ovement for th e  L iberation 

of Angola (M PLA), Ethioi^ian People’s R evolutionary D em ocratic Front (E PR D F), 

and African N ational Congress (ANC). According to  my datase t, for exam ple, 5 of 

the  region’s 49 coim tries are [)arlianientary system s including Angola, Botswana, 

E thiopia, Lesotho, and South Africa.

4 .4 .4  P o st-E lec tio n  V iolence: M ain  E xp lan atory  V ariables

I have also constructcnl an original data«et to  code the  th ree explanatory  variables 

I use in C hap ter G on post-election violence -  namely, ‘R esults R ejected,’ ‘Results 

R ejected*Partly  Free,’ and ‘Results Rejected*N ot Free.’ I liriefly discuss these vari

ables in tu rn  next as well. T he first explanatory  varialile used in this chapter, 

‘Results R ejected ,’ is a dichotonious variable th a t takes the  value ‘1’ if the  outcom e 

of an election is rejected by the  0 ])iJ0 siti0 n and ‘G’ otherw ise. This variable is coded 

‘1’ in 86 of the  170 (51%) observations included in my d a tase t and, in line w ith 

the  th ird  hypothesis on post-election set ou t in Section 4.3 above, it is expected 

th a t the  intensity of this type of violence, as m easured by the  num ber of violent 

instances or events th a t occur in th e  three-m onth  period after all 170 elections in 

my datase t, will increase when the outcom e of an election is rejected by the  oppo

sition. Kenya is a telling exami)le of post-election violence: A fter a delay of several 

days, the  C hairm an of the Electoral Comm ission of K enya (ECK) announced to  the 

consternation of m any observers th a t  O dinga had  lost to  Kibaki. Following this 

announcem ent, the  former took to  th e  stree ts of th e  country  to  overturn the result. 

T he ensuing violence u ltim ately  cost the  lives of some 1,000 to  2,000 people and dis- 

jjlacem ent of 300,000 to  500,000 more. I retm  n to  th is exam ple in the  i)enultiniate 

chapter of th is study. T he second explanatory  variable in th is chai)ter, ‘Results Re-
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jectecl*Partly Free,’ is an interactive variable th a t takes the value ‘1’ if the otitconie 

of an election is rejected by the opposition in a ‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized 

system of government and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is coded ‘1’ in 38 of the 170 

(22%) observations included in my data.set and, in line with the fourth hypothesis 

on post-election violence set out in the above-mentioned secticju, it is ex|)ected that 

the intensity of post-election violence will increase by a even greater extent when the 

results of an election is rejected in this system of government. And, lastly, the third 

explanatory variable, ‘Results Rejected*Not Free,’ is coded in an analogous ftushion 

and takes the value ‘1’ if the outcome of an election is rejected by the oj)position in 

a non-deniocratic system of government and ‘0’ otherwise. It is coded ‘1’ in 41 of 

the 170 (24%) observations included in my dat<iset. I discuss the varial)le, ‘Results 

Rejected,’ in more detail next.

At the outset, it is im portant to note tliat it is difficult to identify the ‘government’ 

as opposed to the ‘opposition’ in Sub-Saharan Africa l)ecause many political par

ties in the region are the ephemeral creations of so-called ‘Big Men’ rather than 

the t^xpressiou of underlying societal cleavages a.s traditionally occurred in the West 

(Clapham 1997; Manning 2005; Randall and Svfeand 2002a, 2002b; Van de Walle 

2003; Van de Walle and Butler 1999). “The whole thrust of the comparative liter

ature on parties,” acc^ording to Manning (2005), “is tha t i)arties are there to rein 

in divisive, expansive, even explosive, social forces unlea.shed l)y the socioeconomic 

modernization processes. In many Africa states it is just the oi)posite... elites use 

l)arties to mobilize, aggregate, and disaggregate various kinds of social forces. They 

do not rei)resent social cleavages so much as manage and manipulate them ” (2005: 

718-9). In some countries such as Angola it is easy to identify the government 

and the opposition -  Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA) and 

National Union For Total Independence of Angola (UNITA) respectively -  because 

this distinction has remained more or less the same since independence in the 1970s



(Reno 2011). In other countries this distinction is less clear-cut, howeveu'. Since the 

(re-)introduction of niultii)arty elections in the early 1990s, Lesotho Congress for 

Democracy (LCD) has faced challenges from a muiiber of i)olitical i)arties including 

Biisotho National Party (BCP), All Basotho Convention (ABC), and Democratic 

Congress (DC) among others. Indeed, some scholars go so far as to argue th a t the 

very concept of ‘oj)position’ is anomalous in the region more generally. Clapham 

(2007) puts the point well in arguing, “The idea of opposition has yet to establish a 

stai)le and accepted place in the structure of African statehood. Not until African 

states themselves a ttain  a level of stability, autonomy and effectiveness... will oppo

sitions within those states gain a stable and accepted position in the i)olitical order” 

(1997: 556). In light of this difficulty, I have thus followed a three-step process in 

coding my data  on this varial)le.

First, I ccmsulted the joiu'nals Africa Confidential and Africa Research Bulletin  to 

determine the ‘W iimer’ and ‘Loser’ of all 170 elections included in my dataaet. I 

briefly discuss these journals next because they played such an im portant part in 

the data-gathering process. The first has been ])ublisluHl on a weekly bawis since 

the 1960s. Its name is derived from the fact th a t contributors have written for it 

on the basis of anonymity, a i)rincii)le th a t was established to ensure its w riters’ 

safety during the early years of the j)ost-independeuce period. The journal is only 

available by subscrii)tion. As a result, it doesn’t sell any of its content to web- 

based information aggregators such as Lexis-Nexis and Factiva, etc. The second has 

been published on a monthly basis since the 1960s as well. It derives its content 

from domestic and international news reports among other sources. All soiu'ces are 

acknowledged. And, the reader can follow an ei)isode such as Kenya’s 2007 in its 

entirety l)ecause one aspect of the event is referenced to a second aspect and so on. 

As far as I am aware, finally, scholars have yet to use these journals to code data 

on African politics. This is surj:)rising given the fact th a t they have been published
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on a regular basis since independence in the early IDGOs. W hat is more, the articles 

are w ritten in a succinct fashion making the search for information pertaining to 

the variables of interest straightforward. As demonstrated in Table (4.1) above, for 

exami)le, 1 have used these sources to code many of my explanatory and control 

variables including, ‘Office of the President,’ ‘Results Rejected,’ and ‘Margin of 

Victory’ among others. Second, I determined which of these elections were rejected 

by the opposition. The third and final step involved using several additional sources 

including Journal of Democracy’s Election Watch, Freedom House’s Freedom in the 

Wojid Reports and U.S. State I^epartm ent’s Bachjround Notes and Hwnan Rights 

Reports to ccji roborate this data.

4.4 .5  S ub sid iary  E xp lan atory  V ariables

As we saw in Section 4.3 al)ove, the relationship between a country’s system of gov

ernment and instability has received considerable attention in the democratization 

literature (Brownlee 2009, 2011; Carey 2007; Cedernian, Ilug, and Wenger 2008; 

F('aron and Laitin 2003; Fox and Iloelscher 2012; Gates et al. 200G; Ckxlitsch and 

Ruggeri 2010; CJoldsniith 2010; Coldstone et al. 2010; Hegre et al. 2001; Howard 

and Roessler 2006; Klooj:) and Zuern 2007; Mansfield and Snyder 1995; 2002; Mc

Coy and Ilartlyn 2009; Osaghae 2004; Regan and Bo’ll 2010; Snyder 2001; Stockemer 

2010; Trier and Jackman 2008; Vreeland 2008). Btised on Huntington’s (19G8: 1) in

sight th a t the most inii)ortant political distinction between countries “concerns not 

their form  of government but their degree of government,” these studies distinguish 

between several ‘levels of democracy’ including, ‘democracy,’ ‘semi-democracy,’ and 

‘autocracy’ using the well-known Freedom House or Polity IV  datasets. As we saw 

hi this section, furthermore, the argument th a t ‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized 

systems of government are more susceptible to violence and instability more gener

ally than  other systems has received considerable support in this literature (Fox and 

Iloelscher 2012; Gates et al. 200G; Goldstone et al. 2010; Gleditsch and Ruggeri



2010; Hegre et al. 2001; Mansfield and Snyder 1995, 2002; Regan and Bell 2010; 

Snyder 2001). By way of example, Hegre et al. (2001) and Gates et al. (2006) find 

support for this argument in a large-N, cross-case study over the years, 1800 to 2000. 

In fact, Goldstone et al. (2010) and Fox and Iloelscher (2012) have since revisited 

this argument and foimd th a t a variation of ‘hybrid’ systems, th a t is to say, “partial 

democracies with factionalism” face exceptionally high risks of violence and conflict 

more generally as well. Such is the popularity of this finding, moreover, scholars 

frequently refer to it as the ‘Inverted U ’ liyi)othesis (Klopp and Zuern 2007). As we 

saw above, it is based on the insight th a t societies in the process of change are more 

susceptible to instability than other systems of government including democracies 

and autocracies because their institutions such as m ultiparty elections are still in a 

“process of congealment” (Wood 1992).

It is im portant to note th a t the argument th a t ‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized 

systems of government are more susceptible to violence and instability more gener

ally than other systems has come in for considerable criticism in the last numl)er of 

years (Carey 2007; Cedernian, Hug, and Wenger 2008; Gleditsch and Ruggeri 2010; 

Goldsmith 2010; Regan and Bell 2010; Stockemer 2010; Treier and Jackman 2008; 

Vreeland 2008). Some studies (juestion the i)urported relationshii) on the grounds 

th a t the measure of democracy used to test the theory is deficient (Cederman, Hug, 

and Wenger 2008; Reagan and Bell 2010; Treier and Jackm an 2008; Vreeland 2008). 

Regan and Bell (2010) argue, for example, th a t considerable uncertainty exists in 

the literature as to the definition and hence operationalization of ‘hybrid’ systems 

of government. They argue “Despite the frequent use of the term anocracy, there 

is little clarity about what an anocratic state  really is . . . Anocracy, to our minds, is 

a complex category encompassing many variants of possible institutional arrange

ments. At the core, these regimes have the institutional capacity for some broader 

particii)atiou in the governing process, they have some institutional ability to facili-



ta te  cancliclate reci uitiiieiit beyoiul the selection by a small cadre of anointed leaders, 

and they exhibit some i)olitical behaviors consistent with a budding civil society” 

(2010: 748). Other studies question the relationship because the casual mechanisms 

linking the one with the other are not adequately specified (Carey 2007; Gleditsch 

and Ruggeri 2010; Regan and Bell 2010). It nnist be added in this respect, however, 

th a t large-N, cross-case studies are frequently charged with this accusation. See, 

for example, Gerring (2007: 43-8; 2012: 366-8) on the tradeoff" studies frequently 

face between cavisal mechanisms and causal effects. And still other studies cast 

doubt on it because the im portant distinction between the level of, and transition 

to, democracy is overlooked (Cedernian, Hug, and Wenger 2008; Regan and Bell 

2010). Indeed, many studies fail to find a relationship between ‘hyl)rid’ systems of 

government and instability at all (Goldsmith 2010; Stockenier 2010). The argument 

th a t weakly-institutionalized systems of government are more susce])til)le to insta

bility than other systems of government remains one of the more robust findings in 

the larg(v and small-N literature on civil war and democratization (B('issinger 2007; 

B lattnian and Miguel 2010; Bunce and Wolchik 2006, 2010; Daxecker 2012, 2104; 

Dixon 2009; Ilegre and Saniljanis 2006; Kalyvas and Kenny 2010 Thompson and 

Kmitz 2004; Tticker 2007).

In light of this ongoing discussion in the civil war and democratization litera

ture, I created a variable to measure the different systems of government on the 

grounds th a t some of these systems are more susceptible to election-related violence 

than other systems for the reasons Davenport (1997), Kraetzschniar and Cavatorta 

(2010), Beissinger (2007) and Tucker (2007) etc. pointed to in Chapter 3, Sections 

3.3 and 3.4 of this study. Accordingly, the variable, ‘Free (t-1),’ takes the value ‘1’ if 

the country in cjuestion is considered ‘Free’ bj" the organization. Freedom House, and 

‘0’ otherwise. It is coded ‘1’ in 27 of 170 (16%) of the observations included in my 

dataset and it is measured in the year, t-1. By corollary, the variable, ‘Partly Free
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(t-1),’ takes the vahie ‘1’ if the country in question is c;ousi(l(ue<l ‘Partly  Free’ by the 

same organization and ‘0’ otherwise. It is coded ‘1’ in 84 of the 170 (49%) observa

tions included in my dataset and it is measiu'ed in the j^ear, t-1. And, finally, the 

variable, ‘Not Free (t-1),’ is constructed in an analogous fashion to those outlined 

above and takes the value ‘1’ if the country in question is considered ‘Not Free’ by 

the above-mentioned organization and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is coded ‘1’ in 59 

of the 170 (35%) observations included in my dataset and it is measured in the year, 

t-1, fis well. The variables. Partly Free (t-1)’ and ‘Not Free (t-1),’ are interjn'eted 

in relation to the reference category, ‘Free (t-1).’ These variables, furthermore, are 

mejisured in the year, t-1, to circumvent some of the problems associated with endo

geneity between the outcome and exjilanatory variables. It is im portant to note in 

this regard tha t the above-mentioned organizaticjn rates a country as ‘dem ocratic’ 

and ‘semi-democratic,’ etc. retrospectively. We want to make sure, in other words, 

th a t the system of government in year, t-1, is driving the intensity of violence in 

year, t, and not the other way around. This ap])roach is standard in the democra

tization literature (Goldstone et al. 2010; Ilegre et al. 2001; Li 2005; Smith 2000; 

Wade and Reiter 2007; Wright 2009).

I use tlata from Freedom House to code the variables, ‘Free (t-1),’ ‘Partly  Free (t- 

1),’ and ‘Not Free (t-1).’ By way of background, this organization has published an 

annual survey of the ‘state of freedom’ in upwards of 200 countries and territories, 

bfised on questions derived from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, since 

the early 1970s. The survey measures ‘freedom,’ th a t is to say, the opportunity  to 

act spontaneously in a variety of fields outside the control of the government and 

other sources of domination, according to two broad categories: 1) Political Rights 

and 2) Civil Liberties. The first dimension of this concept, political rights, enables 

people to participate freely in the political i)rocess and elect representatives who 

have a decisive imj)act on public policies and are accountable to the electorate. The
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second, civil liberties, allows for the freedoms of expression and belief, associational 

and organizational rights, rule of law, and personal autonomy without interference 

from the state. All of the countries and territories covered by the organization is 

assigned a numerical rating, on a scale of ‘1’ to ‘7’ for the above-mentioned rights 

and liberties. A rating of ‘1’ indicates the highest level and ‘7’ the lowest level 

of freedom. The ratings j)rocess is bas(Kl on a checklist of several political rights 

and civil liberties (luestions; 1 have set out these questions in Appendix E of this 

study. The average of these ratings is called the ‘Freedom R ating.’ And, finally, a 

country is rated ‘Free’ (1.0 to 2.5), ‘Partly Free’ (3.0 to 5.0), or ‘Not Free’ (5.5 to 

7.0) based on this rating. Given the importance of these variables in my analysis 

of electoral violence, I discuss two of them, ‘Partly Free’ and ‘Not Free,’ in more 

detail in the aforementioned appendix as well. This datas(;t rtnnains one of the more 

im portant datasets in the literature on democratization (Bratton and Van de Walle 

1994; Diamond f99G, 2002; Lindberg 200()a, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c; McFaul 2002; 

Norris, Frank, and Coma 20f3; Schedler 2002a, 20021)). The dataset is not })erfect, 

however. I discuss some of the shortcomings of the dataset in more detail next.

Some scholars have argued, for example, th a t the method for assigning scores is 

opaque and thus difficult to corroborate let alone replicate (Coppedge, Alvarez, and 

Maklonado 2008; Munck and Verkuilen 2002). Despite the fact th a t countries are 

rated retrospectively as ‘Free,’ and ‘Partly Free,’ etc. other scholars have argued 

th a t on-going violence and conflict more generally may be reflected in the coding of 

a coimtry (Treier and Jackman 2008; Vreeland 2008). Notwithstanding these criti

cisms, the measure continues to be the most witlely used niea.sure of democracy in 

the literatvu'e on democratization (Bratton and Van de Walle 1997; Diamond 199G, 

2002; Howard and Iloessler 200G; Lindberg 200Ga, 2009b, 2009c; McFaul 2002; Nor

ris, Frank, and Coma 2013; Rakner and Van de Walle 2009a, 2009b; Schedler 2002a, 

2002b. As we saw in Chai)ter 1, Sectk)n 1.3 of this study, Gerring (2012) argues



that, a good researcli design should aim to achieve four criteria one of which includes 

cumulation. He argues, “Science is not a solitary venture; it is better conceptual

ized as a collaborative project among researchers working on a particular area. This 

means th a t a research design’s utility is a partly a product of its methodological fit 

with extant work (2012: 91). W hat is more, the measure is straightforward in the 

sense tha t countries are rated ‘Free,’ ‘Partly Free,’ and ‘Not Free,’ etc. according 

to a simple set of ciuestions on both j)olitical rights and civil liberties. In sharp 

contrf\st, the Polity I V  dataset is anything but clear-cut because there are at least 

two methods of constructing the different levels of democracy. According to the 

first, ‘democracies’ are defined as those regimes th a t score between ‘6’ and ‘10’ on 

its 21-point scale; ‘semi-democracies’ as those th a t score between ‘-5’ and ‘5’; and 

‘autocracies’ as those th a t score between “-10’ and ‘-G.’ And, according to the sec

ond, ‘democracies’ are defined as those regimes th a t score between ‘8’ and ‘10’ on 

the above-mentioned sc:ale; ‘semi-democracies’ as those th a t score between ‘1’ and 

‘7’; and ‘autocracies’ as those th a t score between ‘-10’ and ‘0.’ At first glance, these 

different methods look more or less the same. On closer insjiection, however, the 

difference is cousitlerable. Using the first (second) approach outlined above, 28% 

(9%) of the 170 observations in my dataset fall under the ‘democracy’ category; 

67% (30%) fall under the ‘semi-democracy’ category; and 5% (54%) fall under the 

’autocracy’ category.

4 .4 .6  C ontrol V ariables

Following the small-but-growing large-N, cross-ca^^e literature on pre- and post

election violence, I have created several control variables iis well. These variables 

are set out in Table (4.1) above. I briefly discuss these variables in turn  next. 

The first, ‘Pre-Election Violence,’ is a dichotomous variable th a t takes the value 

‘1’ if one or more instances or violence occurred in the three-month i)eriod before 

an election and ‘0’ otherwise. It is coded ‘1’ in 135 of the 170 (79%) observations
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included in mj' dataset. The second, ‘Armed Conflict,’ is a dichotomous variable 

th a t takes the value ‘1’ if an election occurs during a civil war or other large-scale 

conflict and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is coded ’1’ in 27 of the 170 (16%) obser

vations in(’luded in iny dataset. By way of background, the Uppsala Conflict D ata 

P rograin\International Peace Research Institute (U C D P\PRIO ) defines an ‘Armed 

Conflict’ as “a contested incxjuipatibility th a t concerns government andor territory 

when the use of armed forc<; between two parties, of which at least one is the govern

ment of a state, results in at least 25 battle-related deaths” (Gleditsch et al. 2002). 

It is im portant to note tha t this varial)le is standard in the existing literature on 

pre- and i)ost-election violence (llafner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 2013). It is 

im portant to note, furthermore, tha t this variable is significant and positive when 

regressed against my outcomes variables in a simple Ijivariate regression. And, fi

nally, I have included this variable because my outcome variables, ‘Pre-Election 

Events (3 M onths)’ and ‘Post-Electicjii l*̂ >vents (3 M onths),’ include every violent 

event th a t occurred over the c(jurse of the elect(jral cycle for the reason discussed in 

detail above. Of course, Sub-Saharan Africa has witnessed its fair share of violence 

and conflict more generally in the decades since independence in the 1960s. As we 

saw in chapter 3, Section 3.2 of this study, scholars have argued th a t large-scale 

conflicts such as th a t outlined above have been on a downward trend since the (re- 

)introductk)n of m ultiparty elections and i)olitical competition more generally in the 

early 1990s (Straus 2012).

The third, ‘Margin of Victory,’ is a continuous variable tha t measures the com

petitiveness of an election and it is created by taking the difference between the 

‘W inner’s ’ and ‘Loser’s’ share of the vote. It takes a value between ‘0’ and ‘1.’ The 

fourth, ‘Incumbent Participates,’ is a dichotomous variable th a t takes the value ‘1’ 

if the incumbent participates in an election and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is coded 

‘1’ in 131 of the 170 (77%) observatk)Us included in my dataset. The fifth, ‘Doy-
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c o tt,’ is a (lichotoinous variable th a t takes th e  value ‘1’ if the  ()i)position boycotts 

ail election and ‘0 ’ otherwise. It is coded ‘1’ in 33 of the  170 (19%) observations 

included in iny datase t. As in the  cases above, th e  six th , ‘Free & F air,’ is a di- 

chotoinous variable aa well th a t takes the value ‘1’ if the  iiiternational com m unity 

considers th a t an election wiis not conducted in accordance with prevailing s tan 

dards (Read: ‘W estern’ standards) of probity  and ‘0 ’ otherwise. It is coded ‘1’ in 60 

of the  170 (35%) observations included in my datase t. As disciiss(Kl in detail above, 

I coded the  d a ta  on m any of my exi)lanatory and control variables from a  num ber of 

sources including Afjica Confidential and Afiica Research Bulletin am ong others. 

My d atase t is original in the sense th a t I collected, collated, and coded the reciuisite 

d a ta  on many of the  variables used in th is s tudy  -  I have thus creatcid a  dattiset 

from scratch because th e  inform ation on m any of the  above-m entioned variables is 

not currently  coded. It is im portan t to  em phasize in th is regard th a t m any of these 

variables are s tandard  in the  l)urgeoning litera tu re  on pre- and i)ost-election violence 

(Daxecker 2012, 2014; H afner-Burton, Hyde, and Jabkniski 2013). It is im portan t 

to  em phasize, furtherm ore, th a t m any of these studies have sought to  exj)lain this 

type of violence by draw ing on the  civil war literatu re . Several ‘causes’ of war have 

been identified in th is litera tu re  including ethnic diversity, economic developm ent, 

and i)opulation size am ong others. I discuss these variables in tu rn  next.

F irst, th e  relationship between ethnic diversity and civil war luus been the  subject 

of num erous studies in the  litera tu re  on civil war (Cederm an, W innner, and Min 

2010; Cederm an, G leditsch, and Hug 2012; Collier and Hoeffler 1998, 2004; Horowitz 

1985; Fearoii and Laitin  2003; S tew art 2002, 2008). T he argum ent comes in two va

rieties. T he first focuses on ‘ethnic fractionalization’ and holds th a t th e  relationship 

between diversity and war is linear, whereby an increcise in one leads to  an increase 

in the  o ther and vice versa, while the  second focuses on ‘ethnic jjo larization’ and 

holds th a t the  relationship is non-linear, w ith lower levels of conflict in highly lionio-
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geiieoiis and highly heterogeneous countries. The evidence linking one to the other 

remains inconclusive, however. Scholars have a ttributed  this fact to measurement 

issues concerning tlie definition and operationalization of the conce])t ‘ethnicity’ 

(Posner 2004b; Stewart 2002, 2008). By way of example, the Ethno-Linguistic Frac- 

tionalization (ELF) Index remains one of the more popular mef\svues of ethnicity 

bu t it assumes th a t ethnic groups are priuiordially fixed and thus mefisures ethnic 

ra ther than etlmopolitical cleavages. Daniel Posner has since argued -  with nmch 

success it might be added -  tha t ethnic groups in Africa are fluid (Chandra and 

Wilkinson 2008; Eifert, Miguel, and Posner 2010; Hyden 2006; Posner 2004a, 2004b, 

2006, 2007). In light of this subtle but nonetheless im portant difference, he has 

created a new index -  namely. Politically Relevant Ethnic Groui^s (Posner 2004b). 

I ’his index measures etlmopolitical cleavages, th a t is to say, ethnic groups tha t are 

divided politically. Cenerally speaking, ethnic groups in Africa can be distinguished 

by whether they are ‘politi(;ally-n'levant’ or ‘politically irr(;levant’ and this feature 

is a function of a given groujj’s imjjortance in national-level politics (Raleigh 2010). 

In light of this debate in the litc'rature, I created a seventh variable, ‘Politically 

Rx'levant Ethnic Groujjs ( t) .’ This variable measures the degree of (ithnic diversity 

in a country in the year, t, and takes a value between ‘0 ’ and ‘I .’ It is im portant 

to emphasize th a t 1 chose this measure of diversity because it measures the level of 

diversity between ‘i)olitically-relevant’ as opi)osed to ‘politically-irrelevant groups’ 

and it stands to reason th a t the former are more likely to engage in election-related 

violence than the latter because they have more to win and \or lose in nuiltii)arty 

elections.

Second, the relationship betw^een economic (levek)pment and civil war has been the 

sub ject of numerous studies in the literature on civil war as well (Collier and Iloeffler 

1998, 2004; Fearon and Laitin 2003; Ilegre anil Sambanis 2006). This argument 

comes in two varieties as well. The first examines the relationsliij) between growth
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and war, wliikj the second ex))lores th a t between jwverty and war. Studies have 

found a strong statistical relationship between these factors. Hegre and Sambanis 

(2006) note, for exani[)le, th a t civil wars are more likely to occur in countries with low 

rates of growth and low j)er caj)ita incomes. Accordingly, the eight variable, ‘GDP 

l\^r Capita (In; t-1),’ measures the level of development in a country in the year, t-1. 

It is imi)ortant to note tha t this variable is measured in the year, t-1, to circinnvent 

the prol)lems associated with reverse causality. P u t another way, we want to  ensiu’e 

tha t the level of development in year, t-1, is driving the intensity of violence in 

the year, t, and not the other way round. And, finally, the relationship between 

population size and civil war is one of the more robust results in the literature on 

civil war as well (Blattnian and Miguel 2010; Dixon 2009; Kalyvas and Kenny 2010). 

Accordingly, the ninth variable, ‘Poj)ulation (In; t ) ,’ measures the number of peojjle 

in a country in the year, t. It is ini])ortant to enipluisize th a t the variables, ‘GDP 

Per Ca])ita (In; t-1 )’ and ‘Po])ulatk)n (In; t ) ,’ are logged to account for skewness in 

the data. P u t another way, Sub-Saharan Africa is composed of fifty-plus countries 

tha t range in wealth from the poor (e.g. Sierra Leone) to the not-so-poor (e.g. South 

Africa). It is thus im portant to control for these differences in economic development 

and poj^ulation size in my models on pre- and j^ost-election violence as dem onstrated 

in Chapter 5 and Chapter G respectively. It is inijjortant to emphasize, in conclusion, 

tha t many of these variables are standard in the existing large-N, cross-case literature 

on j)re- and post-election violence (Daxecker 2012, 2014; Ilafner-Burton, Hyde, and 

Jablosnki 2013; Wilkinson 2004). I caimot emphasize this point enough. I conclude 

this chapter by turning to a discussion of the model th a t I use in the above-mentioned 

chapters on pre- and post-election violence next.

4.4.7 Statistical M odel

I use a Negative Binomial model to estimate the relationsliij) l)etween the outcome 

and exi)lanatory variables because the outcome variables in Chapter 5 and C hapter

104



G on i)re- and i)ost-election violence, respectively, ‘Pre-Election Events (3 M onths)’ 

and ‘Post-Election Events (3 M onths),’ are count variables, tha t is to say, they 

niefisure the number of violent instances or events tha t occurred in the three-month 

])erio(l before and after all 170 multii)arty elections included in my dattiset. This 

point cannot be emphasized enough; I return to it in the above-mentioned chapters. 

According to Allison (2009), for example, many scholars treat count variables as 

continuous and conduct their analysis using ortlinary least scjuares regression. This 

api)roach is unsatisfactory, so the argument goes, because these variables are by 

definition discrete (e.g. 1, 2, 3 . . . )  and have values greater than or equal to zero. 

W hat is more, many scholars model count variables Tising the well-known Poisson 

model. This approach is also unsatisfactory because count variables frequently suffer 

from a phenomenon referred to in the profession as ‘overtlisi)ersion,’ th a t is, the 

situation in which the variance is larger than the mean of the variable in (luestion 

(Allison 2009; Caniero(jn and Irivedi 1998; Long and F’reese 200G). As we will see 

in Table (5.1) and Table (G.l) in Chai)ter 5 and Chapter G on pre- and post-election 

violence respectively, the standard deviation and, by extension, the variance of my 

outcome variables, ‘Pre-Election Events (3 M onths)’ and ‘Post-Election Events (3 

M onths),’ is significantly larger than the mean indicating th a t the above-mentioned 

model is the most appropriate model to use for the purposes of this study at least. 

In other words, the; distril)ution of these variables is skewed to the right indicating 

that some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa witnessed considerably more violence, in 

terms of the number of violent events, than  other elections over the sixteen-year 

period, 1997 to 2012 (Gerring 2012: 240-2; King, Keohane and Verba 1994: 107-9; 

Collier, Mahony, and Seawright 2004: 8G-90; Van Evera 1997: 43-8).

Furthermore, there are several methods of detecting whether the Negative Bino

mial model is preferable to the Poisson model. According to the first method, the 

estim ated param eter labelled ‘Alj^lia’ is a measure of ‘overdisi)ersion’ and, if this
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param eter is greater than ‘0,’ then tliere is a significant a.momit of overdis]:>ersion. 

In fact, the software package, STATA, reports a Ukehhood ratio chi-square statistic 

of the null hypothesis tha t the (Hsi)ersiou param eter ‘Alpha’ =  ‘0.’ This test statis

tic is calculated by taking twice the difference of the log-likelihood of the Poisson 

and the Negative Binomial model. A large tests statistic  suggests tha t the outcome 

variable is overdispersed (Allison 2009: 49-69). Another method of determining 

whether the Negative Binomial model is i)referable to the Poisson motlel or vice 

versa involves using the ‘Coimtfit’ procedure. This method produces a series of test 

statistics and, on the basis of these statistics, indicates which model should be used. 

Indeed, tests using this procedure strongly confirm th a t the former is preferable to 

the latter in this application (Long and Freese 200G: 409-14). It nmst be added in 

this regard th a t the Negative Binomial model is becoming the model of choice so 

to s])eak in the burgeoning literature on j)re- and post-election violence (Daxecker 

2012, 2014; Wilkinson 2004). Lastly, all of the models use robust standard errors, 

which have been clustered by country, to account for the fact th a t individual ob

servations within a country are unlikely to be independent of one another. Again, 

in kss-teclmical terms, we have to account for the possibility th a t the level of vi

olence in election, t, is likely to have an effect on the level of violence in election, 

t+ 1 . This is standard procedure in the literature on pre- and jiost-election violence 

(Daxecker (2012, 2014; Hafner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 2013). In sununary, I 

use the Negative Binomial model as opposed to the Poisson model because several 

assumptions on which the latter model is based do not hold. A word of warning is 

in order, however. Again, I defer to Gerriug (2012). “It is im portant to remember 

th a t the contribution of advanced statistical protocols,” according to this author, 

“is focused largely on shortcomings of design. Econometrics is the de.xis ex rnacMna 

hauled onto the stage to rectify problems of measiu’ement error, ambiguous causal 

factors, insufficient variation along key parameters. .. and other issues th a t we will 

shortly discuss” (2012: 79).



4.5 Conclusion

111 order to explain pre-election violence, I a.ssnnie th a t the ‘incunibent’ is faced 

with a problem: He wants to decrease the uncertainty hut increase the legitimacy 

of an election but he can’t achieve the former w ithout jeopardizing the latter and 

is thus faced with a dilemma -  namely, ‘The Dilemma of M anipulation’ (Schedler 

2002a, 2002b). As a result, he creates electoral ‘devices’ or ‘safeguards’ in ortler to 

contain the uncertainty and maintain the legitimacy of an election. It stands to 

reason, furthermore, th a t he is more likely to do this in the i)re-election as opposed 

t.o the i)ost-election stage of an election because his chances of achieving his goal are 

significantly greater during this stage. Such is the level of uncertainty surrounding 

m ultiparty elections in the ('merging democracies, however, he cannot trust in only 

or the other of these devices. He will thus resort to several of tluvse devices including 

fraud and violence in order to contain the uncertainty th a t is a characteristic fea

ture of elections in the emerging democracies (Przeworski 1988, 1991). Pre-election 

violence may thus be conceptualized as a. means of influencing the outcome of an 

election in the pre-electi(Jii stage of the electoral i)rocess. Yet the incunibent is not 

going to resort to pre-election violence in a haphazard way. The decision will depend, 

ceteris paribus, on the importance of the election in ((uestion. As we saw in Chapter 

3, Section 3.3 of this study, furthermore, incumbents tyi)ically view elections as ei

ther ‘threatening’ or ‘legitim ating’ events and, to the extent th a t they view them as 

threatening (legitimating), they are more (less) likely to resort to fraud and violence 

more generally. Two implications follow: The intensity of pre-election violence is 

greater when: 1) W hen the office of the president is contested; 2) When the office 

of the president is contested in non-democratic systems of government. I test the 

hnplications of this theory in Chapter 5, Section 5.4 of this study.

Zimbabwe is a telling example of i)re-election violence. Following the controversy
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surrom uling a proposed change in the  conntrj^’s constitu tion  in 2()()0, President 

R obert M ugabe of Zimbabwe African N ational U nion-Patrio tic Front (ZA N U-PF) 

faced his first serious challenge during the co in itry ’s subsequent election in June  of 

th a t year when M organ Tsvangirai of Alovenient for D em ocratic Change (MDC) 

col)bled together a d isparate  coalition of non-governm ental organizations. A ltliough 

ZAN U-PF went on to  defeat MDC in th is election, its hold on power was significantly 

weakened. A larm ed by tlie m oim ting opposition to  his rule, M ugabe introduced 

tlu'ee separate piect^s of legislation in 2001\02 including: ‘C itizenship A m endm ent 

A ct,’ ‘Public O rder and Secm ity A ct’ and ‘Access to  Inform ation and P ro tection  of 

Privacy A ct’ (Bom'ue 2011). W lien these m easures proved inett'ective, he unleashed 

his ‘W ar Vets’ am ong other governm ent-backed grouj^s and invaded white-owned 

conunercial farm s in a series of land invasions. In the  run-ui) to 2005 parliam en

tary  election, furtherm ore, he launched ‘O peration  M m am batsv ina’ w ith the  os- 

tensil)le goal of eradicating illegal dwellings and inform al trade  in the  opposition’s 

strongholds, Bulawayo and H arare (B ratton  and M asunungure 200C). However, M u

gabe’s hegemony was called into question when he failed to  win an ou trigh t m ajority  

of the  vote in the  first-round (jf the presidential election on 29 March, 2008. M ugabe 

contem plated conceding defeat to Tsvangirai bu t was i)ersuaded against doing so 

by the Jo in t O perations Conunand (JO C ) (B ra tto n  and M iisunungure 2008). In 

the  wake of governm ent-orchestrated violence, M ugabe won 90% of the  vote in the 

second-round of the  presidential election on 27 Jm ie, 2008. D espite the  in ternational 

opprobrium  th a t followed these m easures, M ugabe has since gone on to  consolidate 

his control of the  country winning successive elections in 2002, 2005 and 2008. I 

discuss m any of the  instances of violence or events th a t occurred in th e  wake of 

these elections in C hapter 5, Section 5.2 of th is study.

In order to explain post-election violence, I assum e th a t the  ‘challenger’ is faced 

with a problem: He wants to  increase the  uncertain ty  but decreiise the  legitim acy
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of an election but he can’t achieve the former witiiont jeopardizing the latter and 

is thus faced with a dilennna -  namely, ‘The Dilennna of P ro test’ (Schedler 2002a, 

2002b). In accei)ting (rejecting) the outcome of an election, the opposition signal 

their satisfaction (dissatisfaction) with tha t electi(jn. Two implications follow. First, 

if the challenger acce])ts the outcome of an election, we should expect to see lower 

levels of election-related violence Ijecause the legitimacy of tha t election is not in 

question. Second, if the challenger rejects the outcome of an election, we should 

expect to see higher levels of election-related violence because the legitimacy of the 

election is in (juestion. Post-election violence may thus be concei)tualized as a means 

of influencing the outcome of an election in the post-election stage of the electoral 

process. Yet the challenger is not going to resort to ])ost-election violence in a 

haphazard way. But, crucially, the challenger’s decision in this regard will depend, 

ceteris paribus, on his chances of success. Drawing on Huntington’s (19G8) insight 

th a t societies in the process of change are i)articularly susceptible to instability, he is 

more likely to reject the results of an election in a wc^akly-institutionalized system of 

government because these systems i)erniit a degree of i)articipation and competition 

in the political process but often lack the institutions and mechanisms tha t may be 

called tq)on in the event of a dispute. Two implications follow: The intensity of 

l)ost-election violence is greater mider the following scenarios: 1) When the results 

of an elections are reject ed by the opposition; 2) When the results of an election are 

rejected in weakly-institutionalized systems of government. I test the implications 

of this theory in C hapter G, Section 6.4 of this study. It is im portant to note, 

finally, th a t my theory as to why some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa are marked 

by violence while other elections are not meets many of the criteria as discussed by 

John Gerring to do with i)recision, generality, i)arsimony, and coherence (Gerring 

2012: 58-73).

Kenya’s ‘stokni’ serves {is a telling example of i)ost-election violence. By way of
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liackgrouiifl, the country held concurrent presidential and parliam entary elections 

on 27 December, 2007. In a welcome departure from the paijt, it witnessed very 

little violence in the run-up to the election and observers addtxl to the general 

sense of oi)timism smrounding the event by declaring it to be ‘Free & Fair.’ A 

|)oll pui)lished in advance of the election showed the ‘challenger,’ Raila Odinga of 

the Orange Democratic Movement (ODM), with a lead over the ‘incum bent,’ Mwai 

Kibaki of the Party of National Unity (PNU) (Gibson and Long, 2009). After a 

delay of several days, the Chairman of the Electoral Connnission of Kenya (ECK), 

Samuel Kivuitu, annoimced to the sur|)rise of many th a t Kibaki liad beaten Odinga 

to win the election. Following this announcement, the la tter rallied his supporters 

and took to the streets to protest and overturn the result. Violence ensued and 

resulted in in the deaths of some 1,000 to 2,000 people and displacement of 300,000 

to 500,000 more. In rejecting the election, the opposition effectively set in motion a 

series of tit-for-tat clashes with the government th a t ultim ately cost the lives of so 

many people. I cannot emjjhasize this point enough. Chabal and Dalox (1999) argue 

“The political instnunentalization of disortler refers to the process by which political 

actors in Africa seek to maximize their returns on the state  of confusion, uncertainty, 

and sometimes even chaos, which characterizes most African polities” (1999: xviii). 

As we saw in Chapter 3, Section 3.4 of this study, a number of scholars have argued 

tha t ‘fraudulent’ or ‘stolen’ elections often result in violence and instability more 

generally (Beissinger 2007; Bunce and Wolchik 200G, 2010; Dcixecker 2012, 2014; 

Howard and Roessler 200G; Thompson and Kuntz 2004). I discuss many of the 

instances of violence or events th a t trans])ired in the wake of this ‘stolen’ election 

in Chaj)ter 7, Section 7.3 of this study.
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C hapter 5 

Pre-E lection  V iolence

5.1 In trod u ction

M ultiparty ek'ctioiis have become a ])ermaueiit feature of the pohtical huulscape 

in Sub-Saharan Africa since the early 1990s (Bratton 1998; Carothers 2002, 2007a, 

20071), 2010; Diamond 199G, 2000; Levitsky and Way 2002; Rakner and Van de 

Walle 2009a, 2009b; Zakaria 1997). All but a handful of countries in the region have 

yet to introduce m ultiparty elections confirming the imj)ression, held by experts and 

non-experts alike, th a t such elections are becoming increfi.singly connnoni)lace in the 

region more generally (Lindberg 200Ga, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c). Elections are one of 

the most inijjortant institutions of democracy and the primary means of settling 

conflict in a non-violent way. A proviso is in order, however: They often conduce 

not to the i)cacefnl transfer of i)ower as democratic theory suggests but to the out

break of violence and conllict more gf'inerally as rec'ently seen in the countries of 

Cote d ’Ivoire, Kenya, and Zimbabwe to name but a few countries in Sub-Saharan 

Africa more generally. Indeed, the existing scholarship suggests tha t (!lectoral vio

lence has affected roughly 20% of elections in the region since the (re-)introduction 

of political comi)etition in the last twenty-plus years (Bekoe 2012a, 2012c; Daxecker 

2012, 2014; Hafner-Burtou, Hyde, and Jablonski 2013; Straus 2012; Straus and
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Taylor 2012). As we saw in Chapter 1, Section 1.1 of this study elections perform 

several functions such fvs educating the citizenry in the political j)rocess, but their 

most imi)ortant function consists in determining who holds j)olitical power. As a 

result, they are inherently destabilizing events because they differentiate between 

‘winners’ and ‘losers’ -  a feature th a t is all the more consec}uential in Sub-Saharan 

Africa where political j^ower goes hand-in-hand with economic i)ower (Acemoglu 

and Robinson 2012; Chabal and Daloz 1999; Chabal 2005a, 2005b; Davidson 1992; 

Ilyden 2006; Meredith 2005; Thompson 2004). Elections are thus fundamentally 

ami)iguous institutions in the sense tha t they can, on the one hand, foster competi

tion and defuse potential conflict and, on the other, intensify latent ineciualities and 

exacerbate intergroup tensions along ethnic- regional- and religious-based lines.

The following chapter is interested in exploring the first manifestation of electoral 

violence this study is concerned with namely, pre-election violence. It is thus 

motivated by the following question: Why are some elections in Sul>Saharan Africa 

marked by j)re-election violence while other elections are not? As we saw in Chapter 

1, Section 1.2 of this study, this type of violence is said to occur before an election. It 

is thus perpetrated in anticipation of an election and it typically involves instances 

of violence tha t disrupt the ])rocess. Numerous exam])les of such violence in Sub- 

Saharan Africa exist including Burundi, Ethioijia, Kenya, Republic of Congo and, 

not least, Zimbabwe. However, it must be added th a t not all of these countries have 

experienced pre-election violence to the same extent. As dem onstrated in Table (5.1) 

below, there is significant variation in the outcome varial)le I use in this chapter -  

namely, ‘Pre-Election Events (3 M onths)’ (Gerring 2012: 240-2; King, Keohane and 

Verba 1994: 107-9; Van Evera 1997: 43-8). I return to this point below. Despite 

the prevalence of pre-election violence in Sub-Saharan Africa, scholars have yet to 

explain in a systematic fcishion why some elections in this region are marked by this 

type violence while other elections are not. There is a large literature on elections and
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an cciually large one on violence in this region, but the relationship between the two 

phenomena remains understudied. I cannot emphasize this point enough. Nmnerous 

scholars have noted this anomaly in the democratization literature; including, Bekoe 

(2012a, 2012c), Daxecker (2012, 2014), Ilafner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski (2013), 

Hoglund (2009), Kraetzschmar and Cavatorta (2010), Straus (2012), and Straus and 

Taylor (2012) among others. W hat is more, there are only two large-N, cross-case 

studies on pre-election violence in the literature (Daxecker 2014; Hahier-Burton, 

Hyde, and ,lal)lonski 2013). Both of these studies, furthermore, were pul)lished in 

the last coui)le of years. As a result, I would argue th a t we have at best a j)artial 

understanding as to why some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa witness pre-election 

violence. I briefly revisit the theoretical framework 1 set out concerning pre-election 

violence in Chai)ter 4, Section 4.4 of tlu; study next.

As we saw in Chai)ter 4, Section 4.3 of this stutly, the ‘incumbent’ is faced with a 

dilennna -  namely, ‘The Dilenuna of M anipulation’ (Schedler 2002a, 2002b). Simply 

put, he wants to  decrease the micertainty but increase the legitimacy of an election, 

bu t he can’t ac:hieve the one without jeopardizing the other. In order to overcome 

this dilennna, he resorts to several ‘devices’ including fraud and violence. And, he 

is more likely to do this in the i>re-election as opposed to the post-election stage 

of the electoral process because he stands a greater chance of affecting the result 

dm ing this stage of the process. Of comse, he can nianii)ulate an election in several 

ways. Such is the level of uncertainty surrounding these events, however, he cannot 

trust in the one or the other of these devices alone. He will thus resort to both 

fraud and violence in an effort to contain the uncertainty th a t is a characteristic 

feature of elections in the emerging democracies (Przeworski 1988, 1991). Following 

the studies discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.3 of this study, i)re-election violence 

may thus be concejitualized as a means of influencing the outcome of an election 

during the i)re-elect,ion stage of the ek'ctoral i)rocess. Of course, the incumbent
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is not going to resort to violence in a hapluizani way: This decision will deiiend, 

ceA.eris paribus, on the iin])ortance of the election in question. As we saw in the 

aforementioned cha])ter, fnrtherniore, incumbents typically view elections as either 

‘threatening’ or ‘legitimating’ events and, to the extent tha t they view them as 

threatening (legitimating), they are more (less) likely to resort to fraud and violence 

more generally. Two implications follow: Tlie intensity of pre-election violence is 

greater when: 1) When the office of the president is contested; 2) When the office 

of the i>resident is contested in non-deinocratic systems of government.

Given the paucity of studies on pre-election violence in the democratization liter- 

atm e to date, the following chapter contributes the most systematic examination 

of this tyj)e of violence to date by drawing on an (original dataset of 170 elections 

in 40 of Sub-Saharan Africa’s 49 countries over the sixteen-year i)eriod, 1997 to 

2012. As we saw in Chai)ter 4, Section 4.3 of this study, it argues th a t this type 

of violence often tiu'ns on the strategies of the incumbent. More specifically, this 

chapter finds th a t the intensity of pre-election violence, as measured by the num

ber of violent instances or events th a t occur in the three-month period before all 

170 elections included in my dataset, increases when the office of the president is 

contested in autocratic systems of government. This chapter finds, in other words, 

tha t pre-election violence is caused more by structural factors. I think this is an 

im portant finding because it suggests th a t the likelihood of such violence canncjt 

be reduced in the near- to medium-term given the fact th a t this office remains the 

locus of power in many countries in Sub-Saharan Africa (Cranenburgh 2008; Prem- 

peh 2008; Rakner and Van de Walle 2009a, 2009b; Van de Walle and Butler 1999; 

Van de Walle 2003). Very few countries in the re^gion have changed their political 

system in the twenty-i)lus years since the (re-)introduction of m ultiparty elections 

and political competition more generally in the early 1990s (Hartm ann 2007). “A 

comprehensive overhaul or redesign of the constitutional order,” according to Preni-
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j)eh (2008), “has generally been kept off the agenda by besieged incum bents and 

regim e oi)ponents alike” (2008: 111-12). Zambia serves as a cautionary ta le in this 

regard. 1 re tu rn  to  th e  im plications of this finding on pre-election violence in the 

concluding chai)ter of th is study.

Before i)roceeding it is im portan t to  note th a t the un it of analysis in the  following 

cliai)ter on i)re-election violence is the  election. As discussed in C hapter 1, Sec

tion 1.3 of this study, I am  not interested in analyzing countries, couutry-years, 

or country-m onths, etc. bu t in elections. W hat is more, I have chosen this re

search design for bo th  theoretical and practical reasons. On a theoretical level, 1 

have chosen this approach because it allows me to  identify several contingent and 

s tru c tu ra l factors th a t  con tribu te  to  the variation in the intensity of pre-election 

violence in Sub-Saharan Africa. This ai)proach is i)ecoming incre;i.singly standard  in 

the  l)urgeoning litera tu re  on the  subject (Daxecker 2014; Ilafner-B urton, Hyde, and 

.lal)lonski 2013). On a jiractical level, it is next to impossible to  find the  requisite 

d a ta  on m any variables of interest on, for example, a conntry-m onth level. It is 

in ii)ortant to  bear in m ind in this regard, fm therniore, th a t my d a tase t includes 170 

elections in 40 coim tries over the  sixteen-year period, 1997 to  2012. All rounds of 

an election are coded separately, th a t is to say, the first round of an election is ob

servation while the  second rom id is another observation and so on. These elections 

are set ou t in A ppendix C of this study. And, finally, this chapter is composed of 

six sections and it is organized as follows: Section 5.1 introduces the chapter, while 

Section 5.2 explores the  tem poral p a tte rn s of j^re-election violence using the ACLED 

dataset; I have discussed th e  s treng ths arid weaknt;sses of th is da tase t in detail in 

C hap ter 4, Section 4.4 of th is study. 1 have used this datfiset because it records a 

nniltitude of violent instances ranging from coercive in tim idation to  physical assault 

th a t occur over th e  course of the  electoral cycle. As we will see below, furtherm ore, 

this d a ta se t captures much of the violence; th a t occurred during successive (flections



in Etliiopia and Ziniljabwe. Section 5.3 introduces the data  and model, wliile Section 

5.4 and Section 5.5 (Uscn.ss the emi)irical results and robustness checks, respectively. 

And Section 5.6 concludes by summarizing the main findings of this chapter.

5.2 P a ttern s  o f  P re -E lec tio n  V io len ce

The following section is concerned to provide an overview of pre-election violence 

using the ACLED dataset. As discussed in detail in Chai)ter 4, Section 4.4 of this 

study, this dat^iset serves as an im portant, if less-than-jjerfect, starting-point in 

studying this type of violence because it records re])orted instances of violence or 

events in fifty African countries over the sixteen-year period, 1997 to 2012, and dis

aggregates these instances by: 1) Actor; 2) Activity; 3) Date; and 4) Location. As 

demonstrated below, many of the events th a t occurred in Ethiopia and Zimbabwe 

during their resj)ective elections comprised acts of coercive intimidation and physical 

assault directly tied to an impending electoral contest or aimounced electoral result. 

The targets of this violence typically included electoral information, electoral facili

ties, electoral events, and electoral stakeholders (Hoghmd 2009). It is thus erroneous 

to mejisure this concejjt by relying on a single indicator like the number of fatalities. 

As we can see in Figure (5.1) below, furthermore, several countries in the region 

including have experienced significant levels of pre-election violence, as measured by 

the average number of violent events j)er 100,000 people, over the above-mentioned 

]:)eriod. It is also evident from this figure tha t the intensity of such violence has 

varied quite significantly across the 40 cases included in my dataset confirming the 

argument made throughout this study th a t this type of violence disj)lays consider

able variation in the region more generally (Gerring 2012: 240-2; King, Keohane 

and Verba 1994: 107-9; Van Evera 1997: 43-8). Next, I discuss some of the more 

representative instances of violence tha t occurred dining Ethioj^ia’s and Zimbabwe’s 

elections over the last fifteen or so years. It is imi)f)rtant to note th a t I have chosen
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these countries for ilhistrative purjjoses only. As we can see in Figures (5.2) and 

(5.3) below, the intensity of violence increa.sed during these countries’ respective 

elections.

3.0
^ 2 .8

i  2.6

F igu re  5.1: P r c -E lc c t io ii E v en ts  P er  100 ,000  P eo p le

As (lenionstrated in Figure (5.2) below, Ethiopia has witnessed significant levels 

of ])re- and i)ost-election violence tluring m ultiparty elections in 2000, 2005, and 

2010. By way of background, the country has held four parliamentary elections -  

1995, 2000, 2005, and 2010 since the (re-)introduction of political competition 

in the early 1990s. Its rel)el group tm ned political party, Ethiopian Peoi)le’s Rev

olutionary Democratic Front (EPRDF), has dominated the j)olitical scene during 

this time winning 88% of parliamentary seats in 1995, 88% in 2000, G0% in 2005, 

and 90% in 2010. In fact, the EPIID F is one of several ‘reform’ rebel groups tha t 

emerged throughout Sub-Saharan Africa in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Reno 

2011: 119-02). Many of these groups have since jettisoned their militaristic heritage 

and embraced -  with varying degrees of enthusiasm it nnist be added -  multiparty 

elections. As we can see from the first panel of Figure (5.2), the intensity of vio

lence increased during the country’s elections on 14 May and 31 August, 2000. The 

dataset on which this figure is l)ased reports tha t the government’s military forces 

were involved in a series of clashes with several armed groui)S during this time in-
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eluding, Ogaden National Liberation Front (ONLF) and Oronio Liberation Front 

(OLF) among several smaller groups supi)orted by Eritrea and Somalia. The ONLF 

and OLF have Ijeen engaged in an interm ittent conflict with the EPRD F since the 

early 1990s over the self-determination of the Ogaden and Oromo i)eople respectively 

(Ilarbeson 2005). The distinction between rebel group and political party  is thus 

less straightforward in Ethiopia than countries in the region. In one series of events, 

fighting broke out between the ONLF and government’s military forces in the So

mali region of the country in March. In a second series of events, fighting broke out 

again between these groups in June. In a third series of events, furthermore, fighting 

occurred l)etween the OLF and government’s military forces in the Oromia region of 

the comitry in July. The datjiset also rei)orts th a t the government’s security forces 

responded in a heavy-handed fashion to a series of demonstrations during this time 

as well -  killing, injming, and detaining protestors in the Amhara, Oromia, Somali, 

and Southern Nations, Nationalities, and Peo])les’ regions.

Parliamentary tleclion 
(14 May. 2000) P a rliam en ta ry  E lec tion  

(IS  May. 2005)Parliamentary Election 
Somali Region 

(31 Auguet, 2000) P a rliam en ta ry  E lec tion  
S o m ali R eg ion  

(21 A u g u s t. 2005)

12-Month Period (Nov. ’99 • Nov. 00} 12-M onth P e rio d  (N ov. '04 - Nov. '05)

Parliam entary Election 
[23 May. 2010)

12-Month Period (Nov. '09 - Nov. MO)

Figure 5.2: Tem poral P a ttern s o f E lectoral V iolence: E th iop ia

The govermnent’s dominance was called into question during the coimtry’s 2005
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election when the opposition won 30% of the vote, hi fact, the opposition claimed 

they had won an outright m ajority of the vote and calletl for demonstrations when 

their demands for a re-run of the election went unheeded. As hi the case above, 

the government responded in a lieavy-handcHl fashion to these demonstrations by 

imprisoning its leaders and instigating a wholesale crackdown of the country at large. 

Abbink (2006: 176) puts the point well, “The Ethiopian parliamentary elections of 

May 2005 were the most contested ever. Preceded by a relatively free and open public 

(lel)ate... they generated an atmosphere of hoi)e and dyiiamism. But they ended in 

sharp disagreement, controversy, and massive repression of popular ])rotest in the 

post-election i)hase. Opposition ])arties claimed to have won l)ut to have been denied 

victory ix^cause of rigging, and when their dennuids for new elections in contested 

constituencies were reject(Hl, they c:alled for demonstrations. A period of instability 

and violence began, leading to the killing of dozens of j)eople and the arrest of tens 

of thousands of alleged opi)onents and pro testers... Political deadlock followed and 

disillusion came to reign in the mind of the i)ublic.” Smith (2009: 875) i)uts the point 

eciually well, “In the days before the election, large i)olitical rallies were well attended 

and peaceful... The main opposition parties disputed the (inal resu lts... But the 

panic and brinkmaiishii) of the iiiaiii contenders (luickly undermined the gahis of 

the pre-election period. .. Demonstrations in early June and again in late October 

and early Novenil)er led to violent crackckwns by security forces and the tleaths 

of 193 civilians and security officers, as well as the arrests of tens of thousands of 

others.” Indeed, we can see from the second panel of Figure (5.2) th a t the intensity 

of violence increased during the country’s election on 15 May and 21 August, 2005. 

The dataset on which this figure is based reports th a t the government’s military 

forces were involved in a series of clashes with the ONLF and OLF during this 

election as well. Tn one series of events, fighting broke out between the OLF and 

government’s military forces in the Oroinia region of the country in March and April. 

Three candidates of the Oronio Nationnl Congress (ONC) were subseciuently killed
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oil 15 April in Oroniia. The (latas(!t also reports t hat the governinent’s security 

forces responded in an excessive fashion opening fire on dem onstrators throughout 

June, July, and August.

And, finally, we can also see from the third panel of Figure (5.2) th a t the intensity 

of violence increased during the country’s parliam entary election on 23 May, 2010 

as well. As in the case above, the dataset on which this figure is based reports 

tha t the government’s military forces were engaged in a series of clashes with the 

above-mentioned armed groups including the ONLF and, to a lesser extent, the OLF 

during this election as well. The majority of these encounters, furthermore, occurred 

in the southern regions of the country including Oroniia and Somali. The southern 

regions of the country have tlius witnessed the majority of conflict since the (re-) 

introduction of m ultiparty elections in the early 1990s. As we saw above, the dis

tinction between rebel groui)s and j)olitical parties is not very clear-cut in Ethio])ia 

because many groups including the Oromo Liberation Front (OLF), the Oronio 

Federalist Democratic Movement (OFDM), and Oromo National Congress (ONC) 

claim to si^eak on behalf of the Oronio people. This shouldn’t come as a suri)rise. 

“The onset of m ultiparty elections meant th a t,” according to Scott Straus, “from 

a would-be insurgent’s point of view, governments were at least nominally vulner

able outside the context of armed resistance. .. For talented opposition figures, the 

opening of the political a ren a ... created a strong pull away from the battlefield and 

toward the domestic political arena” (2012: 19). In one series of events, the dataset 

on which this figure is based reports th a t fighting broke out yet again between the 

government’s military forces and rebel groups in April. In a second series of events, 

the opposition were intimidated by the government during several demonstrations 

in the capital city, Adis Ababa in May. In conclusion, ACLED reports th a t the 

government as opposed to the oi^position perpetrated the m ajority of events during 

the country’s respective elections in 2000, 2005, and 2010. Of course, it is difficult
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to assign full responsibility to one or the other of these groups given th a t violence 

frecjuently assumes a tit-for-tat pattern  as documented. As we saw above, many 

scholars have argued th a t the government has been responsible for the majority of 

violence since the (re-)introduction of multiparty elections in the early 1990s (Aalen 

and Tronvoll 2008; Abbink 2006; liarbeson 2005; Smith 2009; Tronvoll 2001, 2009, 

2010 ).

As dem onstrated in Figure (5.3) below, Zimbabwe has witnessed significant levels 

of i)re-election violence, as measmed Ijy the number of violent instances or events 

tha t occurred in the six-month period before and after eac'h of the country’s multi

party elections in 2000, 2002, 2005, and 2010. By way of background, the country 

hfus held seven ])arlianientary elections -  1980, 1985, 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, 2008 

and four presidential elections 1990, 1996, 2002, 2008 -  since iudei)endence in 

the early 1980s. Its struggle for independence was fought on two fronts: Robert 

Mugabe led the Zimbabwe African National Union (ZANU) aiul its armed wing, 

Zimbabwe African National Liberation Army (ZANLA), from Mozambicjue while 

Joshua Nkonio led the Zimbabwe African Peoi)les Union (ZAPU) and its armed 

wing, Zimi)abwe Peo])le’s Revolutionary Army (ZIRPA), from Zambia. The former 

subsumed the latter under the name, Zimbabwe African National Union-Patriotic 

Front (ZANU-PF), when Mugabe and Nkomo fell out with one another (Bourne 

2011). ZANU-PF went on to dom inate the political scene in the country during the 

first two decades of independence wiiming 80% to 90% of the vote during presiden

tial elections in 1990 and 1996. Following the controversy surrounding a proposed 

change in the country’s constitution in February, 2000, it faced its first serious 

challenge during the subseciuent parliam entary election in June, 2000 when Mor

gan Tsvangirai cobbled together a loose coalition of non-governmental organizations 

under the name Movement for Democratic Change (MDC). Although ZANU-PF 

defeated MDC during this election winning 50% of the seats, its hold on power was



significantly weakened by the emergence of this new party (Boiu'ne 2011; Kriger 

2005; Lebas 200G; Meredith 2005; Pottie 2002, 2003). The international connnunity 

has since resi)onded to this violence by encouraging ZANU-PF and MDC, on pain 

of economic sanctions, to form a ‘power-sharing’ government. Like many such ar

rangements in the region, this government ha»s achieved little in the way of histing 

change, however (Arriola 2009; Bekoe 2012b; Cheesenian and Tendi 2010; Krainon 

and Posner 2011; Lemarchand 200G). I return to this point in the concluding cha])ter 

of this study.

P res id en tia l E lec tion  
(9 M arch, 2002)

P arliam en ta ry  E lection  
(25 Ju n e , 2000)

12-M onth P eriod  (D ec. *99 - D ec. *00} 12-M onth P erio d  (S ep . '01 - S e p . *02)

f  200

Parliam entary Election 
(31 M arch, 200S)

Presidential Election; 2nd Rnd. 
(27 Ju n e , 2008)

Presldentlai/Parliam entary Election 
(29 M arch, 2008)

-2 - 1 0 1 2  
12-Month Period (Sep. 04 - Sep. OS) 12-Month Period (Sep. '07 • Sep. '08)

F ig u re  5.3: T em p ora l P a tte r n s  o f  E lecto ra l V io len ce: Z im babw e

As we can see from the first panel of Figure (5.3) above, the intensity of violence 

increased significantly in the three-month period before the country’s parliam entary 

election on 25 June, 2000. The dataset on which this figure is based reports th a t 

govermnent-backed groups in the form of student-, youth-, and militia-groups per- 

j)etrated the majority of violent events during this election. Typically, these events 

comprised acts of coercive intimidation and physical assault against electoral in- 

formatk)u, electoral facilities, electoral events and, not least, electoral stakeholders
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(Hoghiiul 2009). Ill one event, for exaini^le, Tichaona Cliiniinya and Talent ]VIal)ika, 

MDC snpi)orters, were killed on 15 April in Maiiicaland while driving home from a 

canii)aign rally. In a second event, M atthew Rukwata Dovi, MDC candidate, was 

abducted on 20 April in Mashonaland E;i.st, held incommunicado, and beaten repeat

edly before renouncing his candidacy. In a third event, Vusuniuzi Mukweli, MDC 

Chairnian for Gokwe Central, wjis a-ssaultcnl on 24 April. In several other events, 

furthermore, public buildings such as schoolhouses were set on tire because they 

doubled fis voter-registration venues. As dem onstrated above, many of the events 

th a t occurred during this election comprised acts of coercive intimidation and phys

ical assault against electoral information, elect(nal facilities, electoral events, and 

el(!ctoral stakeholders. I cannot emi)hasize this point enough. The above-ineiitioned 

dataset also reports th a t the government ‘outsourced’ vi(jlence to several militia 

groui)s including the so-called ‘War Vets.’ ZANU-PF luus relied on such groups 

since the early 1980s. This fact has been extensively documented in the literature. 

For example, Lindgren (2005) argues tha t Mugabe sent the Shona-doniinated ‘Fifth 

Brigade’ to hunt down Ndei)ele-speaking civilians susi)ected of sympathizing with 

ZAPU in Matabelelaiul iii the early years of independence. Pottie (2002) concurs, 

“The ZANU-PF campaign slogan. .. was exi)licitly back(xl uj) by an army of ‘War 

Veterans,’ and, imphcitly at least, by the police and armed forces” (2002: 485). 

“The leading i)erpetrators of violence,” Kriger (2005) continues, “were ZANU-PF 

su[)i)orters, often young men unenii)loycd... The second most comiiion group of i)er- 

petrators were ‘War Veterans’ militias, which were composed of a small number of 

liberation war veterans and a large number of youths. .. Inn)ortantly, (these groups) 

acted with the active or tacit suj)port of their superiors, including ZANU-PF can

didates” (2005: 28-9).

As we can see from the second }'>anel of this figure, the intensity of violence increased 

l)y an even greater extent in the three-month i)eriod before the country’s presiden-



tial election on 9 March, 2002. As we saw in the first paragraph al)ove, ZANU-PF 

beat MDC in this election but M ugabe’s share of the vote took a serious hit tiun- 

bling by almost 40%. In an effort to frustrate the growing opposition to his rule, he 

subsequently introduced three separate i)ieces of legislation including, ‘Citizenshii) 

Arnemlnient A ct,’ ‘Public Order and Security A ct’ and ‘Access to Information and 

Protection of Privacy A ct’ (Bomiie 2011). Me also turned yet again to the plethora 

of militia groups the government had nurtured since indei)endence in the early 1980s. 

The dataset on which this figure is based reports th a t these groups perpetrated the 

vast majority of events during this election ĵ is well. In one event, for example, Mor

gan Tsvangirai waa attacked by these groups on 12 October. In a second event. 

Maxwell Bidi, MDC Chairman for Hurungwe West, waa assaulted on 12 November. 

In a third event, the MDC’s offices in Btilawayo were burned to the ground on 16 

November. In a fourth event, an MDC rally was disrupted by ZANIJ-PF affiliated 

supporters on 20 January. And, in a fifth event, an individual suspecteil of sup

porting the opposition was abducted and tortiu'ed when couldn’t prove his loyalty 

to the government. As in the cfise above, many of the events th a t occurred during 

this election comprised acts of coercive intimidation and physical assault against 

electoral information, electoral facilities, electoral events, and electoral stakeholders 

as well. As we can see from the third panel of this figure, fm'thermore, the inten

sity of violence remained more or less the same during the coimtry’s parliamentary 

election on 31 March, 2005. In the run-uj) to this election, ZANU-PF launched ‘Op

eration M nram batsvina’ with the ostensible goal of eradicating illegal dwellings and 

informal trade in the opposition’s strongholds, Bulawayo and Harare (B ratton and 

Masimungure 2006, 2008). In one event, an MDC activist Wcis attacked for selling 

membershij) cards on 21 January. In a second event, moreover. Prince Chibanda, 

MDC candidate for Zvimba North, was attacked by ZANU-PF-affiliated supporters 

on 3 March.
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And, finally, we can also see from the fourth j^anel of this figure th a t the intensity of 

violence increased significantly during the secoiul-round of the country’s presidential 

election on 27 June, 2008. The goverrnnent’s dominance was called into cniostion 

during this election when Mugabe failed to win an outright majority of the vote 

in the first-round on 29 March, 2008. He contemplated conceding defeat Init wa-s 

persuaded against doing so by the Joint Operations Command (JOC), a rjuasi- 

niilitary body composed of senior military figures (B ratton and Masvuiimgure 2008). 

As we can see from this figiu'e, the intensity of violence increased significantly in the 

three-month jieriod between the first- and second-round of the country’s presidential 

election on 29 March and 27 June, respectively. The dataset on which this figure 

is based rejjorts th a t the above-mentioned l)ody assumed a more prominent role in 

the orc'hestration of violence during the second-round of this election. In one event, 

for example, tlu; government responded in a heavy-handetl fashion to an opposition- 

led demonstration in Harare on 13 April. In a second ev(nit, the MDC Treastner 

of Mashonalaud East, was alxlucted and nnutlered by ZANU-PF supporters on 

22 May. And, in a thirtl event, jiolling agents were attacked in Bulawayo on 27 

June. In the wake of this violenc(', Mugabe was re-elected with 90% of the vote. 

As we saw in Chapter 4, Section 4.2 of this study, pre-election violence is said to 

occur before an election. It is thus perpetrated in anticipation (jf an election and it 

tyi^ically involves instances of vicjlence that disrupt the j)rocess. As demonstrated in 

the foregoing section, Ethiopia and Zimbabwe therefore serve {is useful examples of 

l)re-election violence. It is im portant to note in this regard, fmthermore, th a t it is 

impractical for refisons to do with sj)ace to discuss more than a handful of the events 

tha t occiured during these country’s elections over the last twenty-plus years. Many 

of these events comprised acts of coercive intimidation and physical assault against 

electoral information, electoral facilities, electoral events and, not least, electoral 

stakehoklers (Hoglund 2009).



5.3 D a ta  &: M odel

5.3.1 D a ta

As discussed at the outset of this chai)ter, I use an original dataset of 170 nniltii)arty 

elections in 40 of Sub-Saharan Africa’s 49 countries over the sixteen-year period, 1997 

to 2012, to explore the causes of i)re-election violence. Before tinning to  a discussion 

of the varial)les th a t comprise this dataset, it is im portant to note tha t I use the 

term ‘original’ advisedly: The dataset is original in the sense tha t I have collected, 

collatcnl, and coded most of the information on my ex])lanatory and control variables 

from a nunil)er of sources the most im portant of which include Africa Confidentml 

and Africa Research Bulletin among several others such as Adam C arr’s Election 

Ai'chive and Albert Nunley’s African Elections Database. This i)oint cannot be 

emphasized enough. The outcome variable, ‘Pre-Election Events (3 M onths),’ is 

derived from the ACLED dataset. My exi)lauatory and control variables are bcised 

on the above-mentioned dataset. I have listed the source of all my variai)les in Table 

(4.1). My dataset includes every comitry in Sub-Saharan Africa with the exception 

of those countries th a t have not yet held a niultii:)arty election including Eritrea, 

Somalia, South Sudan, and Swaziland. It also excludes the small islands off the 

mainland such as Cape Verde, Comoros, M auritius, Sao Tome and Prmcipe, and 

Seychelles. And, finally, it is iuii)ortant to note th a t many countries in Sub-Saharan 

Africa hold presidential and parliam entary elections on the same tlay. Distinguishing 

whether violence related to the former or the latter is tiifficult in this situation given 

some of the shortcomings of the dataset on which my outcome variable is based. 

Given the relative importance of presidential elections in Sub-Saharan Africa and 

the developing world more generally, I assume in this chajjter th a t the violence th a t 

occurs in the three-month i)criod before an election is connected to this type of 

election (Eifert, Miguel, and Posner 2010; Posuer 2004a, 2007; Rakner and Van de
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Walle 2009a, 2009b). The (lescrii)tive statistics are set out in Taijle (5.1) next.

Table 5.1: Pre-E lection: D escrip tive  S tatistics

V ariab le M e a n St.  D e v M i n M a x N

P re -E lec tio n  E v en ts  (3 M onths)^ 18.G6 52.10 0 430 170
P re -E lcc tio n  E v en ts  (3 M onths)^ 11.58 23.18 0 189 165
P re -E lec tio n  E v en ts  (3 M onths)^ 10.86 21.34 0 189 164
Office of the President 0.64 0.48 0 1 170
Free (t-1) 0.16 0.37 0 1 170
Partly Free (t-1) 0.49 0.50 0 1 170
Not Free (t-1) 0.35 0.48 0 1 170
Office of the President*Partly Free 0.35 0.48 0 1 170
Office of the President*Not Free 0.20 0.40 0 1 170
Armed Conflict 0.16 0.37 0 1 170
Incumbent Participates 0.77 0.42 0 1 170
Boycott 0.19 0.40 0 1 170
Politically Relevant Ethnic Groups (t) 0.34 0.24 0.00 0.80 170
GDP Per Capita (t-1; In) 6.09 0.95 4.01 9.10 170
Population (t; bi) 15.82 1.27 13.13 18.91 170

N o tes: (1) Iiicliules all countries iii the dataset; (2) liichulcs all countries except 
for Zinihahwe; and (3) luclude.s all countries except for Zinihalnve and Kenya’s Pres- 
idential\Parlianientary Election in December, 2007

5.3.2 M odel

1 conducted several nniltivariate regressions using the Negative Binomial model to 

estim ate the relationship between my outcome and explanatory variables in this 

chai)ter. As we saw in Chaijter 4, Section 4.4 of this study, this model is the 

most ai)propriate model to use because my outcome variable, ‘Pre-Election Events 

(3 M onths),’ is a count variable, th a t is to say, it counts the niunber of violent 

events th a t occurred in the three-month period before all 170 m ultiparty elections 

included in my dataset. As we saw in this chapter, furthermore, many scholars 

trea t count variables as continuous and conduct their analysis using ordinary least 

scjuares regression. This approach is unsatisfactory because these variables are by 

definition discrete (e.g. 1, 2, 3 . . . )  and have values greater than or ecjual to zero 

Allison (2009). In addition, many scholars model count variables using the well-
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known Poissou modol. This a,i)in'oadi is likewise luisatisfactory -  in the  following 

analysis a t least -  because these variables frequently suffer from a phenom enon 

known as ‘overdispersion.’ In less-technical language, th is problem  is said to  occiu’ 

when the  variance of the variable of interest is larger th a n  the  m ean (Allison 2009; 

Cam eroon and Trivedi 1998; Long and Freese 200G). As we can see from Table 

(5.1) above, for exam ple, the  standartl deviation and, by extension, variance of my 

outcom e variable is significantly larger than  the  m ean suggesting, a t first glance 

a t least, th a t the  Negative Binomial model is the  m ost ai)[)ropriate model to  use. 

In o ther words, the  d istribu tion  of th is variable is skewed to  the  right indicating 

th a t some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa witnessed considerably more pre-election 

violence than  o ther elections over the  sixteen-year jjeriod, 1997 to  2012. T here is 

thus considerable variation in the level of pre-election violence (G erring 2012: 240- 

2; King, K eohane and Verba 1994; 107-9; Van E vera 1997: 43-8). And, finally, 

the Negative Binom al model is becom ing the  model of choice so to  speak in the 

burgeoning large-N, cross-ca.se literatu re  on electoral violence (Daxecker 2012, 2014; 

W ilkinson 2004).

It is in ijjo rtan t to  note th a t Model 1(a) and Model 1(b) are the m ost im portan t 

models in this chai)ter because they include all of th e  cases in m y datiiset w ith 

the  exception of Zimbabwe. As we can see from Figure (5.1) above, this country  

has w itnessed significant levels of pre-election violence, as m easured by the average 

num ber of violent events j)er 100,000 j^eople, over the  sixteen-year {period, 1997 to 

2012. In fact, the  s tandard  deviation of my outcom e variable decreases by some 

55% when th is country  is om itted  from the  analysis. T his fact alone provides prirna 

facie evidence th a t som ething is amiss with my outcom e variable, ‘P re-E lection 

Events (3 M onths).’ To be sure, the  d istribu tion  of th is variable is still skewed to 

the  right b u t the  degree of ‘skewness’ is significantly reduced when this country  is 

om itted . A more formal m ethod of determ ining which model to  run involves using
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the ‘F its ta t’ i)rocedure (Long and Freese 200C). This procedure produces a series 

of fit statistics and, on tlie basis of tliese statistics, indicates whicli model sliould 

be used. Tests using tliis proce(hne show ‘Very Strong’ support for the models that 

exclude Zimbabwe from the analysis. Note: Using a ‘Fixed Effect’ for Zimbabwe, 

this ]:)rocedure returns a difference of 74.50 in the Bayesian Information Criterion 

or BIC’ providing ‘Very Strong’ support for the models th a t exclude this coimtry 

from the analysis. I have also conducted a variety of robustness tests to ensure that 

the results are not driven by influential observations (Cameron and Trivedi 1998; 

139-88). In addition, 1 have also checked for ‘multicollinearity.’ This i)robleni is said 

to occur when two or more (explanatory variables are highly intercorrelated with 

each other. I have sought to identify whether my variables are susceptible to this 

l)robleni by running the Stata  command ‘V IF.’ VIF stands for Variance Inflation 

F^actor. As a rule of thumb, VlFs above ‘10’ are taken as indications of excessive 

nnilticollinearity. None of my regressions show signs of this i)roblem. Finally, all 

of the models use robust standard errors, which have been clustered by country, to 

account for the fact th a t individual observations within a country are unlikely to l>e 

indei)endent of one another. Again, in less-technical terms, we have to accovmt for 

the possibility th a t the level of violence in election, t, is likely to have an effect on 

the level of violence in election, t+1 .

5.3 .3  M easu rem en t  

O utcom c V ariable

As we saw above my outcome variable, ‘Pre-Election Events (3 M onths),’ is a count 

variable: It counts the number of violent events tha t occurred in the three months 

before an election. It therefore measures the intensity of pre-election violence by 

counting the number of violent events tha t occur in the three-month i)eriod before 

all 170 elections included in the dataset. As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.4
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of tliis study, I have used the ACIjED dataset to code tliis varial)le because this 

chitaset is the most comi)reliensive dataset of its kind in tlie sense th a t it records a 

m ultitude of violent instances ranging from coercive intimidation to physical cissault 

th a t occur over the course of the electoral cycle. We also saw in this chapter th a t 

all of the definitions of electoral violence agree th a t this tjqje of violence is a mul

tifaceted phenomenon th a t encompasses myriad activities. Targets of such violence 

typically include electoral information, electoral facilities, electoral events, and elec

toral stakeholders (Iloghmd 2009; Kraetzschmar and Cavatorta 2010; Rapoport and 

Weinberg 2000b; Sisk 2008; Straus and Taylor 2012). It is thus open to question 

whether one can cai)ture this phenomenon by relying on a single measure such as 

the numl)er of deaths. As we saw in this chapter, furthermore, this dataset records 

in excess of 3,100 violent instances or events in 170 m ultiparty elections over the 

sixteen-year j)eriod, 1997 to 2012. We should also recall from this chapter th a t two 

actors -  namely, ‘State Actors’ and ‘Irregular Forces’ conunitted some 85% of these 

events confirming the argument made by several scholars in the democratization lit

erature tha t government and \o r govermnent-backed groups in the form of student-, 

youth-, and militia-groups are responsible for the majority of pre-election violence 

in Sub-Saharan Africa (Barkan 1993; Barkan and Ng’ethe 1998; Branch and Cheese- 

man 2009; Brown 2004; Davenport 1997; Hafner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 2013; 

Kirschke 2000; Kraetzschmar and Cavatorta 2010; Kriger 2005; Lebas 200G; Mueller 

2008, 2011; Reno 2011; Roessler 2005). Finally, it is inijjortant to note tha t I have 

gone to considerable lengths to code many of my explanatory and control variables 

on pre-election violence because many of these variables are not currently available 

in existing datasets. I have listed the sources of all these variables in Table (4.1) of 

this study.
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E xp lan atory  V ariables

I also created a imniber ol explanatory variables to test the two hypotheses on pre- 

(■̂ lection violence set out in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 ol this s tudy  It is im portant 

to note in this regard tha t the first model, Model 1(a), includes three of the five 

explanatory variables while the second model. Model 1(1)), includes all five variables 

including the constitutive and interaction terms (Branibor, Clark and Colder 200G). 

These variables are set out in Table (5.2) and discussed, in turn, next. As we saw 

in the aforementioned chapter, the first main explanatory variable in this chapter, 

‘Office of the President,’ is a dichotomous varialjle that takes the value ‘1’ if the 

office of the president is contested during an election and ‘0’ otherwise. It is coded 

‘1' in 108 of the 170 ((54%) observations in my dataset. Elections in which this office 

is contested, th a t is to say, executive elections in i)residential systems and legisla

tive elections in parliamentary systems in which the j)redominant party chooses the 

I)resident are central to the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 4, Section 

4.3 of this study because these elections are the most im portant elections from the 

standjioint of the government because the office of the president is synonymous with 

power in Sub-Saharan Africa (Barkaii 2008; Cranenburgh 2008; Eifert, Miguel, and 

Posner 2010; Hartm ann 2007; Posner 2004a, 2007; Prem[)eh 2008; Van de Walle and 

Butler 1999; Van de Walle and Rakner 2009a, 2009b; Van de Walle 2003). As we saw 

in Chapter 3, Section 3.3 of this study, Davenport (1997) argues th a t governments 

in the emerging democracies view elections as either ‘legitimating’ or ‘threatening’ 

exercises and, to the extent th a t they view them as legitimating (threatening), they 

are less (more) likely to resort to repression against the opj^osition. It is thus ex

pected th a t the intcnisity of pre-election violence, as measvued by number of violent 

events th a t occur in the three-month period before each election included in my 

dataset, will increase when the office of the president is contested for the reason 

outlined above.
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The variable, ‘Partly  Free (t-1),' takes the value ‘1’ if the country in question is 

considered ‘Partly Free’ by Freedom House and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is coded 

‘1’ in 84 of the 170 (49%) observations included in niy dataset. Similarly, the 

variable, ‘Not Free (t-1),' takes the value ‘1’ if the country in c]uestion is considered 

‘Not Free’ by the same organization and ‘0’ otluu'wise. This variable is coded ‘1’ in 59 

of 170 or 35% of observations. And, it is inijjortant to note in this regard th a t these 

two variables are interi)reted in relation to the reference category, ‘Free (t-1).' This 

variable is coded ‘1’ in 27 of 170 or 16% of observations. Importantly, these variables 

are tneasmed in the year, t-1, to circmnvent some of the problems associated with 

reverse causality between the outcome and explanatory variables. To i)ut the point 

in less-technical language, we want to make sure th a t the system of government 

in year, t-1, is driving the intensity of violence in year, t, and not the other way 

around. This api)roach is standard in the democratization literature (Goldstone et 

al. 2010; Hegre et al. 2001; Li 2005; Smith 2000; Wade and Reiter 2007; Wright 

2009). As we saw in Chai)ter 4, Section 4.4 of this study, this measure of democracy 

is not without its problems. Scholars continue to express some reservations with 

this measure because the method for assigning scores is ojjaque and thus difficult 

to corroborate (Coppedge, Alvarez, and Maldonado 2008; Munck and Verkuilen 

2002). Despite this problem, this measiu'e continues to enjoy widespread sup[)ort in 

the democratization literature. The variable, ‘Office of the President*Partly Free,’ 

takes the value ‘1’ if the office of the president is contested during an election in 

a weakly-institutionalized system of government and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is 

coded ‘1’ in 59 of the 170 (35%) observations included in my dataset. The second 

main explanatory variable, ‘Office of the President*Not Free,’ takes the value ‘1’ 

if the office of the president is contested during an election in a non-democratic 

system of government and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is coded ‘1’ in 34 or 20% of 

observations and it is expected, in line with the argument outlined in the foregoing
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paragraph, tha t the intensity of pre-election violence will increase by an even greater 

extent when the office of the president is contested in non-deinocratic systems of 

government.

C ontrol Variables

I also created a number of control variables to test the two hypotheses on pre

election violence set out in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 of this study. Following the 

burgeoning large-N, cross-case literature on pre-election violence, I created six such 

varial)les (Daxecker 2014; liafner-Burton, Hyde, anti Jablonski 2013). I discuss 

these variables in turn next. The first, ‘Armed Conflict,’ is a dichotomous variable 

th a t takes the value ‘1’ if the country in cniestion is experiencing a civil war or 

other large-scale conflict and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is coded ‘1’ in 27 of 170 

(16%) of the observations included in my dataset confirming the argument made 

by many scholars in the democratization literature tha t elections seldom occur in 

the midst of such conflicts (Carothers 2007a, 2007b, 2010; Flores and Nooruddin 

2012; Hoglund, Jarstad, and Kovacs 2009; Mansfield and Snyder 2007). And, it is 

ex})ected tha t tha t the intensity of pre-election violence will increase in the event of 

such a conflict because, for example, there is a profusion of small arms lying about 

an(,l\or people have become desensitized to violence. One need only draw on the 

examples of Burundi, Cote d ’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, and Ethiopia to 

illustrate this argument. As we saw in Chapter 4, Section 4.4, the Uppsala Conflict 

D ata Prograni\International Peace Research Institu te (UCDP\PR,1()) defines an 

‘Armed Conflict’ as “a contested incompatibility th a t concerns government and \or 

territory when the use of armed force between two parties, of which a t least one is the 

government of a state, results in at least 25 battle-related deaths” (Gleditsch et al. 

2002). Arguably, this is a less-than-per feet measure of large-scale conflict because 

it doesn’t take into accomit the fact that such conflicts aff'ect l)Oth combatants and 

non-combatants alike (Kalyvas 2003, 200G; Kalyvas and Kenny 2010). VVe saw in
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Chapter 3, Section 3.2 of this study, for example, tliat Scott Straus uses tliis luea^iure 

to support his argument concerning tlie (leveloi)nient of ‘ne;w forms’ of violence in 

Sub-Saharan Africa (Straus 2012). Finally, it is im portant to note th a t this varial)le 

is significant and positive when I run a simple bivariate regression with my outcome 

variable.

The second, ‘Incumbent Particij)ates,’ is a dichotonious variable th a t takes the value 

‘1’ if an incmnbent participates in an election and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is 

coded ‘1’ in 131 of the 170 (77%) observations included in my dataset. It is difficult 

to determine in advance whether the intensity of i^re-election violence will increase 

or decrefise in the event the aforementicjned i)articipates in an election. Arguably, 

the longer a leader remains in power the more likely th a t leader is to have nurtured 

a system of patronage surrounding the office of the president and \o r i)erfected a 

system of devices th a t fall short of outright violence such as the gerrymandering 

of districts, etc. As we saw in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 of this study, Cam eroon’s 

Paul Biya has relied on a number of such devices since coining to power in early 

1980s. At the same time, Robert Mugabe has resorted to both fraud and violence in 

Zimbabwe with varying degrees of success. As we saw in Chapter 2, Section 2.4 of 

this study, there is increjisingly evidence to suggest th a t African rulers have turned 

to more formal means to hold onto j)ower (Cheeseman 2010; Ochieng’Opalo 2012; 

Posner and Young 2007). “It is no longer the fashion to declare oneself ‘i)resident for 

life.’ Instead, rulers intent on never giving uj) power,” according to Ochieng’Opalo 

(2012) use “formal ‘modes and orders’ to entrench themselves” (2012: 82). Indeed, 

Jose dos Santos (Angola), Blaise Compaore (Burkina Faso), Tdriss Deby (Chad), 

Teodoro Ml){isogo (Equatorial Guinea) and, not legist, Yannriah Jamm eh (Gambia) 

are but several exami)les of this wider i)henomenon in the region. According to my 

dataset, for example, dos Santos has been in power for 33 years; Compaore for 21 

years; Deby for 22 years; Mbasago for 33 years; and Jannneh for 18 years. In fact,

134



dos Santos recently changed the  electoral system  in Angola. Under the term s of the 

new constitu tion  ai)proved in January  2010, the  P residen t is to be elected indirectly 

by m em bers of the  N ational Assembly for a 5-year term . Dos Santos’ party, Poi)ular 

M ovement for the L iberation of Angola (M PLA), won 87% and 80% of the  seats in 

2008 and 2012 respectively. He is th is likely to  rem ain in power for the  foreseeable 

fu tm e. T he th ird , ‘B oycott,’ is a dichotonious variable th a t takes the  value ‘1’ if 

th e  oj^position boycotts the  election and ‘0 ’ otherwise. This variable is coded T ’ in 

33 of the  170 (19%) observations included in my d a tase t and it is ex})ected th a t the 

intensity of violence will increfi.se in the  event of a  boycott.

A large literatu re  on the causes of civil war and conflict more generally links this 

type of conflict to  diversity. Desjjite the  j^opularity of this variable, the jjurjiorted 

relationship between the one and the  o ther rem ains inconclusive and continues to 

generate debate (Blatt.man and Miguel 2010; Cedernian, VVinnner, and Min 2010; 

Collier and Hoeffier 1998, 2004; Dixon 2009; Fearon and Laitin 2003; Hegre and 

Saml)anis 200G; Kalyvas and K enny 2010). "Jlie fourth  varial)le, ‘Politically Relevant 

E thnic Groups (t),' measures the  degree of ethnic diversity in a country  in the 

year, t. This variable takes a  value between ‘0 ’ and ‘1’ and it is s tan d ard  in the 

existing litera tu re  on pre-election violence (Daxecker 2014; Ilafner-B urton, Hyde, 

and Jal)lonski 2013). In line w ith this literatiu 'e, furtherm ore, it is exi)ected th a t 

the higher the level of diversity, the  higher the  intensity  of violence and vice versa. 

As we saw in C hai)ter 4, Section 4 of this study, one of the  more popular m easures 

of ethnicity  is the  E thno-Linguistic Fractionalization (ELF) Index. However, this 

index assumes th a t ethnic groups are prim ordially fixed, and thus m easures ethnic 

rather th an  ethnopolitical cleavages. Daniel Posner has since argued th a t ethnic 

groups in Africa are fluid entities and he has created a  new index to reflect th is fact 

-  namely, ‘Politically Relevant E thnic C.roups’ (Eifert, Miguel, and Posner 2010; 

Posner 2004a, 2004b, 200G, 2007). This index m easm es ethnopolitical cleavages.



tlia t is to  saj^, ethnic groups th a t are (Hvided politically. I have th is chosen this 

inCfisure of diversity because it niejuiures the  level of diversity between ‘i)olitically- 

relevant’ as ojjposed to  ‘i)olitically-irrelevant’ groups. It s tands to  re<u>on th a t  the 

former are more likely to  engage in pre-election violence th a n  th e  la tte r  because 

they have more to  win a n d \o r lose in nn iltiparty  com petition. Kenya is a  telling 

examjjle in this regard. T he Kikuyu, Luo, Luhya, K alenjin, and K am ba are the 

only groups to  have featiued on a regular basis during nu iltijiarty  elections since the 

(re-)introduction of political com petition in th e  early 1990s.

An equally large litera tu re  links civil war and violence m ore generally to  econcjuiic 

developm ent or the  lack thereof (B lattm an  and Miguel 2010; Collier and HoefHer 

1998, 2004; Dixon 2009; Fearon and Laitin 2003; Hegre and  Sam banis 2006; Kalyvas 

and Kemiy 2010). T he hypothesized m echanism  linking th e  lack of developm ent 

and conflict revolves around the idea th a t poverty genercites frustra tion  w ith the  

political process and thus a greater willingness to engage in violence. Accordingly, 

the  fifth variable, ‘G D P Per C ap ita  (t-1; In),' m easures the  level of dewelopment in 

a country in the  year, t-1. This variable is m easured in th e  year, t-1, to  circum vent 

some the  problem s associated w ith reverse causality. P u t ano ther way, we w ant to 

ensure th a t the level of development in year, t-1, is causing th e  in tensity  of violence 

in the year, t, and not the o ther way round. Sub-Saharan A frica is com posed of 

fifty-plus countries th a t range in wetilth from the  poor (e.g. S ierra Leone) to  the  

not-so-i)oor (e.g. South Africa). And, it is expected th a t  the  higher the  level of 

develoj)nient, the  lower the  intensity of pre-election violence. As in the case above, 

this is one of the  s tandard  variables in the  burgeoning lite ra tu re  on electoral violence 

(Daxecker 2014; H afner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 2013; W ilkinson 2004). And, 

finally, the  relationship between population size and civil war is one of the  more 

robust results in the  lite ra tm e on civil war (B la ttm an  and Miguel 2010; Collier 

and Hoelller 1998, 2004; Dixon 2009; Fearon and Laitin 2003; Hegre and Sam banis
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200G; Kalyvjis and Kenny 2010). Accordingly, the  sixtli varial)le, ‘Population (In),'' 

m easures the num ber of people in a country in the  year, t. As in the  case above, 

it is expected tlu it the greater the  num ber of i)eoi)le, the greater the  intensity  of 

pre-election violence. This variable is also s tan d ard  in the litera tu re  on electoral 

violence (Daxecker 2014; W ilkinson 2004). And, finally, the  variables, ‘G D P Per 

C ap ita  (t-1 ; b i) ' anti ‘Population (h i) , ' are logged to  account for skewness in the 

d a ta . T he results of my analysis are discussed next.

5.4 Em pirical R esu lts  

5.4,1 Iiitrotiuctioii

T he following section discusses th e  results of M odel 1(a) and Model 1(1>) set out 

in Table (5.2) and Table (5.3) in the  concluding i)ages of this chai)ter. As we can 

see from the  first of these tables, Model 1(a) presents the  results of th ree  of the 

five explanatory  variables, while Model 2(a) j^resents the  results of all five varialjles 

including th e  intera(-tion and constitu tive term s, ‘Oflice of the  P resident*Partly  

Free’ and ‘Office of the  President*N ot Free.’ It is im portan t to note in th is regard 

th a t the m ain ex]jlanatory variables, ‘Oih(^e of th e  P residen t’ and ‘Ofhce of the 

I’resident*N ot Free’ are highlighted in ‘bolded’ typeface to  facilitate in terpreta tion  

of the results. In order to  te st the  robustness of these results, I also conducted a 

second set of m odels -  namely. M odel 2(a) and M odel 2(b). These models are set out 

in Table (5.4) and Table (5.5) resi)ectively in th e  concluding pages of th is chai)ter 

as well. Im portan tly , th is second set is more or less identical to  th e  first set with 

the exception th a t it om its ano ther ol)servation from t he analysis, th a t is, K enya’s 

P residen tia l\P arliam en tary  in December, 2007 because of concerns I have to  do with 

influential oljservations (Cam eron and Trivedi 1998: 139-88). 1 have discussed these 

concerns in detail in the foregoing section. As dem onstrated  in Table (5.3) and Table
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(5.5), furtlieniiore, I liave also inchuled a iiieasme of i.mcertainty. “All knowledge 

and all inference -  in quantitative and (}ualitative research -  is uncertain. .. All good 

social scientists... rej)orts estimates of the uncertainty of their inferences (King, 

Keohane, and Verba 1994: 31-2). It is im portant to note, in conclusion, th a t Model 

1(a) and Model 1(b) are the most inijjortant models in this chapter because they 

include all of the cases in my dataset with the exception of Zimbabwe for the reason 

outlined above. As we can stie from Tal)le (5.3) and Tal)le (5.5) below, the re^sults 

remain more or less the same across all four models confirming the robustness of my 

statistical analysis more generally.

5.4.2 M od el 1(a)

In terms of the first model, Model 1(a), we can see th a t one of the three exjilanatory 

varial)les, ‘Office of the President,’ is significant and displays its expected sign. 

The first of the two hypotheses set out in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 to do with pre

election violence is therefore confirmed. As this hypothesis predicted, the main 

explanatory variable in Model 1(a), ‘Office of the President,’ is significant (p <  0.01) 

and disi)lays a positive sign indicating th a t the intensity of pre-election violence, as 

metisured by the number of violent instances or evtnits th a t occur in the three-month 

j)eriod l)efore every election included in my dataset, inc'reases when the offi(‘e of the 

president is contested across all systems of government. As dem onstrated in Table 

(5.3), the expected mean number of violent events increases from ‘4’ to ‘8’ or 100% 

when this variable is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ The other main explanatory variables, 

‘Partly  Free (t-1),’’ and ‘Not Free (t-1),' display their expected signs but they fail to 

achieve standard significance levels. We can also see from Model 1(a) th a t two of 

the six control variables, ‘Armed Conflict,’ and ‘Population (t; In),' are significant 

and display their expected sign. The first is significant (p < 0.05) and displays a 

positive sign indicating th a t the intensity of pre-election violence is greater when an 

election takes place during a large-scale conflict. As demonstrated in Table (5.3), the
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expected mean nunil)er of violent events increases from ‘G’ to ‘12’ or 100% when this 

variable is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1 Similarly, the second is significant as well (p < 0.01) 

and displays a positive sign indicating th a t the larger the coimtry, the more likely 

th a t coimtry is to experience higher levels of pre-election violence. The expected 

mean number of violent events increases from ‘3’ to ‘15’ or 400% when this variable is 

varied from one standard deviation below its mean to one standard deviation al)ove. 

Inii)ortantly, many of these results mirror those found in the existing large-N, cross

country literature on electoral violence (Daxecker 2012, 2014; Hafner-Burton, Hyde, 

and .Jablonski 2013; Wilkinson 2004). The remaining control variables display their 

expected signs but fail to attain  significance. We can thus see from Model 1(a) tha t 

the first hypothesis set out in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 to do with pre-election violence 

has been confirmed: The intensity of this ty])e of violence increases when the office 

of the i)resident is contested.

5.4.3 M o d e l  1(b)

The second model. Model 1(b), includes all five explanatory variables including the 

constitutive and interaction terms, ‘Office of the President*Partly Free,’ and ‘Office 

of the President*Not Free.’ In terms of this model, we can see th a t one of the five 

ex])lanatory variables, ‘Office of the President*Not Free,’ is signifi(;ant and displays 

its expectetl sign. The second of the two hypotheses set out in Chapter 4, Section

4.3 to do with pre-election violence is therefore confirmed as well. As this hypothesis 

predicted, the main explanatory variable in Model 1(b),‘Office of the President*Not 

Free,’ is significant (p <  0.05) and displays a positive sign indicating th a t the level 

of violence increases by an even greater amount when the office of the ]^resident 

is contested in non-deniocratic systems of government. As dem onstrated in Taljle 

(5.3), the expected mean number of violent events incrcfises from ‘G’ to ‘15’ or 150% 

when the constitutive terms, ‘Office of the President’ and ‘Not Free (t-1)’ and the 

interaction term , ‘Office of the President*Not Free,’ are varied jointly from ‘0’ to



‘1.’ We can also see from Model 1(h) tliat two of the six control varial)les, ‘Armed 

Conflict,’ and ‘Population (In),’’ are significant and display their expected signs. The 

first is significant (p < 0.05) and dis])lays a positive sign intlicating that the intensity 

of pre-election violence increases when an election takes place during a large-scale 

conflict. As we can see in Table (5.3) the expected mean number of violent events 

increases from ‘6’ to ‘10’ or over 60% when this variable is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ 

Similarly, the second dis])lays a positive sign indicating the larger the country, the 

more likely that country is to experience higher levels of j>re-election violence. The 

expected numl)er of violent events increases from ‘3’ to ‘14’ or over 350% when 

this variable is vari(;d from one standard deviation below its mean to one stantlard 

deviation above. The remaining control variables display their expected signs l)ut 

fail to attain significance. As in the case above, we can thus see from Model 1(b) 

that the second hypothesis set out in Chai)ter 4, Section 4.3 to do with pre-election 

violence has been confirmed: The intensity of this tyj^e of violence increases l)y an 

even greater extent when the office of the president is contested in non-democratic 

systems of govenmient.

5.5 R obustness Checks 

5.5.1 In troduction

I also conducted a number of robustness checks in this chapter to ensure that the 

results discussed above are not driven by problems such as model selection concerns, 

nuilticollinearity, and\or influential observations. As we saw in Figure (5.1) above, 

several countries in Sub-Saharan Africa have experienced significant levels of pre

election violence, as measTued by the average number of violent events per 100,000 

people, over the sixteen-year period, 1997 to 2012. The danger therefore exists that 

these countries are exerting nndtie influence on my results. It is also evident from
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this figure th a t the intensity of such violence has varied quite significantly across 

the 40 cases included in niy dat^uset. As we saw above, fiutherniore, this is one of 

the more im portant conditions imderlying large-N, cross-country analysis (Cerring 

2012: 240-2; King, Keohane and Verba 1994: 107-9; Van Evera 1997: 43-8). Before 

tliscussing these robustness checks in more detail, 1 think it is imi)ortant to reiterate 

the point made above concerning the fact th a t Model 2(a) and Model 2(b) are 

essentially the same as Model 1(a) and Model 1(1:>), respectively. They difi’er in one 

imj)ortant res]ject, however: The first set of models excludes Zimbabwe while the 

second set excludes Zimbabwe and Kenya’s general election in December, 2007 owing 

to concerns to do with infitiential observation (Cameron and Trivedi 1998: 139-88). 

As we can see from Table (5.3) and Tal)le (5.5), however, the results remain more or 

less the same across the two sets of models confirming the robustness of the results. 

But, the intensity of violence decreases in the second set of models when Kenya’s 

dis])uted election in Deccunber, 2007 is omitted from the analysis. These results are 

briefly discussed next.

5.5.2 M od el  2(a)

As in the case of Model 1(a) above, the main explanatory variable in Model 2(a), 

‘Office of the President,’ is significant (p < 0.01) and displays a positive sign in

dicating th a t the intensity of pre-election violence increases when the office of the 

l)resident is contested across all systems of government. As dem onstrated in Table 

(5.5), the expected mean number of violent events increases from ‘4’ to ‘8’ or 100% 

when this variable is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ Sinularly, two of the six control variables, 

‘Armed Conflict’ and ‘Population (t; In.),' are significant and display their expected 

signs. The first is significant (p < 0.01) and disi)lays a j)ositive sign indicating tha t 

the intensity of j^re-election violence is greater when an election takes i)lace during a 

large-scale conflict such as a civil war. As we can see from Table (5.5), the ex]5ected 

mean numl)er of violent events increases from ‘5’ to ‘12’ or 140% when this variable
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is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ Similarlj^, the second is significant as well (p < 0.01) and 

displays a positive sign suggesting tha t the larger the country, the more likely that 

country is to experience higher levels of i)re-election violence. The exj)ected mean 

number of violent events increases from ‘3’ to ‘14’ or over 350% when this variable is 

varied from one standard deviation below its mean to one standard deviation above. 

And, finally, the remaining control variables, ‘Incumbent Participates,’ ‘Boycott,’ 

‘Politically Relevant Ethnic Grouj)s (t),^ and ‘GDP Per C apita (t-1; In),' all disj)lay 

their expected signs but fail to achieve statistical significance. In conclusion, these 

results confirm that the main explanatory variable in Model 1(a) -  namely, ‘Office 

of the President,’ is not driven by influential observations.

5.5.3 M od el  2(b)

As in the case of Model 1(b) above, the main exi)lanatory variable in Model 2(b), 

‘Office of the President*Not Free,’ is significant (p <  0.01) and (lisi)lays a positive 

sign indicating th a t the intensity of violence increases by an even greater extent when 

the office of the president is contested in non-democratic systems of govermnent. As 

demonstrated in Table (5.5), the expected mean nmnber of violent events increases 

from ‘6’ to ‘14’ or 133% when the constitutive terms, ‘Office of the President’ and 

‘Not Free (t-1)’ and the interaction term, ‘Office of the President*Not Free,’ are 

varied jointly from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ The expected mean nmnber of events decreases by 

roughly 25% when the above-mentioned observation is excluded from the analysis. 

Similarly, two of the six control variables, ‘Armed Conflict,’ and ‘Population (t; 

In),’ are significant and display their expected signs. The first is significant (p < 

0.01) and displays a positive sign. The expected number of violent events increases 

from ‘5’ to ‘10’ or 100% when this variable is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ The second is 

significant as well (p < 0.01) and displays a j)Ositive sign. The expected nmnber of 

violent events increases from ‘3’ to ‘13’ or over 325% when this variables is varied 

from one standard deviation below its mean to one standard deviation above. As in

142



th e  ciiae above, tlie reinainiiig control variables all display their expected signs bn t 

fail to  a tta in  significance. We can thus see from the foregoing analysis th a t the  main 

explanatory  varial)les used in this chapter, ‘Office of the  President and ‘Office of the 

President*N ot Free,’ remain robust when some of the  more conflict-prone countries 

in Sub-Saharan Africa are om itted  frcjm the analysis.

5.6 C onclusion

Huikling on the existing scholarshij) in the  literatu re  on (kim ocratization, this chap

te r argued th a t th e  ‘incum bent’ is faced w ith a  dilennna namely, ‘The D ilennna 

of M anipulation .’ He wants to  decr(;ase the  m icertainty but increase the  legitim acy 

of an (flection and, in order to achieve these gc^als, he resorts to several ‘devices’ 

including violence in the  pre-election stage of the elec;toral process. Following the 

sm all-bnt-grow ing litera tu re  on i)re-election violence discussed in C hap ter 3, Sec

tion 3.3 of this study, this type of violence can thus be concei)tualized as a means 

of inlluencing the  outcom e of an election in the  pre-election stage of this process. 

Fm therm ore, in line w ith the  theoretical framework set out in C hapter 4, Section 

4.3 of this study, th is chapter has found by drawing on an original d a tase t of f70 

multipart}^ elections in 40 of Sub-Saharan A frica’s 49 countries over the  sixteen-year 

period 1997 to  2012 considerable evidence to support the argum ent th a t this type of 

violence often tu rns on the strategies of the incum bent. These results also suggest 

th a t pre-election violence is more of a s tru c tu ra l problem  in Sub-Saharan Africa 

given th e  uneven d istribu tion  of power am ong the  various branches of governm ent 

in the region. W hat is more, this featm e of m any of the political system s in this 

region is unlikely to  change in the near- to  m edium -term  because it is hi neither 

the governm ent’s nor opposition’s interest to  undertake the necessary reforms. ‘A 

com prehensive overhaul or redesign of the constitu tional ortler,” according to  Prem - 

])eli (2008), “has generally been kej)t, off tlie agenda by besieged incum bents and



regime opponents alike” (2008: 111-12). Zaml)ia serves as a cautionary tale in this 

regard; I return to this point in the concluding chapter of this study. As we have 

seen on a number of occasions throughout this study, Zimbabwe is a telling exami)le 

of i)re-election violence.

In sunnnary, we have seen from the analysis conducted in this chai)ter tha t the 

intensity of pre-election violence, Jis measured as the mnnber of violent instances or 

events th a t occur in the three-month period before every election included in my 

dataset, increases under two different-but-related scenarios. As dem onstrated in the 

first model in this chapter. Model 1(a), the intensity of violence increases from ‘4’ 

to ‘8’ or 100% when the main explanatory variable used in this model, ‘Office of the 

President,’ is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ Second, the intensity of violence increases by an 

even greater extent when the office of the president is contested in iion-deniocratic 

systems of government. As demonstrated in the second model in this chai)ter, Model 

1(b), the intensity of violence increases from ‘6’ to ‘15’ or 150% when the main 

explanatory variable used in tliis model, ‘Office of the President*Not Free,’ is varied 

from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ The dataset on which my outcome variable is based, ACLED, records 

upwards of 3,100 events over 170 nnilti[)arty elections in 40 of Sub-Saharan Africa’s 

countries over the sixteen-year period, 1997 to 2012. As we saw above, ‘State Actors’ 

and ‘Irregular Forces’ committed some 85% of these events confirming the argument 

made by many scholars in the democratization literature th a t the government and 

government-backed entities in the form of youth-, student-, and militia-groups have 

been responsible for the majority of such violence since the resumption of m ultiparty 

elections in Sub-Saharan Africa in the early 1990s. As dem onstrated in Section 5.2, 

moreover, these events tyi)ically comprise acts of coercive intim idation and ])hysical 

assault against electoral information, electoral facilities, electoral events and, not 

legist, electoral stakeholders. As we also saw in this section, Ethiopia and Zimbabwe 

have witnessed a nniltitude of e^vents in the months leading up to their elections.
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Unfortunately, I cannot distinguish among these events in terms of their lethality or 

severity l)ecause the descriptions accompanying many of them are fragmentary and 

described in varying degrees of detail. The fact remains th a t all of these events are 

similar in the sense th a t th a t they comprise acts of force perpetrated for a political 

reason.



T a b le  5.2: P r e -E le c t io n  V io len ce ; M o d e ls  1 (a ) & 1 (b )

M o d e l  1 (a ) M o d e l  1 (b )

O ffice o f  th e  P r e s id e n t 0.77*** -0 .0 4
(0.19) (0.53)

Partly  Free (t-1) 0.56 0.38
(0.42) (0.62)

Not Free (t-1) 0.33 -0 .7 3
(0.44) (0.55)

Office of the Presi(lent*Partly Free 0.50
(0.62)

O ffice o f  t l ie  P r e s id e n t* N o t  Fi’ee 1.67**
(0.62)

Armed Conflict o.7r* 0.62**
(0.28) (0.27)

Incunihont Participates -0 .3 5 -0 .2 2
(0.30) (0.28)

Boycott 0.30 0.27
(0.23) (0.23)

Politically Relevant E thnic G roups (t) 0.64 0.87
(0.82) (0.84)

G DP Per C apita  (t-1; In) 0.18 0.18
(0.16) (0.16)

Population (t; In) 0.63*** 0.60***
(0.13) (0.14)

C onstant -10.30*** -9.40***
(2.47) (2.79)

Alpha 1.34 1.26
(0.20) (0.19)

N otes: (1) Models 1(a) &: 1(h) =  165 observations as Zimbabwe is exchulecl 
from the analysis; (2) Clustered Standard Errors in Parentheses; and (3) * 
p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 5.3: E xpected Nlean Num ber of Pre-Election Events: M odels 1(a) 1(b)

Variable M o d e l  1(a) 95% Confidence Interval M o d e l  1(b) 95% Confidence Interval

Office of the President =  0 4 -

Office of the President =  1 8 (100%T) 6 ^  11 —

Office of the President*N ot Free =  0 6 3 — >-12
Office of the P resident*N ot Free =  1 15 (150%t) 00 i oo

Armed Conflict =  0 6 6
Armed Conflict =  1 12 10

Population (In) = — ISD 3 3
Population (In) = + ISD 15 14

N otes: (1) The statistical package, Clarify, was employed to derive the above results; (2) Results show the increase and\or decrease in the expected mean number of 
pre-election violent events when the significant variables presented in Table (5.2) above are varied ‘0’ to ‘1’ for dichotomous variables and ±  1 SD from the mean for 
continuous variables. Interaction and constitutive terms are varied jointly from ‘0’ to ‘1’; and (3) Models 1(a) & 1(b) include 39 countries (i.e. Zimbabwe is excluded 
from the analysis) giving 165 observations.



T a b le  5 .4 : P re -E le c t io n  V io le n c e : M o d e ls  2 (a ) &  2 (b )

M o d e l  2 ( a ) M o d e l  2 ( h )

O ffic e  o f  th e  P i'e s id e n t 0.72*** -0 .0 6
(0.19) (0.54)

P a rtly  Free ( l - l ) 0.46 0.30
(0.41) (0.61)

N ot Free (L - l) 0.32 -0 .7 4
(0.44) (0.56)

Office o f the P res iden t*P artly  Free 0.47
(0.59)

O ffic e  o f  th e  P i ’e s id e i i t * N o t  F i ee 1.66***
(0.63)

A rm ed C onflic t 0.76*** 0.67**
(0.27) (0.26)

liic iin ib e iit  Partici])ates -0 .4 0 -0 .2 7
(0.30) (0.28)

Boycott 0.32 0.27
(0.23) (0.29)

P o litica lly  Relevant E thn ic  Groups ( t) 0.56 0.79
(0.80) (0.82)

G D P Per C ap ita  (t-1; In) 0.15 0.15
(0.15) (0.16)

P opulation (t; In) 0.61*** 0.57***
(0.13) (0.13)

Constant -9 .67*** -8 .78 ***
(2.32) (2.70)

A lpha 1.31 1.22
(0.20) (0.19)

N o tes: (1) Models 2(a) &  2(b) =  164 observations as Zimbabwe and Kenya’s 
Presidential\Parliamentary in December, 2007 are excluded from the analysis; 
(2) Clustered Standard Errors in Parentheses; and (3) * p <  0.10, * *  p <  0.05,
* * *  p <  0.01
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T ab le  5.5: E x p e c te d  M e a n  N u m b e r  o f P re -E le c tio n  E v en ts : M o d e ls  2 (a ) & 2 (b )

V ariab le M o d e l 2 (a ) 95% Confidence Interval M o d e l 2 (b ) 95% Confidence Interval

O ffice o f  th e  P re s id e n t  =  0 4 3 06 -

O ffice o f  tlie  P re s id e n t  =  1 8 (100%t) 6 — ^10 —

O ffice o f  tl ie  P re s id e n t* N o t  F ree  =  0 6 3 — s- 12
O ffice o f  tl ie  P re s id e n t* N o t  F ree  =  1 — 14 (133%t) 7 ^ 2 7

Armed Conflict =  0 5 5
Armod Conflict =  1 12 10

Population (In) = — ISD 3 3
Population (In) = -t- ISD 14 13

N otes: (1) As in the case above. Clarify was employed to obtain the above results: (2) Similarly, results show the increase and\or decrease in the expected mean 
number of pre-election violent events when the significant variables presented in Table (5,4) above are varied 'O’ to ’1’ for dichotomous variables and ±  1 SD from the 
mean for continuous variables. Interaction and constitutive terms are varied jointly from 'O’ to ‘1’; and (3) Models 2(a) & 2(b) include 39 countries (i.e. Zimbabwe and 
Kenya’s Presidential\Parliamentary in December, 2007 are excluded from the analysis) giving 164 observations.



C hapter 6

P ost-E lection  V iolence

6.1 In trodu ction

The following chapter is interested in exi)loring the second manifestation of election- 

related violence this study is concerned with namely, post-election violence. It is 

thus motivated by the following question: Why are some elections in Sul)-Saharan 

Africa marked l)y post-election violence while other elections are not? As we saw in 

Chapter 1 , Section 1.2 of this study, this type of violence is said to o c c t u ' after an 

election. It is thus perjietrated in reaction to an election and it tyjiically involves 

instances of violence th a t exj)ress frustration with the process. As Straus and Taylor 

(2012: 20) argue, the concejit of electoral violence therefore encompasses two distinct 

“logics of violence.” This is an imj^ortant insight because it suggests th a t j)re- and 

post-election violence are different phenomena. As we saw in the last chapter, there 

is a large literature on elections and an eciually large one on violence in Sul)-Saharan 

Africa and the developing world more generally, but the relationship between the two 

phenomena remains understudied. 1 cannot emphasize this point enough. Numerous 

scholars have noted this anomaly in the democratization literature including, Bekoe 

(2012a, 2012c), D^ixecker (2012, 2014), Hafner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski (2013), 

Hoghmd (2009), Kraetzschmar and Cavatorta (2010), Straus (2012), and Straus and
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Taylor (2012) among others. W hat is more, there are only two large-N, cross-case 

studies on post-election violence in the literature (Daxecker 2012; Hafner-Burton, 

Hyde, and Jahlonski 2013). Both of these studies, furthermore, were i;ul)lished in 

the last coui)le of years. As in the la«t chapter, I would therefore argue tha t we have 

at best a partial understanding as to why some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa 

witness post-election violence. 1 briefly revisit the theoretical framework I set out 

concerning post-election vk)lence in Chapter 4, Sectk)n 4.4 of the study next.

As we saw in Chai)ter 4, Section 4.3 of this study, the ‘challenger’ is faced with 

a dilennna -  namely, ‘The Dilennna of P ro test’ (Schedler 20021)). Simply put, he 

wants to increase the uncertainty hut decrefuse the legitimacy of an election and, 

inii)ortantly, he signals his satisfaction (dissatisfaduHi) with an election wlien he 

accei)ts (rejects) the outcome of th a t election. If he accepts (rejects) the outcome 

of an election, we should exi)ect to see lower (higher) levels of violence i)ecause 

the legitimacy of the election is imi)ugned (unimi)ugned). A lot, in other words, 

depends on the concept of ‘legitimacy.’ as we saw' in Chapter 3, Section 3.4 of 

this study, a number of scholars have fomid evidence of the so-called ‘winner-loser 

gap,’ th a t is to say, the finding th a t those individuals who voted for the ‘loser’ 

report lower levels of legitimacy for government institutions such as the executive, 

legislative, and judicial branches of government, etc. than those individuals who 

voted for the ‘winner’ (Anderson anti Mendes 2005; Esaifisson 2011; Moehler 2009; 

Moehler and Lindberg 2009). I return to this point in the concluding chapter of this 

study. However, the challenger is not going to resort to violence in a haphazard way. 

This decision will depend, ceteris paribus, on his chances of success. Drawing on 

Huntington’s (19G8) insight tha t societies in the process of change are particularly 

susceptible to instability, he is more likely to reject the results of an election in 

a weakly-institutionalized system of government because these systems permit a 

degree of j)articii)ation and competition in the political process but often lack the



institutions and nieclianisnis tliat may be called ui)on in the event of a dispute. 

Two implications follow: The intensity of post-election violence is greater under 

the following scenarios: 1) When the results of an elections are rejected by the 

o])position; 2) When the results (jf an election are rejected in weakly-institutionalized 

systems of government.

Given the paucity of studies on post-election violence in the dem ocratization liter

ature to date, the following chapter contributes the most systematic examination 

of this type of violence by drawing on an original datciset of 170 elections in 40 of 

Sub-Saharan Africa’s 49 couutrie;s over the sixteen-year period, 1997 to 2012. As 

discussed in Cha])ter 4, Section 4.3 of this study, it argues tha t this type of violence 

often turns on the strategies of the challenger. Importantly, this is not to say that 

the government is responsible for pre-election and the opposition for post-election 

violence. As we saw in Chaiiter 4, Section 4.4 of this study, the government is 

responsible for the majority of both pre- and post-election violence. This nuich is 

uncontroversial. However, the opposition is just as culi)able tis the government in 

so far aa post-election violence is concerned when it instigates violence (Chabal and 

Daloz 1999). More specifically, this chapter finds th a t the intensity of this type of 

violence, as measiu'ed by the number of violent instances or events th a t occur in the 

three-month period after all 170 elections included in my dataset, incrccUies when 

the results of an election are rejected by the opposition in semi-democratic systems 

of government. This chapter therefore finds tha t post-electoral violence is caused 

more by contingent factors. On a practical level, I think this is an im portant finding 

because it suggests th a t the likelihood of such violence can be reduced in the near- 

to medium-term if an election is conducted in accordance with international stan

dards of electoral integrity. W ith the notable exception of the so-called ‘hanging 

chad’ controversy in Florida in 2000, the integrity of the electoral j)rocess has long 

been taken for granted in the established democracies (Lehoucq 2002, 2003). How-
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ever, the integrity of this process and, l^y extension, the perception of procedural 

fairness cannot be taken for granted in weaklj^-institutionalized systems of govern

ment because the electoral jirocess is jioliticized from start to finish, accusations 

and counter-accusations predominate, and administrative shortcomings often turn 

into violent confrontations when the process is i)erceived a.s being stacked in favor of 

one or the other candidate. Kenya’s ‘stolen’ election in December, 2007 serves as a 

telling example. I return to the implications of this finding on |)ost-election violence 

in the concluding chapter of this study.

Before proceeding it is im i)ortant to note th a t the unit of analysis in the following 

chapter on post-election violence is the elec:tion. As we saw in the last chapter, 

1 have chosen this research design for both theoretical and ])ractical reasons. On 

a theoretical level, 1 have chos('n this approach because it allows me to identify 

several contingent and structural factors th a t contribute to the variation in the in

tensity of post-election violence in Sub-Saharan Africa. W hat is more, this a,i)proach 

is beconung standard in the ])urgeoning literature on the subject (Daxecker 2012; 

llafner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 2013). On a jjractical level, it is next to ini- 

])ossil)le to find tlie recjuisite data  on many variables of interest on, for example, a 

country-month level. It is im portant to bear in mind in this regard, furthermore, 

tha t my dataset includes 170 elections in 40 countries over the sixteen-year period, 

1997 to 2012. All rounds of an election are coded separately, tha t is to say, the first 

round of an election is one unit of observation while the second round is another 

unit and so on. These elections are set out in Appendix C of this study. And, fi

nally, my chapters on pre- and post-election violence are structured in an analogous 

fashion. This chapter is comi)osed of six sections and it is organized as follows: Sec

tion 6.1 introduces the chapter, while Section G.2 explores the temi)oral patterns of 

post-election violence using the ACLED dataset; I have discussed the strengths and 

weaknesses of this dataset in detail in C'hapter 4, Section 4.4 of this study. As we saw



in tlie last cliai)ter, I have used this dataset because it records a. m ultitude of violent 

instances or events ranging from coercive intimidation to physical assault th a t occm' 

over the course of the electoral cycle. As we will see below, this dataset captures 

much of the violence th a t occmred dming successive elections in Cote d ’Ivoire and 

Tanzania. Section 6.3 introduces the data  and model, while Section 6.4 and Section

6.5 discuss the empirical results and robustness checks, resi)ectively. And Section

6.6 concludes by summarizing the main findings of this chapter.

6.2 P atterns of P ost-E lection  V iolence

The following section is concerned to provide an overview of post-election violence 

using the ACLED dataset. As discussed in detail in Chapter 4, Section 4.4 of this 

study, this dataset serves an im portant, if less-than-i)erfect, resource or starting- 

point in studying the ])henomenon of post-election violence because it records re

ported instances of violence or events in fifty African countries over the sixteen-year 

period, 1997 to 2012, and disaggregates these instances by: 1) Actor; 2) Activity; 3) 

Date; and 4) Location. As demonstrated below, many of the events th a t occmred 

in Cote d ’Ivoire and Tanzania during their respective elections comprised acts of 

coercive intimidation and j)hysical assault directly tied to an impending electoral 

contest or announced electoral result. The targets of this violence typically included 

electoral information, electoral facilities, electoral events, and electoral stakeholders 

(Hoghmd 2009). It is thus erroneous to metisure this concept by relying on a single 

indicator like the number of fatalities. I caimot emphasize this {)oint enough. As we 

can see froni Figure (6.1) below, fmthermore, several countries in the region have 

experienced significant levels of post-election violence, as measured by the average 

number of violent events j)er 100,000 people, over the above-mentioned period con

firming the argument made througliout this study th a t this type of violence displays 

considerable variation in the region more generally (Gerring 2012: 240-2; King, Keo-
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haiie and Verba 1994: 107-9; Van Evcra 1997; 43-8). Again, I cannot stress this 

j)oint enough. Next, I discuss s(jnie of the more representative instances of violence 

th a t occurrcd during Cote d ’Ivoire’s and Tanzania’s elections over the last fifteen 

or so years. As we saw in the last chapter, it is im portant to emphasize tlia t I have 

chosen these two coimtries for illustrative purposes only. As we can see in Figures 

(G.2) and (6.3) below, the intensity of violence increased during these comitries’ 

respective elections.

3.0 
 2.8

O 2.6

F ig u re  6.1: P o s t-E lc c t io ii E v en ts  P er  100 ,000  P eo p le

As dem onstrated in Figure (6.2) below, Cote (Tlvoire has witnessed significant levels 

of election violence dm'ing nniltiparty elections in 2000, 2010 and, to a lesser extent, 

2011. By way of background, the country has held fom' general elections -  1990, 

1995, 2000, and 2010\11 -  since the (re-)introduction of political competition in the 

early 1990s. It is composed of several ethno-regional groups the most prominent of 

whom include the Akau, Baoule, Gur, Krou, Northern Mande, and Southern Mande. 

For upwards of th irty  years. President Moui)houet-Boigny prevented the politiciza

tion of the country along ethnic lines by adoi)ting a system of ethnic (juotas wherein 

these grouj)s were involved in the i)olitical process on a rotating basis (Chirot 2006; 

Crook 1997; Meredith 2005). Relations !)etween these groups began to unravel, how-
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ever, wlien the price of the country’s main export crops, cocoa and coffee, droppeci in 

tlie hvte 1970s and early 1980s. In the face of mounting pressure, Hou])liouet-Boigny 

called the country’s first multiparty election in October, 1990. These tensions came 

to a head, however, when he j)assed away in December, 1993. The opi)osition, 

lead by Alassane O uattara  of Rassemblement des Republicans (R.DR) and Laurent 

Gbagbo of Front Populaire Ivorian (FPI), refused to recognize Houphouet-Boigny’s 

hand-picked successor, Henri Bedie, and boycotted the country’s second m ultiparty 

election in October, 1995. Chirot (2006: 69) puts the i)oint well, “W hatever chance 

there had been for a workable democracy in Cote d ’Ivoire ended with the electoral 

debacle of 1995, and from then on ethnic polarization increased.. . Rather than cre

ating harmony and stability, elections then become an invitation to fraud and oi)en 

conflict.” In the ensuing disru]:)tion, Bedie was disposed by General Guei in a cou]> 

d ’etat in December, 1999. The comitry’s exj)erience with m ultiparty elections thus 

got off to less than an ausj^icious start, but things were to go from liad to worse in 

the ensuing decade.

Parlljm entary Election 
(10 December, 2000)

Presidential Election: 2nd Rnd. 
(28 November, 2010)Presidential Election 

(22 October. 2000)

Presidential Election: 1st Rnd. 
(31 October, 2010)

12-Month Period (Apr. '00 - Apr. '01) 12-Month Period (Apr. '10 - Apr. '11)

P arliam en tary  E lection  
(11 D ecem ber, 2011)

12-M onth Period  ( J u n . '11 - J u n . '12)

Figure 6.2: Tem poral P attern s o f E lectoral V iolence: C ote  d ’Ivoire
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As we can see from the Rrst panel of Figure (6.2) above, the intensity of violence 

incrccised during the country’s presidential and parliamentary election on 22 Octo

ber and 10 December, 2000 respectively. According to the data.set on which this 

figure is l)a.sed, a number of violent events occurred tin'oughout tlie country dur

ing this election. I discuss some of these events next. In one event, for example, 

Gbagb(j’s supporters took to the streets of Abidjan on 23 October when General 

Gue'i claimed th a t he had won the election. In a second and third event, the former 

returned to the very same streets on 24 and 25 October when the latter refused to 

concede defeat. In a fourth event, the government’s forces responded l)y oi)ening 

fire on these suj^porters on 25 Octol^er. Guei’s determination to face down these 

l>rotests prov(Hl short-lived: Gbagbo rxssmned the j^residency on 26 October. The 

violence took a tu rn  for the worse in the ensuing months, however, when Gbagbo’s 

aiul O u a tta ra ’s suijporters became involved in a series of tit-for-tat clashes with each 

other. Gbagbo’s secmity forces rcisjionded in a heavy-handed manner to a series of 

demonstrations by detaining and torturing individuals suspected of being from the 

north of the comitry on 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 December. Again, Ghirot (2006; 70-1) 

puts the point well, “When Guei tried to hold on to power by disbanding the elec

tion connnission and declaring himself the winner, Gl)agbo supporters took to the 

streets of Ai)idjan. .. Having been exchided from the polling, the northerners behind 

O uattara protested, calling for new elections. In response, gendarmes loyal to the 

new government attacked northerners living in Abidjan, killing more than fifty of 

them. In all, some 150 people were killed in the few days tha t followed before O uat

tara  called for peace and recognized the Gbagbo presidency.” The above-mentioned 

tlataset also reports tha t Gbagbo’s and O uattara’s supporters were involved in an

other series of clashes when the former disciualified the latter from participating in 

the country’s parliam entary election on 10 December. In a eleventh, twelfth, thir

teenth, and fourteenth event a numl)er of polling stations were burned down in the 

northern regions of the country in i)iotest at this decision on 10 December.



We can also see from the second panel of Figure (6.2) th a t the intensity of violence 

increased during the first- and second-round of the country’s presidential election 

on 31 October and 28 November, 2010 respectively. A second-round of the vote was 

called on 28 November because neither candidate won a m ajority of the vote din ing 

the Hrst-round on 31 October. During the second-round, O uattara  beat Gbagbo 

l)y 54% to 4G% of the vote. However, the latter refused to concede defeat i)lunging 

the country into yet another round of conflict. The dataset on which this figure 

is based reports tha t O uattara’s and Gbagbo’s supi)orters were involved in a series 

of tit-for-tat clashes with each other again. In one event, for exami)le, GI)agbo’s 

and O uattara’s supporters cla.shed on 4 December. In a second event, these same 

sup]iorters came to blow again on 6 December. It is difficult to say who started  these 

encounters. Suffice it to say tha t both sets of supporters were equally culpable. In 

a third event, Gl)agbo’s security forces fired live rounds and tear gas in an effort to 

disj^erse hundreds of protesters who had gathered in the capital, Yamoussoukro, in 

protest at his refusal to leave oflfice on 15 December. In a fourth event, O u a tta ra ’s 

supporters took to the streets of Abidjan, erected fortifications, and hurled rocks at 

Gbagl)o’s security forces on 1C December. Bystanders were caught up in the violence 

as well. In a fifth event, Gbagbo’s ‘Young Patrio ts’ murdered a number of civilians 

a t a makeshift checkpoint in Abidjan on 11 January. In a sixth event, Gbagbo’s 

security forces attacked a UN patrol in Abidjan, injuring several peacekee])ers on 12 

January. In a seventh and eight event, finally, these same forces attacked another 

UN patrol, setting fire to three of the organization’s vehicles on 13 and 14 January. 

We can also see from the third panel of this figure th a t the intensity of violence 

remained more or less the same during the country’s parliam entary election on 11 

December, 2011. According to the above-mentioned dataset, very few instances of 

violence occurred during this election. In a few events, however, Gbagbo’s sui)porters 

protested on 4, 8 and 30 October.
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As deinoiistrated in Figure (6.3) below, Tanzania has witnessed significant levels 

of election violence during m ultiparty elections in 2000, 2005, and 2010. By way 

of background, the country was fornuxl in 1964 from two ex-British colonies, Tan

ganyika and Zanzibar. While the former is composed of nniltiple ethnic groups none 

of which is large enough to dominate the others, the latter is divided roughly down 

the middle between Arabs and Africans. Owing to a long history of Arab dominance 

on the island, moreover, tensions between these grouj)s has frccjuently erui)ted in 

violence and conflict more generally (Hoff’man and Robinson 2009). More on this 

bel(w. Like Cote d ’Ivoire, Tanzania luus held four i)resitlential and parliamentary 

elections -  1995, 2000, 2005, and 2010 -  since the (re-)introduction of i)olitical com- 

l)ctition in the early 1990s. Since the early 1960s, the country hfis been dominated 

by one i)arty namely, Cham a Cha Mai)induzi (CCM). Inilced, this party has gone 

on to win all of the com itry’s elections l)y signiflca.nt majorities. For example, CCM’s 

candidate, Benjamin Mkapa, won t he i)residential elections in 1995 i)y 62% and 2000 

by 72% of the vote while his successor, Jakaya Kikwete, followed in his footsteps 

by winning the i)residential elections in 2005 with 80% and 2010 with 62% of the 

vote, 'rhe  party has also won sizabk^ majorities in all four of the country’s })arlia- 

mentary elex;tions as well, winning 80% of the seats in 1995, 87% in 2000, 85% in 

2005, and 74% in 2010. In the last few years, CCM ’s dominance been called into 

question by Civic United Front (CUF) and Cham a Cha Demokrasia Na Maendeleo 

(CHADEMA) in Zanzibar. Ilyden (1999: 153) argues, “In recent years Zanzibar 

has been something of a political embarrfissment to the Union governm ent... These 

})roblems stem  above all from the tlisputed j)residential election in Zanzibar in 1995, 

when CCM candidate Salmin was declared to have won by only a few thousand votes 

(less than one percentage i)oint) over opi)osition candidate Hemed. Insisting tha t 

the election had been rigg('d, llemed and his party, the CUF, refusetl to recognize 

Salmin as the island’s i)resident and decided to boycott Zanzibar’s House of llepre-



seiita tives.” N ext, I discuss some o f the more rei^reseiitative instances o f violence or 

events th a t occurred during  the co u n try ’s elections in  2000, 2005, and 2010.

Zan z iba r E le ction  
(30 O c to b e r . 2006}

P re s id en tia l/P a rlia m e n ta ry  
E le c tion  

i  (14 D ecem ber, 2005)P re s id en tla l/P a rlla ine n ta ry  
E lection  

(29 O c to be r. 2000)

Z anz iba r E le ction  
(5 N ovem ber, 2000)

12-M onth P e rio d  (A pr. '00 - A p r. '01)

P res id en tia l/P arlia m e ntary  
E le c tion  

(30 O c to be r. 2010)

12-M onth P e rio d  (A pr. '10 - A p r. 11)

F ig u re  6 .3 : T e m p o ra l P a t te rn s  o f  E le c to ra l V io le n c e : T a n z a n ia

As we can see from  the firs t panel o f F igure (6.3), the  in tens ity  o f violence increased 

du ring  the co u n try ’s general e lection on 29 O ctober and 5 November, 2000. As we 

saw above, the  government faced s ign ifican t o]3position in  Zanzibar from  the oppo

s ition  du ring  the presidentia l election in  October, 1995. In  the days fo llow ing  the 

is land ’s election, i t  was revealed th a t numerous irregu la rities  to  do w ith  the adm in 

is tra tio n  o f the election had occurred. The election was subseciuently re-run in IG 

o f the is land ’s 50 constituencies on 5 November. The opposition  demanded th a t the  

re-run include every constituency and boycotted the event when the demand went 

unheeded by the government. HofTman and Robinson (2009) argue, “ The  O ctober 

2000 election, in  i)a rticu la r, exposed the w illingness o f the is land ’s C C M  faction  to  

use force to  re ta in  contro l. W h ile  harassment, violence, and in tim id a tio n  occurred 

before the election, the greatest b ru ta lity  came a fte rw ard  -  once voters realized th a t 

the C C M  had rigged the poll. The b la ta n t th e ft o f the election led C U F  members
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to demonstrate. In retaliation, ])olice fired on a group of three-lnnidred or so CUF 

l)rotestoi\s, and tliere ensued a nuussive wave of rei)ression featuring the arl)itrary 

arrest, torture, and nnuder of susi)ected CUF supi)orters. The violence continued 

to escalate until January 2001, when police killed at least 35 CUF sui)porters and 

wounded hundreds at a party dem onstration” (2009: 134). According to the dataset 

on which this figure is based, the government committed the majority of violence 

in the months aft(;r the election. IIowev(U', it is im portant to note th a t the opjjo- 

sition was just as culpable as the government because it instigated the violence by 

targeting several public institutions including the Zanzibar Electoral Connnission 

(ZEC). In one event, for exami)le, a voting station was bombed on G November. In 

a second and third event, the ZEC was bombed on 12 and 24 November. In a fourth 

and fifth event, two more bombs were set off on 16 and 29 January but it is unclear 

from the dataset wlu;ther this institution was targetc'd again. Things took a turn 

for the worse, however. In a sixth, s(wenth, and eiglit event tlie opi)osition stagc'd a 

series of protests on 27, 28, and 29 January. The government responded by opening 

fire on the ])rotestors, killing and injiu’ing hundreds of peo])le as documented in the 

foregoing (juotation.

As we can see from the second panel of this figure, the intensity of violence increased 

(luring the country’s general election on 30 October and 14 December, 2005. As in 

the case, the dataset on which this figure is leased reports tha t the violence involved 

CCM- and CUF-supi)orters in a seiies of tit-for-tat clashes again. In one event, a 

munber of civilians were attacked while (jueuing to check the voter-registration rolls 

on 10 August. In a second event, M wajuma Nyanza, a CCM official, was killed 

on 9 September. In a third event, Khainis Machano, a CUF official, was singled 

out for retribution and assaulted on 26 September. In a repeat of the situation 

that followed the country’s election in 2000, the opposition claimed the election was 

‘stolen’ in Zanzibar and took to the streets of the island to demand redress of their
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grievances. Kelsall (2009) argues, “Altliough given a clean bill of health by observers 

the 2005 cani])aign was rough by Tanzanian s tan d ard s ... Violence, some of which 

was organised, mostly took the form of clashes between rival groui)s of support

ers, some wielding sticks, machetes, or traditional weapons, at or around campaign 

rallies; sometimes party vehicles and property were a ttacked ... Whereas {tolling on 

the mainland was relatively smooth, on Zanzibar it was much more fraught. There 

were numerous reports of irregularities, including intimidation by state  secmity, an 

inaccurate voters’ roll and opaque counting {processes, examples of nniltii)le voting 

and the l)ussing in of unregistered voters” (2009: 527). In a fourth and fifth event, 

the opposition stag(!(l a series of protests on 30 and 31 October. l"he government 

resi)onded in a heavy-handed hushion, tissaulting many of these [)rotestors. And, 

finally, as we can see from the third panel of this figure, the intensity of violence 

stayed more or less the same during the country’s elections on 30 October, 2010. As 

we saw in Chapter 4, Section 4.2 of this study, ])ost-election violence is said to occur 

after an election. It is thus per])etrated in reaction to an election and it typically 

involves instances of violence th a t express frustration with the process. Cote d ’Ivoire 

and Tanzania serve as useful exam])les of i)ost-election violence. It is impractical 

to discuss more than a handful of the events th a t occiu'red during these countries’ 

elections. Many of these events comprised acts of coercive intimidation and pliysical 

assault against electoral information, electoral facilities, electoral events and, not 

least, electoral stakeholders (Hoghmd 2009).

6.3 D a ta  M odel  

6.3.1 D a ta

In the following section I reiterate more or less verbatim many of the })oints I made in 

the last chaj)ter to do my data  and model because some of these point are technical
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and tluis difficult to grasp. As we saw in this chapter, I use an original dataset of 170 

m ultiparty elect,i(jns in 40 of Sub-Saharan Africa’s 49 countries over the sixteen-year 

period, 1997 to 2012, to explore the causes of post-election violence. Before turning 

to a discussion of my variables it is im portant to note tha t I use the term ‘original’ 

advisedly: My dataset is original in the sense tha t I have collected, collated, and 

coded most of the information on my explanatory and control variables from a num

ber of sources the most im portant of which include Afiica Confidential and Afjica  

Research Bulletin  among several others such as Adam C arr’s Election Archive and 

Albert Nmiley’s African Elections Data,base. My outcome variable, ‘Post-Election 

Invents (3 M onths),’ is derived from the ACLED dataset. My exi)lanatory and con

trol variables are based on the above-nuiutioned datjiset. I have listed the source of 

all my variables in Table (4.1). My dataset includes every country in Sub-Saharan 

Africa with the exception of those countries tha t have not yet held a multiparty 

election including Eritrea, Somalia, South Sudan, and Swaziland. It also excludes 

the small islands off the mainland including, Cape Verde, Comoros, M auritius, Sao 

Tome and Principe, and Seychelles. And, finally, it is im portant to note tha t many 

countries in Siib-Saharan Africa hold i)rcsidential and parliamentary elections on 

the same day. Distinguishing whether violence related to the former or the latter is 

difficult in this situation given the nature of the dataset on which my outcome vari

able is based. Given the relative imi)ortance of i)residential elections in Sub-Saharan 

Africa and the develoi)ing world more generally, I assmne in this chapter th a t the 

violence th a t occiu’s in the three-month period after an election is connected to this 

type of election (Eifert, Miguel, and Posner 2010; Posner 2004a, 2007; Rakner and 

Van de Walle 2009a, 20091)). The descriptive statistics are set out in Table (6.1) 

next.
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Table 6.1: Post-E lection: D escrip tive  S tatistics

V ariab le M e a n St.  D e v M i n M a x N

P o st-E lec tio n  E v en ts  (3 M o n th s)' 19.5G 52.81 0 453 170
P o st-E lec tio n  E v en ts  (3 M onths)^ 15.07 42.19 0 453 165
P o st-E lec tio n  E v en ts  (3 M onths)^ 12.40 24.64 0 138 164
Results Rejected 0.51 0.50 0 1 170
Pi'ee (t-1) 0.16 0.37 0 1 170
Partly Pi’ee (t-1) 0.49 0.50 0 1 170
Not Pi-ee (t-1) 0.35 0.48 0 1 170
Results Rejected*Partly Free 0.22 0.42 0 1 170
Results Rejected*Not R ee 0.24 0.43 0 1 170
Pre-Election Violence 0.79 0.41 0 1 170
Armed Conflict 0.16 0.37 0 1 170
Margin of Victory 0.49 0.30 0 1 170
‘Fi'ee & Fair’ 0.35 0.48 0 1 170
Politically Relevant Ethnic Groups (t) 0.34 0.24 0.00 0.80 170
GDP Per Capita (t-1; hi) 6.10 0.95 4.10 9.10 170
Population (t; In) 15.82 1.27 13.13 18.91 170

N o tes: (1) Inchuios all countries in the dataset; (2) Includes all cotuitries in the 
dataset with the exception of Ziinhahwe; and (3) Includes all countries in the dataset 
with the exception of Zinihahwe and Kenya’s Presidential\Parlianientary Election in 
December, 2007

6 .3 .2  M o d e l

As we saw in the last cha[)ter, I conducted several multivariate regressions using 

the Negative Binomial model to estim ate the relationship between my outcome and 

explanatory variables in this chapter cxs well. As we saw in Chapter 4, Section 

4.4 of this study, this model is the most apj)ropriate model to use because my 

outcome variable, ‘Post-Election Events (3 M onths),’ is a count variable, th a t is 

to say, it counts the nmnber of violent events th a t occurred in the three-month 

period after all 170 nm ltiparty elections included in my dataset. I cannot emphasize 

this point enough. As we saw in this chapter, furthermore, many scholars treat 

count variables as continuous and conduct their analysis using ordinary least squares 

regression. This approach is unsatisfactory because these variables are l:>y definition 

discrete (e.g. 1, 2, 3 . . . )  and have values greater than or equal to zero Allison 

(2009). In addition, many scholars model coTuit variables using the well-known
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Poissou model. This approach is likewise unsatislactory  -  in the following analysis 

a t least -  because these variables frequently suffer from a phenom enon known as 

‘overdisi)ersion.’ In less-technical language, this problem  is said to  occiu' when the 

variance of th e  variable of interest is larger th an  the mean (Allison 2009; Cam eroon 

and Trivetli 1998; Long and Freese 200G). As we can see from Tal)le (6.1) above, for 

exam ple, th e  s tandard  deviation and, by extension, variance of my outcom e variable 

is significantly larger th an  the  mean suggesting, a t first glance at least, th a t the 

Negative Binom ial model is the m ost appropria te  model to  use. In o ther words, the 

d istribu tion  (jf this variable is skewed to  the right indicating th a t some elections in 

Sub-Saharan Africa witu(!ss(xl considerably more i)ost-election violence; than  other 

elections over the sixteen-year i)eriod, 1997 to  2012. There is thus considerable 

variation in the  level of ])ost-election violence in my datfiset (Gerring 2012: 240- 

2; King, K eohane and Verba 1994: 107-9; Van Evera 1997: 43-8). And, finally, 

the N egative Binom al model is becoming the  model of choice so to  sj)eak in the 

burgeoning large-N, cross-case litera tu re  on electoral violence (Daxecker 2012, 2014; 

W ilkinson 2004).

And, finally, it is im portan t to note th a t Model 1(a) and Model 1(b) are th e  most 

in ijjortan t UKxlels in th is chapter because they include all of the  cases in my da tase t 

w ith the excei)tion of Zimbabwe. As we can see from Figure (G.l) above, for example, 

Zimbabwe has experienced significant levels of jjost-election violence, as m easured by 

the  average num ber of violent events j)er 100,000 people, over the  sixteen-year period, 

1997 to  2012. In fact, the  s tandard  deviation of my OTitcome variable decrefises by 

some 20% when this country  is om itted  from the  analysis. This fact alone provides 

prirna facie  evitlence th a t som ething is amiss w ith my outcom e variable, ‘Post- 

Election E vents (3 M onths).’ To be sure, the  distril)ution of this variable is still 

skewed to  th e  right when this country  is om itted  from the analysis, bu t the degree 

of ‘skewness’ is significantly reduci'd. A more formal m ethod of determ ining the



‘best’ model to run involves using the ‘F its ta t’ procedure (Tx)ug and Freese 2006). 

Tliis ]irocedure produces a series of fit statistics and, on the basis of these statistics, 

indicates which model slioTild be used. Tests using this procedure show ‘Very Strong’ 

sui)i)ort for the models th a t exclude Zimbal)we from the analysis. Using a ‘Fixed 

Effect’ for Zimbabwe, this procedure returns a difference of 36.91 in the Bayesian 

Information Criterion or BIC’ providing ‘Very Strong’ support for the models tha t 

exclude this coimtry from the analysis. I have also conducted a variety of robustness 

tests to ensure th a t the results are not driven by influential observations (Cameron 

and Trivedi 1998: 139-88). In addition, I liave also checked for ‘multicollinearity.’ 

'riiis [)robleni is said to occur when two or more explanatory variables are highly 

intercorrelat(!(l with each other. I have sought to identify whether my variables 

are susceptible to this i)robleni by running the Siata conunand ‘V IF .’ VIF stands 

for Variance Inflation Factor. As a rule of thumb, VIFs above ‘10’ are taken as 

indications of excessive multicollinearity. None of my regressions, however, show 

evidence of this problem. Finally, all of the models use robust standard errors, which 

have been clustered by country, to account for the fact th a t individual obscu'vations 

within a country are unlikely to be indei)endent of one another. Again, in less- 

technical terms, we have to account for the possibility th a t the level of violence in 

election, t, is likely to have an effect on the level of violence in election, t+1.

6.3 ,3  M easurem ent  

O utcom e Variable

As we saw above my outcome variable, ‘Post-Election Events (3 M onths),’ is a cormt 

variable; It measures the intensity of j^ost-election violence by comiting the mim- 

ber of violent events tha t occur in the three-month period after all 170 elections 

included in my dataset. As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.4 of this study, I 

have used the ACLED datiiset to code this variable because this dataset is the most
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conii^rehensive d a tase t of its kind in the sense tlia t it records a nuiltitude of violent 

instances ranging from coercive intim idation to physical assault th a t occur over the 

com se of the electoral cycle. We also saw in this chapter th a t all of the  definitions 

of electoral violence ngree th a t electoral violence is a nmltifacetecl phenom enon th a t 

encom passes m yriad activities. Targets of such violence ty])ically include electoral 

inform ation, electoral facilities, electoral events, and electoral stakeholders (Hoghmd 

2009; K raetzschniar and C avato rta  2010; R apoport and W einberg 2000b; Sisk 2008; 

S traus and Taylor 2012). It is thus oi)en to  ciuestion w hether one can cap tm e this 

phenom enon in its en tirety  by relying on a single measure such as the num ber of 

deaths. I cannot emi)hasize this i)oint enough. As we saw in this chapter, fur

therm ore, th is (UitMfiet records in excess of 3,300 violent events in 170 m ultiparty  

elections over the sixteen-year i)eriod, 1997 to 2012. We should also recall from 

th is chapter t.hat two actors -  namely, ‘S ta te  A ctors’ and ‘Irregular Forces’ conunit- 

ted some 70% of these events confirming the  argum ent m ade by several scholars in 

the  dem ocratization litera tu re  th a t governm ent a n d \o r government-backed groups 

in the form of s tuden t-, youth-, and m ilitia-groups are responsible for the m ajority  

of such violence in Sub-Saharan Africa (Barkan 1993; Barkan and Ng’ethe 1998; 

Branch and Cheesenian 2009; Brown 2004; IJavenport 1997; M afner-Burton, Hyde, 

and Jablonski 2013; Kirschke 2000; K raetzschniar and C avatorta  2010; Kriger 2005; 

Lebas 200G; M ueller 2008, 2011; Reno 2011; Roessler 2005). This is not to  sug

gest th a t th e  governm ent is solely responsible for pre- and post-election violence. 

I th ink a  num ber of studies in the  literatu re  on electoral violence have overlooked 

the fact th a t bo th  governm ent- m id  o])position-parties deserve blam e in so far as 

post-election violence is concerned a t least because both  parties stand  to benefit 

from “th e  s ta te  of confusion, uncertainty, and sometimes even chaos, which charac

terizes m ost African polities” (C habal and Daloz 1999: xviii). As we saw in the last 

chapter, it is im portan t to  em phasize in conclusion th a t 1 have gone to  considerable 

lengths to  code m any of my explanatory  and control variai)les on i)ost-election vio-



leiice as well l^ecause iiiany of tliese variables are not currently available in existing 

datasets. I have listed the sources of all these variables in Table (4.1) of this study.

E xplanatory V ariables

As we saw in the Uust chajjter, I also created a number of explanatory variables 

to test the two hypotheses on post-election violence set out in C hapter 4, Section 

4.3 of this study. Furthermore, it is im portant to note in this regard th a t the first 

model, Model 1(a), includes three of the five explanatory variables while the second 

model. Model 1(b), inrhuies all five variables inchuling the constitutive and interac

tion terms (Branibor, Clark and Colder 200G). These variables are set out in Table 

(G.2) and dis(‘uss(Hl, in turn, next. Thii first main exi)lanatory variable, ‘Results 

Rxijected,’ is a dichotomous variable th a t takes the value ‘1’ if the outcome of an 

election is rejected by the opposition and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is coded ‘1’ in 

8G of the 170 (51%) obsen vations includ(;d in my dataset. And, it is expected tha t 

the intensity of post-election violence will increase when the results of an election 

are rejected by the opj)Osition. It is imjoortant to note th a t it is not always et\sy 

to identify the ‘government’ as opposed to the ‘opposition’ in Sub-Saharan Africa, 

and this distinction is all the more difficult to make because parties tend to be 

the ephemeral creations of elites rather than the expression of undc'rlying societal 

cleavages (Manning 2005). In some countries such Jis Angola and Botswana, it is 

relatively easy to identify the former, e.g. Popular Movement for the Liberation of 

Angola (MPLA) and Botswana Democratic Party  (BDP) respectively and the lat

ter, e.g. National Union For Total Independence of Angola (UNITA) and Botswana 

National Front (BNF) respectively. In others, this distinction is less clear-cut. In 

Lesotho, the Lesotho Congress for Democracy (LCD) has dominated the political 

scene till recently. During the last fifteen-plus years, it has faced challenges from 

the Basotho National Party (BCP), the All Basotho Convention (ABC) and the 

Democratic Congress (DC) among other parties. Indeed, some scholars go so far fis
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to  argue tha t the very concept of ‘opposition’ is anomalous in the region more gen

erally (Clapham 1997; Hyden 200G; Rakner and Van de Walle 2009a, 2009b). I thus 

consulted several sources including Africa Covfidential, Africa RescarcJi Bulletin, 

Adam C arr’s Election. Arclm)c, and Albert Nmiley’s Africa.n Elections Database to 

code the da ta  on this variable.

As we saw in the last chapter as well, the variable, ‘Partly Free (t-1 )' takes the 

value ‘1’ if the country in (jnestion is deemed ‘Partly Free’ by Freedom Ihmse, and 

‘0’ otherwise. This variable is coded ‘1’ in 84 (49%) of the 170 observations included 

in my datfiset. Similarly, the variable, ‘Not Free (t-l),' takes the value ‘1’ if the 

country in (juestion is deemed ‘Not Free’ by the same organization and ‘0’ otherwise. 

This variable is coded ‘1’ in 59 (35%) of the 170 observations. As we saw in the last 

chapter, these variables are interpreted in relation to the reference category, ‘Free 

(t-l) .' This variable is cock'd ‘1’ in 27 (IC%) of the 170 observations. It is im portant 

to note in this regard th a t all of these variables are measured in the year, t-1, 

to circumvent some of the problems associated with reverse causality between the 

outcome and explanatory variables. This is a standard, if less than  perfect, j)ractice 

in the literature on democratization (Goldstone et al. 2010; Ilegre et al. 2001; Li 

2005; Smith 2000; Wade and Reiter 2007; Wright 2009). I am well aware th a t the 

relationship between the level of democracy and the level of violence is reciprocal, 

but I have tried to circumvent this problem by measuring these variables in the year, 

t-1. The second main explanatory variable, ‘Results R,('jected*Partly Free,’ takes the 

value ‘1’ if the results of the election are rejected by the opj)osition in ‘hybrid’ or 

weakly-institutionalized systems of government and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is 

coded ‘1’ in 38 (22%>) of the 170 observations included in my dataset and, in line with 

the existing scholarship in the civil war and democratization literature, it is expected 

th a t the intensity of j)ost-election violence w'ill incretvse by a even greater amount 

when the results of an election arc rejected in weakly-institutionalized systems of



government for the reason Huntington (1968) called attention to some fifty-off years 

ago. And, finally, the variable, ‘Results Rejected*Not Free,’ is constructed in an 

analogous fiisliion and takes the value ‘1’ if the results of the election are rejected 

by the opposition in non-democratic systems of government and ‘0’ otherwise. It 

is coded ‘1’ in 4f (24%) of the 170 observations. It is im portant to note, finally, 

tha t this measure of democracy is not without its problems; I have discussed these 

I)roblems in detail in the preceding chapters.

C ontrol V ariables

1 also created a number of control variables to test two hypotheses on post-election 

violence set out in Cha])ter 4, Section 4.3 of this study. Following the burgeoning 

large-N, cross-case literature on j)ost-election violence, I created seven such variables 

(Daxecker 2012; Hafuer-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 2013). The first, ‘Pre-Election 

Violence,’ is a dichotouious variable th a t takes the value ‘1’ if one or more violent 

events occurred in the three-month period before an election and ‘0’ otherwise. This 

variable is coded ‘1’ in 135 (79%) of the 170 observations included in my dataset 

and it is expected th a t i)re-election violence and post-election violence are linked 

because violence begets violence. The second, ‘Armed Conflict,’ is a dichotomous 

variable tha t takes the value ‘1’ if an election occurs during a civil war or other large- 

scale conflict and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable is coded ‘1’ in 27 (16%) of the 170 

observations, confirming the observation made by scholars in the democratization 

literature th a t elections usually follow a cessation in hostilities (Carothers 2007a, 

2007b; Flores and Nooruddin 2012; Hoglund, Jarstad, and Kovacs 2009; Mansfield 

and Snyder 2007). As we saw in Section G.2 above, Cote d ’Ivoire serves as a useful 

example in this regard. As we saw in the last chapter, the Uppsala Conflict D ata 

Program \International Peace Research Institute (U CD P\PRIO ) defines an ‘Armed 

Conflict’ as “a contested incompatibility tha t concerns government and \o r territory 

when the use of armed force between two parties, of which at least one is the govern-
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iiient of a state, results in a t least 25 battle-related deaths” (Gleditsch et al. 20Q2). 

As in the case above, this variable is standard in the existing literature on post

election violence and, in line with this literatiue, it is expected th a t the intensity 

f)f this type of violence will increase in the event of such a conflict for the rea

sons set out in the foregoing chapter on pre-election violence (Ilafner-Burton, Hyde, 

and Jablonski 2013). We saw in Cha])ter 3, Section 3.2 of this study, furthermore, 

th a t Scott Straus uses the above-mentioned to support his argument concerning the 

develoi)ment of ‘new forms’ of violence in Sub-Saharan Africa (Straus 2012).

The third, ‘Margin of Victory,’ is a continuous variable that measures the com

petitiveness of an election, and it is created by taking the difference between the 

‘W inner’s ’ and ‘Loser’s’ share of the vote. This variable takes a value between ‘0’ and 

‘1’ and it is expected th a t the level of post-election violence will increase following a 

comi)ctitive election and vice versa. This m\ich is uncontroversial. The fourth, ‘Free 

& Fair,’ is a dichotomous variable tha t takes the value ‘1’ if the international com- 

numity considers th a t an election was not conducted in accordance with prevailing 

standards (Read: ‘W estern’ standards) of jjrobity and ‘0 ’ otherwise. It is coded ‘1’ in 

CO (35%) of the 170 observations. It is im portant to note in this regard th a t the role 

of the international connnunity in the conduct of elections in Sub-Saharan Africa 

and the developing world more generally has given rise to a significant literature in 

the hist number of years (I3eaulieu and Hyde 2009; Kelley 2009, 2010, 2011). In the 

main, this literature has been critical of the role played by the international com- 

numity in the conduct of elections. For example, Kelley (2009, 2010, 2011) argues 

tha t their assessment as to the i)robity or otherwise of an election is often based on 

factors extraneous to the event itself such as the interests of their parent countries 

and\or organizations. As we saw in the last chapter, furthermore, a large literature 

on the causes of civil war and ^'iolence more generallj^ links this type of conflict 

to diversity. However, the i)uri)orted relationship between the one and the other



remains inconchisive and contirnies to generate deljate (Blattmai) and Miguel 2010; 

Cedernian, W immer, and Min 2010; Collier and PIoefFler 1998, 2004; Dixon 2009; 

Fearon and Laitin 2003; Hegre and Sanibanis 2006; Kalyvas and Kenny 2010). The 

fifth variable, ‘Politirally Relevant Ethnic Groups (t),' measures the degree of ethnic 

diversity in a country in the year, t. This variable takes a value between ‘0’ and 

‘1’ and it is standard  in the existing literature on post-election violence (Daxecker 

2012; Hafner-Burton, Hyde, and Jablonski 2013). As we saw in the last chapter 

on ])re-election violence, this mejisure of diversity is chosen because it me<isures the 

level of diversity between ‘politically-relevant’ Jis opposed to ‘i)olitically-irrelevant’ 

groups (Posner 2004b).

An (Kjually large literature on the causes of civil war and violence more generally 

links this type of conflict to economic development or the lack thereof (B lattm an and 

Miguel 2010; Collier and Hoeffler 1998, 2004; Dixon 2009; Fearon and Laitin 2003; 

Hegre and Sanibanis 2006; Kalyvas and Kenny 2010). The sixth variai)le, ‘C D P Per 

Ca])ita (t-1; In),' is a continuous variable th a t measm'es the level of development in 

a country in the year, t-1. As we saw in the last cha[)ter, this variable is measured 

in the year, t-1, to circumvent the problems associated with reverse causality. P u t 

another way, we want to ensure th a t the level of develoi)uient in year, t-1, is causing 

the level of post-election violence in the year, t, and not the other way aromid. 

The variable, ‘GDP Per C apita (t-1; In),' is logged to account for skewness in the 

d a ta  because Sub-Saharan Africa is composed of fifty-plus countries th a t range in 

wealth from the poor (e.g. Sierra Leone) to the not-so-poor (e.g. South Africa). 

And, it is expected th a t the higher the level of development, the lower the level of 

post-election violence. However, it is not inconceivable th a t this relationship could 

work in the opposite direction as well because the citizens of richer countries tend 

to  enjoy more political rights and civil liberties than  their counterparts in poorer 

comitries. As we saw in this chai)ter, furthermore, this is one of the  standard



varial)les in the  bmg(!onlng h te ra tu re  on electoral violence (Daxecker 2014; Ilafner- 

B urton , Hyde, and Jablonski 2013; W ilkinson 2004). And, finally, the  relationship 

between jjopnlation size and violence is one of the  more robust results in the  civil war 

litera tu re . Accordingly, th e  seventh variable, ‘Poi)ulation (t; bi) , '  is a continuous 

variable th a t metisures the  num ber of peoi)le in a  country  in the  year, t. As in th e  

case above, th is variable is also logged to accoim t for skewness in th e  data . And, 

it is expected th a t th e  g reater th e  num ber of people, the  greater th e  intensity  of 

post-election violence. This variable is also s tan d ard  in the  litera tu re  on electoral 

violence (Daxecker 2014; W ilkinson 2004). T he results of my analysis are discussed 

next.

6 .4  E m p ir ica l  R e s u lt s  

6.4 .1  In trod u ction

T he following section discusses the  results of Model 1(a) and Model 1(b) set ou t in 

'Fable (G.2) and Table (G.3) in the concluding pages of this chapter. As we can see 

from th e  first of these tables. Model 1(a) presents the  results of th ree  of th e  five 

ex])lanatory variables, while Model 1(b) ])r(isents th e  results of all Hve exjjlanatory 

variables including th e  constitu tive and in teraction term s, ‘R esults Rejectcxl^Partly 

Free’ anti ‘R esults R('jected*N ot Free.’ As we saw in the  last chapter, the  m ain 

exp lanato ry  variables, ‘R esidts Rejecttxl’ and ‘Results R ejected*Partly  Free’ are 

highlighted in ‘bok led ’ tyi)eface to  facilitate in terp re ta tion  of the  results. In order to  

te s t th e  robustness of these results, I also conducted a  second set of m odels -  namely, 

M odel 2(a) and  M odel 2(b). These models are set ou t in Table (6.4) and Table (G.5) 

resi)ectively in th e  concluding pages of th is chap ter as well. As we saw in th e  hist 

cha]3te r as well, th is  second set of models is more or less identical to  th e  first set w ith 

the  exception th a t it om its ano ther observation from the  analysis, th a t is, K enya’s
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Presi(leiitial\Parliam entary in D(iceml)er, 20(37, becatisc of concerns I have to do with 

influential observations (Cameron and Ti'ivedi 1998: 139-88). I have discussed these 

concerns in d(!tail in the foregoing section. As dem onstrated in Table (G.3) and Table 

(6.5), furthermore, I have also included a  measiu'e of uncertainty. “All knowledge 

and all inference -  in quantitative and cjualitative research -  is u n certa in ... All good 

social scien tists... reports estim ates of the Tuicertainty of their inferences (King, 

Keohane, and Verba 1994; 31-2). It is im portant to note, in conclusion, th a t Model 

1(a) and Model 1(b) are the most im portant models in this chapter because they 

include all of the cases in my dataset with the exce[)tion of Zimbabwe for the reason 

outlined al)ove. As we can see from Table (6.3) and Table (6.5) below, the results 

remain more or less the same across all four models confirming the robustness of my 

statistical analysis more generally.

6.4.2 M o d e l  1(a)

In term s of the first model, Model 1(a), we can see th a t two of the tliree explana

tory variables, ‘Results Rejected’ and ‘Partly  Free (t-1),' and five of the seven con

trol variables are significant and display their expected signs. The first of the two 

hypotlieses set out in C hapter 4, Section 4.3 to do with i)ost-election violence is 

therefore confirnit'd. As this hypothesis ])redicted, the main ex])lanatory variable in 

Model 1(a),‘Results Rejected,’ is significant (p <  0.01) and displays a positive sign 

indicating th a t the intensity of post-election violence, as measured by the number 

of violent instances or events th a t occur in the three-m onth period after each elec

tion inchuled in my dataset, increases when the results of an election are rejected 

by the opposition. As dem onstrated in Table (6.3), the expected mean number of 

violent events increases from ‘3’ to ‘8’ or 166% when this variable is varied from ‘0’ 

to ‘1.’ The second explanatory variable in Model 1(a), ‘Partly  Free (t-1),'' is signif

icant as well (p <  0.01) and displays a j)ositive sign indicating th a t the  intensity 

of post-election violence is gr{;ater in ‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized systems of
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government than in democratic systcuns of government. The expectcd mean number 

of violent events increases from ‘3’ to ‘9’ or 2(){)% when this variable is varied from 

‘0’ to ‘1.’ As we saw in Chapter 4, Section 4 of this study, scholars frecjuently refer 

to the finding th a t weakly-institutionalized systems of government are more suscep

tible to violence and instability more generally than other systems as the ‘Inverted 

U’ hypothesis (Kloop and Zuern 2007). A number of these scholars have sought ex

plain this finding by drawing on H untington’s (1968) distinction between the form 

and degree of government. I cannot emphasize this i)oint enough. The third ex

planatory variable in Model 1(a), ‘Not Pree (t-1) '  displays a i)ositive sign suggesting 

th a t the intensity of post-election violence is greater in non-deniocratic systems of 

government as well, bu t this variable doesn’t achieve standard siguiOcance levels.

We can also see from Model 1 (a) th a t five of the seven control variables are significant 

and display their expected signs. The first, ‘Pre-Election Violence,’ is significant (p

< 0.10) and displays a positive sign indicating th a t i)re-electiou violence and post

election violence are interlinked. As dem onstrated in Table (G.3), the expected mean 

mnnber of post-election events increases from ‘4’ to ‘G’ or 50% when this variable is 

varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ The second, ‘Armed Conflict,’ is significant (p <  0.01) and 

(lisi)lays a jjositive sign as well indicating th a t the intensity of post-election violence 

is higher when an election takes i)lace dm'ing a large-scale conflict. The expected 

mean number of violent events increases from ‘4’ to ‘13’ or roughly 225% when this 

variable is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ The third, ‘Margin of Victory,’ is significant (p

<  0.01) and displays a negative sign indicating th a t the intensity of post-election 

violence is higher following a competitive election. The expected mean number of 

violent events decreases from ‘7’ to ‘4’ or roughly 40% when this variable is varied 

from one standard  deviation below its nu^an to one standard  deviation above. The 

fourth, ‘GDP Per Cai>ita (t-1; In),’’ is significant (p < 0.10) and displays a positive 

sign indicating tha t the intensity of i)ost-election violence is higher the richer the
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country. The fifth, ‘Population (t; In),' is significant (p <  0.01) and dis])lays a 

positive sign as well indicating tlia t the larger the country, the more likely th a t 

country is to ex])erience higher levels of post-election violence. The expected number 

of violent events increases from ‘2’ to ‘14’ or C00% when this variable is varied from 

one standard deviation below its mean to one standard deviation above. As we saw 

in the last chapter, many of these results mirror those foimd in the existing large-N, 

cross-country literature on electoral violence (Daxecker 2012, 2014; Hafner-Burton, 

Hyde, and Jablonski 2013; Wilkinson 2004). And, finally, the remaining control 

variables display their expected signs l)ut fail to achieve standard significance levels.

6.4 .3  M o d e l  1(b)

Tlie second model. Model 1(b), includes all five exjjlanatory variaVjles including the 

constitutive and interaction terms, ‘Rcisults Rejected*Partly Free,’ and ‘R('sults R(v 

jected*Not Free.’ In terms of this model, we can see th a t one of the five explanatory 

variables, ‘Results Rejected*Partly Free,’ is significant and displays its expected 

sign. The second of the two hypotheses set out in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 to do with 

post-election violence is therefore confirmed. As this hypothesis predicted, the main 

explanatory varialile in Model 1(b), ‘Results R,ejected*Partly Free,’ is significant (p 

< 0.05) and displays a positive sign indicating th a t the intensity of post-election 

violence, as measTU'ed by the munber of violent instances or events th a t occur in 

the three-m onth period after each election included in my datfiset, increases by an 

even greater extent when the results of an election are rejected by the  opposition 

in ‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized systems of government. As dem onstrated in 

Table (6.3), the expected mean number of violent events increases from ‘3’ to ‘18’ or 

500% when the constitutive terms, ‘Results Rejected’ and ‘Partly  Free (t-1 )’’ and in

teraction term , ‘Results Rejected*Partly Free,’ are varied jointly from ‘0 ’ to  ‘1.’ We 

can also see from Model 1(b) th a t four of the seven control variables are significant 

and display their expected signs. The first, ‘Pre-Election Violence,’ is significant
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(p <  0.05) and displays a positive sign indicating that pie- and post-election vio

lence are interlinked. The second, ‘Armed Conflict,’ is significant as well (p < 0.01) 

and displays a j)ositive sign indicating that the intensity of post-election violence is 

higher when an election takes place during a large-scale conflict. The third, ‘Margin 

of Victory,’ is significant (p < 0.01) and displays a negative sign indicating that the 

intensity of post-election violence is higher following a competitive election. And, 

finally, the fourth, ‘Population (t; In),' is significant (p < 0.01) and displays a pos

itive sign suggesting that the larger tlu  ̂ country, the more likely that country is to 

experience higher levels of post-election violence. The remaining control variables 

display their expected signs but fail to attain standard significance levels.

6.5 R o b u stn e ss  C hecks  

6.5.1 In trodu ct ion

As we saw in the last c:hapter, I also conducted a number of robustness checks in this 

chapter to ensure t.hat the results discussc'd above are not driven by problems such 

fis model selection concerns, multicolhnearity, and\or influential observations. As 

demonstrated in Figme (6.1) above, several countries in Sub-Saharan Africa have 

exj^erienced significant levels of post-election violence, as measured l)y the average 

number of violent events per 100,000 people, over the above-mentioned period. The 

danger therefore exists that these countries are exerting undue influence on my 

results. It is also evident from this figure that the intensity of such violence has 

varied quite significantly across the 40 comitries included in my dataset. As we saw 

in the last chapter well, this is one of the more important conditions underlying 

large-N, cross-country analysis (Gerring 2012: 240-2; King, Keohane and Verba 

1994; 107-9; Van Evera 1997: 43-8). Before discussing these robustness checks in 

more detail, i think it is important to reiterate the i)oint made above concerning
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th e  fact th a t M odel 2(a) and  Model 2(h) are essentially the  sam e as M odel 1(a) and 

Model 1(b), respectively. As we saw in th e  last chapter, they  differ in one im p o rtan t 

respect. T he first set of m odels excludes Zimbabwe while th e  second se t excludes 

Zimbabwe and K enya’s general election in Decem ber, 2007 owing to  concerns to  do 

w ith influential observation (Cam eron and Trivedi 1998: 139-88). As we can see 

from Table (6.3) and  Table (6.5), th e  resu lts rem ain m ore or less th e  sam e across 

th e  two sets of m odels confirm ing th e  robustness of th e  results. B u t, th e  in tensity  

of violence decreases in the  second se t of m odels when K enya’s d ispu ted  election 

in Decem ber, 2007 is om itted  from th e  analysis. These resu lts are briefly discussed 

next.

6.5.2 M o d e l  2(a)

As in th e  case of Model 1(a) above, th e  m ain exi)lanatory variai)le in M odel 2(a), 

‘R esults R ejected ,’ is significant (p <  0.01) and  disi)lays a  positive sign indicating 

th a t the  in tensity  of post-election violence increases when th e  resu lts of an  election 

are rejected by the  oi)position. As tlem onstratenl in Table (6.5), th e  expected  m ean 

num ber of violent events increases from ‘3 ’ to  ‘7 ’ or roughly 133% when th is variable 

is varied from ‘0’ to  ‘1.’ T he second exp lanato ry  variable, ‘P a rtly  Free (t-1),^ is 

significant (j) <  0.01) and displays a positive sign indicating th a t  th e  in tensity  of 

post-election violence is g reater in ‘h yb rid ’ or w eakly-institu tionalized system s of 

goverm nent th an  in dem ocratic system s of governm ent. T he expected  m ean num ljer 

of violent events increases from ‘3’ to  ‘8 ’ or roughly 166% w hen th is  variable is 

varied from  ‘0’ to  ‘1.’ T he th ird  exp lanato ry  variable, ‘N ot Free ( t - l ) , ’’ displays 

its expected sign suggesting th a t  the  in tensity  of post-election violence is g reater in 

non-dem ocratic system s of goverm nent th a n  in dem ocratic system s, b u t th is  variable 

fails to  achieve s tan d ard  significance levels. As in th e  case above, five of th e  seven 

control varial)les, ‘P re-E lection V iolence,’ ‘A rm ed C onflict,’ ‘M argin of V ictory ,’ 

‘G D P Per C aj)ita  (t-1; In,' and ‘P opulation  (In),' are significant and display the ir
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expected signs. The first is significant (p < 0.10) and displays a positive sign, while 

tlie second is also significant (p <  0.01) anti displays a positive sign as well. The 

th ird  is significant (p < 0.01) bnt dis])lays a negative sign. The fourth is significant
i

(p <  0.10) and displays a j)ositive sign, while the fiftli is also significant (p < 0.01) 

and disjilays a positive sign as well. In conclusion, these results confirm th a t the 

main exj)lanatory variable in Model 1(a) -  namely, ‘Results Rejected,’ is not driven 

by influential observations.

6.5 .3  M o d e l  2(1))

As in the case of Model 1(b) above, the main explanatory variable in Model 2(b), 

‘Results Rejected*Partly Free,’ is significant (p < 0.10) and displays a positive sign 

indicating th a t the intensity of post-ek^ction violence incretises by an even greater 

am ount when the results of an election are rejected by the o])position in ‘hybrid’ 

or weakly institutionalized systems of government. As dem onstrated in Table (G.5), 

the expected mean number of vi(jlent events increases from ‘3’ to ‘IG’ or rouglily 

433% when the constitutive terms, ‘Results Rejected’ and ‘Partly  Free ( t - i y  anti 

interaction term , ‘Results R('jected*Partly Free’ are varied jointly from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ We 

can also see from Model 2(b) four of the seven control variables are significant and 

display their expected signs. The first, ‘Pre-Election Violence,’ is significant (p < 

0.05) and disjilays a positive sign. The second, ‘Armed Conflict,’ is also significant 

(p <  0.01) and disi)lays a })ositive sign as well. The third, ‘Margin of Victory,’ is 

significant (p <  0.01) and displays a negative sign. Finally, the foiuth, ‘Population 

(t; In),' is also significant (p <  0.01) and displays a positive sign as well. We can 

thus see from the foregoing analysis th a t the main explanatory variables used in this 

chapter, ‘Results R ejected’ and ‘Results R,('jected*Partly Free,’ remain robust when 

some of the more conflict-prone countries in Sub-Saharan Africa are om itted from 

the analysis.
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6.6 C on clu sion

Building on the existing scholarship in the literatiu’e on dem ocratization, this cha])ter 

argued th a t the ‘challenger’ is faced with a dilennna -  namely, ‘The Dilemma of 

P ro test.’ lie  wants to increase the uncertainty Ind decrease the legitimacy of an 

election, and, in order to achieve these goals, he resorts to violence in the post

election stage of the electoral process. Following the sniall-but-growing literatm e 

on i)ost-election violence discussed in C hapter 3, Section 3.4 of this study, this type 

of violence can thus be conceptualized as a means of influencing the  outcome of an 

election in the post-election in the i)ost-election stage of this i)rocess. Furtherm ore, 

in line with the theoretical framework set out in Cha])ter 4, Section 4.3 of this 

study, this chaj)ter luis found l>y drawing on an original dattuset of 170 nniltiparty 

elections in 40 of Sub-Saharan Africa’s 49 countries over the sixteen-year i)eriod 1997 

to 2012 considerable evidence to support the argument th a t this type of violence 

often turns on the strategies of the challenger. To reiterate, this is not to suggest 

th a t the incmnbent is responsible for i)re-election and the challenger for post-election 

violence. As we saw in Chai)ter 4, Section 4.4 of this study, the former is responsible 

for the m ajority of both pre- and i)Ost-election violence. But, the challenger is just 

as culpable fis the incumbent in so far as post-election violence is concerned when 

it instigates violence. Political elites, according to Cliabal and Daloz (1999), use 

disorder instnnnentally  to achieve their respective ends. This insight api)lies to both 

the incumbent and challenger. Drawing on H untington’s (1968) insight th a t societies 

in the process of change are [particularly suscej^tible to instability, this chapter argued 

th a t we are more likely to witness higher levels of post-election violence when the 

ojpposition rejects the results of an election in weakly-institutionalized systems of 

government because these systems often lack the mechanisms th a t may be called 

upon in the event of a dispute. Kenya’s ‘stolen’ election in December, 2007 serves 

as a telling example in this regard.



Ill sumiiiary, we have seen from the analysis coiichicted in this chapter th a t the 

intensity of i)ost-election violence, as nie;isured by the number of violent instances 

or events th a t occur in the three-m onth i)eriod after every election included in my 

dataset, increases under two different-but-related scenarios. As dem onstrated in the 

first model in this chapter. Model 1(a), the intensity of violence increases from ‘3’ to 

‘8’ or roughly 1GG% when the main exi)laiiatory variable used in this model, ‘Results 

Rx'jected,’ is varietl from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ Se îcond, the intensity of violence increases by an 

even greater extent when the results of an ek^ctiou are rejected by the o])position 

in weakly-institutionalized systems of governnient. As dem onstrated in the second 

model in this chapter, Model 2(a), the intensity of violence increases from ‘3’ to 

‘18’ or 500% when tln^ main explanatory variable used in this model, ‘Results Re- 

j jectetl*Partly Free,’ is varietl from ‘0’ t.o ‘1.’ Tlu'se results therefore suggest th a t 

post-election violence is more of a contingent problem in Sub-Saharan Africa. On a 

practical level, this is an im portant finding liecause it suggests th a t the likelihood 

of such violence can be reduced in the near- to medium-term if an election is con

ducted in accordance w ith international standards of electoral integrity. This is not 

an enii)ty claim. A number of scholars have argued along these lines (Brown 2004; 

Elklit 1999, 2011; Lehoucci 2002, 2003; MozafTar and Schedler 2002; Pastor 1999; 

Sisk and Reynolds 1998; W hitehead 1997). Brown (2004) i)uts the point well in ar

guing, ‘’Institutions (such as electoral processes and term  limits) are an im portant 

intervening variable th a t bridge structure and agency. While broad structural condi

tions are difficult to change in the short or even medium term , a variety of domestic 

and international actors can make efforts to use or modify existing institutions in 

order to effect political change. Thus, agents can harness and influence some in

stitu tional structures in their iinniediate environment to i)roniote dem ocratisation” 

(2004: 338-9). I return  to this issue of electoral integrity in the following chapter.

181



T ab le  6.2: P o s t-E le c tio n  V io lence : M o d e ls  1(a) & 1(b)

M o d e l  1 (a ) M o d e l  1(h)

R e su lts  R e je c te d 0.82*** 0.07
(0.20) (0.52)

Partly Free (t-1) 0.96*** 0.48
(0.29) (0.38)

Not Free (t-1) 0.33 0.50
(0.34) (0.42)

R e su lts  R e je c te d * P a r t ly  F ree 1.24**
(0.59)

Results Rejecte(l*Not Free 0.17
(0.56)

Pre-Election Violence 0.35* 0.47**
(0.20) (0.21)

Armed Conflict 1.05*** 1.06***
(0.23) (0.23)

Margin of Victory -1.31***
(0.38) (0.37)

Not ‘Free & Fair’ 0.22 0.23
(0.22) (0.22)

Politically Relevant Ethnic Groups (t) 0.76 0.53
(0.57) (0.55)

GDP Per C apita (t-1; In) 0.26* 0.22
(0.13) (0.13)

Population (t; In) 0.78*** 0.77***
(0.11) (0.10)

Constant -13.41*** -12.91***
(2.05) (2.06)

Alpha 1.19 1.13
(0.18) (0.16)

N otes: (1) Models 1(a) &; 1(b) =  165 ol)servations as Zimbabwe is excluded 
from the analysis; (2) Clustered Standard Errors in Parentheses; and (3) * 
j) < 0.10, ** p  <  0.05, *** p  <  0.01
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T ab le  6.3: E x p e c te d  M e a n  N u m b e r  o f P o s t-E le c tio n  E ven ts: M o d e ls  1(a) 1 (b)

V aria b le M o d e l 1 (a ) 95% Confidence Interval M o d e l 1 (b) 95% Confidence Interval

R e su lts  R e je c te d  =  0 3 3 ^ 5 -
R e su lts  R e je c te d  =  1 8 (166%t) 6 — > 11 ~

Partly  Free =  0 3 _

Partly  Free =  1 9 —

R e su lts  R e je c te d * P a r t ly  F ree  =  0 3 2 ^ 6
R e su lts  R e je c te d * P a r t ly  F ree  =  1 18 (500%t) 1 1 ^  29

Pre-Election Violence =  0 4 3
Prc-Election Violence =  1 6 6

Armed Conflict =  0 4 4
Armed Conflict =  1 13 12

Margin of Victory =  — ISD 7 7
Margin of Victory =  -H ISD 4 3

Population (In) = — ISD 2 2
Population (In) = -I- ISD 14 14

N otes: (1) As in Chapter 5, the statistical package, Clarify was employed to derive the above results (Tomz. Wittenberg, and King 2003); (2) Results show the 
increase and\or decrease in the expectcd mean number of post-election violent events when the significant variables presented in Table (6.2) above arc varied ‘0’ 
to '1' for dichotomous variables and ±  1 SD from the mean for continuous variables. Interaction and constitutive terms are varied jointly from ‘0’ to and (3) 
Models 1(a) k  1(b) include 39 countries (i.e. Zimbabwe is excluded from the analysis) giving 165 observations.



T ab le  6.4: P o s t-E le c tio n  V io lence : M o d e ls  2 (a) 2 (b )

M o d e l  2 (a ) M o d e l  2 (b)

R e su lts  R e je c te d 0.75*** 0.07
(0.22) (0.51)

Partly Free (t-1) 0.91*** 0.49
(0.28) (0.39)

Not Free (l- l) 0.39 0.50
(0.35) (0.42)

R e su lts  R e je c te d * P a r t ly  F ree 1.12*
(0.60)

R(!siilts Rojecte(l*Nc)t Free 0.21
(0.55)

Pre-Election Violence 0.36* 0.46**
(0.20) (0.22)

Armed Conflict 1.06*** 1.07***
(0.22) (0.22)

Margin ol' Victory -1.05*** -1.15***
(0.40) (0.39)

Not ‘Free & Fair’ 0.13 0.16
(0.25) (0.24)

Politically Relevant Ethnic Groui)s (L) 0.68 0.54
(0.56) (0.55)

GDP Per C apita (l- l) 0.23* 0.19
(0.13) (0.13)

Population (L; In) 0.76*** 0.76***
(0.10) (0.10)

Constant -12.95*** -12.56***
(1.89) (1.95)

Alpha 1.15 1.11
(0.19) (0.17)

N otes: (1) Models 2(a) &; 2(b) =  164 observations as Zimbabwe and Kenya’s 
Presidential\Parliamentary Election in December, 2007 are excluded from the 
analysis; (2) Clustered Standard Errors in Parentheses; and (3) * p < 0.10, 
** p <  0.05, *** p  < 0.01
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T ab le  6.5: E x p e c te d  M e an  N u m b e r  o f  P o s t-E le c tio n  E v en ts : M o d e ls  2 (a) &: 2 (b )

V aria b le M o d e l 2 (a ) 93% Confidence Interval M o d e l 2 (b ) 95% Confidence Interval

Pre-Election Violence =  0 4 3
Pre-Election Violence =  1 5 5

Armed Conflict =  0 4 4
Armed Conflict =  1 12 12

Margin of Victory =  — ISD 7 7
Margin of Victory =  -t- ISD 4 3

R e su lts  R e je c te d  =  0 3 3 — > 5 _

R e su lts  R e je c te d  =  1 7 (133%t) 5 ^  10

Partly  Free =  0 3 _

Partly  Free =  1 8 —

R e su lts  R e je c te d ’*‘P a r t ly  FVee =  0 _ 3 2 —^ 6
R e su lts  R e je c te d * P a r t ly  FVee =  1 16 (433%t) 9 — + 25

Population (In) = — ISD 2 2
Population (In) = -I- ISD 13 13

N otes: (1) As in the case above. Clarify was employed to obtain the above results (Tomz, Wittenberg, and King 2003); (2) Similarly, results show the increase 
and\or decrease in the expected mean number of post-election violent events when the significant variables presented in Table (6.4) above are varied ‘0’ to ‘1’ for 
dichotomous variables and ±  1 SD from the mean for continuous variables. Interaction and constitutive terms are varied jointly from 'O’ to '1'; and (3) Models 
2(a) k  2(b) include 39 countries (i.e. Zimbabwe and Kenya’s Presidential\Parliamentary Election in December, 2007 are excluded from the analysis) giving 164 
observations.



C hapter 7 

P o st-E lectio n  V iolence: K en ya’s 

‘S to len ’ E lection

7.1 In tro d u ctio n

Drawing on H untington’s (19G8) insiglit th a t societies in tlie process of cliange are 

particuhirly susceptible t(j instability, we saw in the hist chapter th a t we are more 

likely to witness higher levels of post-election violence when the results of an election 

are rejected by the opi)osition in weakly-institutionalized systems of government be

cause these systems often lack the capacity to  conduct an election in accordance 

with international standards. “In a poor, relatively uneducated developing coun

try,” according to Pastor (1999), “the adm inistration of an election is no simi)le 

m atter. In such countries, the boundary line separating political m anipulation and 

technical incapacity is rarely siu'veyed, and elections can fail for one or both rea

sons” (1999: 2). He goes on, “If the government refuses to  respond to legitim ate 

concerns and continues to  m anipulate the electoral process, opposition leaders may 

conclude th a t the only j)ath to change is violent” (1999: 2). As we saw in C hapter 

3, Section 3.4 of this study, furthermore, a  nmnber of scholars have argued th a t 

‘stolen’ freciuently result in instability. Kenya serves as telling exami)le in this re-
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gaid: It held coiicuirent presidential and parliam entary elections on 27 December, 

2007. In a welcome departure from the past, very little violence was reported in 

the run-ui) to the election and obs('rvers added to the general sense of optimism 

surromiding the event by declaring it to be ‘Free & Fair’ (Gibson and Long 2009). 

A poll published in advance of the election showed the challenger, Raila Odinga of 

the Orange I^emocratic Movement (ODM), with a lead over the incumbent, Mwai 

Kibaki of the Party  of National Unity (PNU). However, the Electoral Connnission 

of Kenya (ECK) announced to the suri>rise of many of these observers -  after a 

delay of several days it must be added -  th a t Odinga had lost to Kibaki. Following 

this announcem ent, the former rallied his supporters and took to the streets of the 

country to  i)rotest the result. The supporters of these candidates were thus involved 

in a series of tit-fo r-tat chishes th a t ultim ately cost the lives of some 1,000 to 2,000 

l)eoi)le and disi)lacement of 300,OOO to 500,000 more.

Drawing on a study by CJibson and Long (2009), 1 argue in this chapter th a t the 

controversy generatcxl by the election provitled the sj)ark th a t set an otherwise i)eace- 

ful event ablaze. This controversy took such a violent turn, moreover, because it 

brought to  the siuface latent inter-group ineciualities between the Kikuyu and the 

non-Kikuyu, the  main groups th a t sui)ported Kibaki and Odinga resi)ectively. Un

fortunately, it is difficult to ascertain whether such ineciualities o]ierate across Sub- 

Saharan Africa more generally. A niunlxu' of i)roniinent scholars including Catherine 

Boone, Rene Lemarchand, and Frances Stewart have long argued th a t inter-group 

inequalities to do w ith the distribution of land, for example, lie at the heart of many 

present-day conflicts in the region (Boone 2009, 2011; Boone and Kriger 2010, 2012; 

Lemarchand 2009; Stew art 2002, 2008). This is an im portant issue because it could 

ex])lain why some elections in the region degenerate into full-blown ethnic conflict 

and civil war. The Cote d ’Ivoire serves as another exami)le in this regard. It is 

im i)ortant to note th a t many scholars a ttrib u te  the violence th a t followed in the



wake of this election to the gradual dim inution in the ability of the sta te  to  exercise 

its authority  across the coiuitry as a whole in the twenty-plus years since tlie (re- 

)introduction of ])olitical com petition in the early 1990s (Brancli and Cheese;man 

2009; Mueller 2008, 2011; Smith 2009). The ciuestion remains, however: If we a t

tribu te  the violence th a t followed in the wake of this election to the disintegration of 

the Kenyan sta te  and the consequent ‘inform alization’ of violence, then why did the 

election in 2007 witness significantly more violence than  those in 1992, 1997 and, 

in particular, 2002? This is not to deny the significance of this argument: Andreas 

Mehler has argued, for example, th a t the African sta te  has gradually relinciuished its 

monoi)oly of the legitim ate use of i)hysical force since the post-indei)endence era in 

the 19C0s (Mehler 2004). But, I think this argum ent is lacking because it overlooks 

the role |)erceptions of “i)rocetlural fairness” played in igniting the violence (Moehler 

2009: 34G). In conclusion, these studies fail to recognize tlia t the controversy sur

rounding the election to do with the (liscrei)ancy in votes -  as documented below 

provided the spark tlia t set an otherwise i^eaceful event ablaze.

As we saw in Cha])ter 1, Section 1.3 of this study, Gerring argues th a t a case study 

should be understood as the intensive study of a single case where the purpose of 

th a t study is to “shed light” on a larger chiss of cases (Gerring 2007). lie  deserves 

quoting a t length in this regard, “A case study may be understood as the intensive 

study of a single case where the purpose of th a t study is to shed light on a  larger 

class of cases... At the i)oint where the emphasis of a study shifts from the individual 

case to a sample of cases, we shall say th a t a study is cross-case” (2007: 20). He 

continues, “(This) distinction hfis become ever more ensconced.. . I believe th a t this 

distinction is not intrinsic, th a t is, definitional. W hat distinguishes the case study 

m ethod is its reliance on evidence drawn from a single case and its a ttem p t, a t the 

same time, to illum inate features of a broader set of cases” (2007: 29). He concludes 

by noting, “Stereotypically, case study researchers tend to  have a ‘lum py’ vision of
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th e  world. .. Cross-case researchers, by con trast, ha^'e a  less differentiatecl vision of 

the  world; they  are m ore likely to  believe th a t th ings are i)retty  much the  sam e 

everywhere, a t least as re\spects basic causal processes” (2007: 53). T he d istinction 

between large-N and  sm all-N  studies, according to  th is  au thor, is overl)lown i)ecause 

th e  one is often undertaken  to  “shed light” on th e  o ther. T he following chapter 

therefore seeks to  com plem ent th e  analysis conducted in t he last chap ter by exploring 

the  violence th a t followed in the  wake of K enya’s ‘s to len ’ election in Decem ber, 

2007 because this case “illum inates features” of several cases in Sub-Saharan  Africa 

including C ote d ’Ivoire and  T anzan ia as dem onstra ted  in th is chapter. It is divided 

into six sections. Section 7.1 introduces th e  chai)ter, while Section 7.2 discusses 

the  rivalry between th e  K ikuyu and non-K ikuyu th a t has come to  play such an 

im i)ortan t role in politics in th e  country. Section 7.3 explores the  tem i)oral i)a tterns 

of election-related violence in 1997, 2002, and 2007. Section 7.4 in troduces the 

d a ta  and m odel while Section 7.5 discusses the  em pirical results. And Section 7.G 

concludes th is chapter.

T he ‘official’ resu lts rep o rted  th a t  K ibaki won 4G.4% and O dinga 44.1% of th e  vote. 

According to  the  above-m entioned study  by G ibson and  Long (2009), however, the 

form er perform ed considerably  worse th an  th e  la tte r  in seven of the co u n try ’s eight 

regions. As we can see in F igure (7.1) below, for exam ple, K ibaki perform ed worse 

and O dinga b e tte r  in C en tral, C oast, E astern , N airobi, N orth -E astern , Nyanza, 

and W estern. G ibson and  Long (2009) deserve cjuoting a t length in th is regard, 

“A com parison of ou r ex it poll w'ith official results highlights im p o rtan t areas of 

d isc rep an cy ... T he first difference to  note is the  presidential vote: O dinga won the  

exit poll 4G.1% to  K ibak i’s 40.2%, a v ictory  lying outside th e  poll’s m argin of (±  

1.32%)). T he second im p o rtan t difference is th e  set of provincial tallies. . . I n  seven 

ou t <.)f eight provinces, K ibaki reg isten 'd  irwre votes in th e  official results th a n  in the  

exit poll. .. Conversely, in seven of eight provinces O dinga registered few er  votes in



the official tally than  in the exit poll” (2009; 499). They continue, “If we aggregate 

these net differences across provinces, we find th a t Kibaki benefited from 355,843 

ex tra  votes in the  official tally when com pared to the  exit poll, while O dinga lost 

57,951 votes, for a to tal of 413,794. If we assume th a t the  exit poll is the more valid 

tally and compare the  413,794 difference w ith K ibaki’s m argin of victory (225,174 

votes), it is clear th a t the ECK results are off by enough of a m argin to have declared 

the wrong winner. Because these differences in vote to ta ls are biased in K ibaki’s 

favor, a comparison of the exit poll to ECK results casts serious doubt on a Kibaki 

victory” (2009: 500). As dem onstrated in the foregoing quote, Odinga had reason 

to  reject the results of this election. This figure points to  some of the more egregious 

irregularities th a t served to underm ine the opposition’s confidence in the conduct of 

this election. The rest, as the saying goes, is history.

C*ntr4l
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Figure 7.1: Percentage D ifference B etw een  ‘O fficial’ S z Survey R esu lts

7.2 Background: K ik u yu  V s. N o n -K ik u y u

By way of background, Kenya has held four m ultiparty  elections -  1992, 1997, 2002, 

and 2007 -  since the (re-)introduction of political com petition in the  early 1990s.
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A h we saw in C hapter 2, Section 2.3 of this study, Daniel Arap Moi was forced to 

repeal the constitutional provision th a t enshrined the Kenya Africa National Union 

(KANU) as the sole political party  in the country in December, 1991 (Ajula 1993,

I 1997; Barkan 1993; Barkan and Ng’ethe 1998; Klopp 2001). Despite the emergence

I of several j^arties in the m onths th a t followed this announcem ent, KANU continued

to dominate the iwlitical scene winning consecutive general elections in 1992 and
I

1997 by resorting to a “panoply of devious practices” including coercive intim idation 

and physical assault (Brown 2004: 32G). Moi resorted to several devices to  contain 

the uncertainty and m aintain the legitimacy of these elections. First, he controlled 

the flow of information, forcing the government-owned Kenya Broadcasting Cor

poration to act as the governm ent’s unofficial mouthpiece. Second, he passed an 

amendment to  the country’s electoral law reciuiring th a t the winning presidential 

candidate win a t least 25% of the vote in 5 of Kenya’s 8 regions -  a provision th a t 

favored certain groups including the Kikuyu. Third, he persuaded 24 oi)position 

M Ps to  defect to the government triggering a constitutional provision under which 

any MP who switches parties must undergo a by-election. Fourth, he argued th a t 

the (re-)introduction of niultii)arty elections would result in “tribal clashes” and 

sponsored a num ber of private death stjuafls to th a t end in ‘swing’ regions of the 

country including Rift Valley (Barkan 1993: 94). And, finally, he staged a couple 

of “C-Minus” elections th a t were free of violence on election day bu t stacked with 

obstacles against the opposition in the run-up to the day itself (Barkan 1993: 94). 

Klopp (2001) puts the point well, “K enya’s ‘clashes’ clearly demonstrate that playing 

the ethnic card can be an effective short-term  strategy fo r  ‘w inning’ multiparty elec

tions. . . This whole phenom enon has, hoiuever, received scant attention even thoughI
I this routinization of large-scale violence is one o f the m ost dm m atic and significant 

‘transitions’ in  K enyan politics over th.e last decade” (2001: 503-4).

Moi’s ability to orchestrate events came unstuck when a succession crisis within the
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ruling p a rty  involving th e  heir-a})parent, U hurn K enyatta , se t in m otion a  series 

of events th a t  u ltim ate ly  cu lm inated  in th e  co u n try ’s first tu rnover of power in 

Decem ber, 2002. A loose coalition of 0 i)i)0 siti0 n parties, N ational Alliance Rainbow  

Coalition (N A RC), overcam e th e ir differences and contested  th e  election as a uniterl 

front. K agw anja (2005) argues, “T he form ation  of N ARC eclipsed th e  ethn ic  base 

of K enya’s electoral politics, depriv ing Moi of an o th er o p p o rtu n ity  to  position  th e  

Luo against th e  K ikuyu in his perennial moves for STU'vival. T he fact th a t  th e  

two m ain presidential contenders, K ibaki and U huru, were from  one ethn ic  group 

K ikuyu -  con tribu ted  to  th e  elim ination  of e thn ic  sensibilities and  tensions from 

th e  presidential contest and  linked it to  th e  m ore pertin en t issues of experience, 

su itab ility  and  develoi)m ent” (2005: 59). T h is ‘loose coalition’ lived u}) to  its nam e, 

however: It collapsed w ith in  a  couple of years of th e  election and th e  coun try  reverted  

to  th e  s ta tu s  quo ante. It is im p o rtan t to  no te  in th is  regard  th a t  th e  coun try  is 

com posed of several e thn ic  groups th e  largest of whom include th e  K ikuyu, Luo, 

Luhya, K alenjin, and  Kanil)a. E thn ic ity  luus th u s  com e to  play an im p o rtan t role in 

th e  com itry ’s politics. Posner (2007) a ttr ib u te s  th is fact to  th e  co u n try ’s electoral 

system . In o ther words, he argues th a t  the  shift to  n iu ltii)arty  elections encom 'aged 

these groups to  coalesce around regional- fis opposed to  local-level iden tities thus 

entrenching  th e  above-m entioned distinctions. In add ition , these groups tend  to  be 

concen tra ted  in particu la r regions of th e  country  b u t som e regions such cis R ift Valley 

com prise several groups including th e  K ikuyu and  K alenjin. G enerally  speaking, 

th e  K ikuyu m ake up a  m ajo rity  of th e  i)opulation in C en tra l bu t th ey  also live in 

E astern , N airobi, and  R ift Valley as well. T he Luo, Luhya, K alenjin, and  K ainba 

reside in N yanza, W estern, R ift Valley, and  E astern  respectively. It is im p o rtan t to  

no te  in th is  regard , finally, th a t  O dinga received th e  m ajo rity  of his su p p o rt from 

th e  non-K ikuyn while K ibaki received th e  m ajo rity  of his su p p o rt from  th e  K ikuyu. 

I re tu rn  to  th is po in t below.
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Etliiiicity ha.s leiiiainccl the single most im portant issue in the country’s politics 

since independence in the 19G0s. A numl)er of scliolars have sought to explain why 

it has come to play such a prom inent role in the political life of the country (Ajulu 

1993, 1998, 2002; Barkan 1987; 1995; 1998; Barkan, Denshani, and Rushton 200G; 

Kagwanja 2005, 2009; Klopp 2001; Lynch 2006; 2008). By way of example, Ajulu 

(2002) argues th a t ethnicity has remained the pivot on which politics in the coun

try  tu rns becaus() it is the medium through which class politics is played out. lie  

argues, “The central th rust of my argum ent is th a t in the context of the uneven 

development of capitalist development in Kenya, and its tendency to engender re

gional inequalities, contestation for |)olitical power is bound to reflect such regional 

disparities, and is therefore expressed in ethnic register, rather than  in term s of 

social classes. E thnicity has thus become the medimn through which chiss jwlitics 

is m ediated” (2002: 251). According to this author, the Kikuyu have benefited to 

the detrim ent of the non-Kikuyu under i)oth colonial and post-cok)uial governments 

“I3efore tlu^ outbreak of Man Man and the sta te  of emergency,” he continues, “the 

Kikuyu, who had exi)erienced the most intensive contact with cai)italism, hekl the 

advantage in adaiJting to  the demands of the ‘m odern’ economy -  the accjuisition 

of education, business, farms, and o th e rs ... The Luo and the Luhya, and to some 

degree, the Kaniba, were not far behind, i)articularly in the acfjuisition of educa

tion. .. O ther ethnic groups unfortunately did not m atch these developm ents... The 

Kalenjin, Masai, 'Rukana, and Samburu remained largely on the i)eriphery of caj)- 

italist penetration until very last in the 1950s” (2002: 254). The argum ent th a t 

the  Kikuyu have benefited to the detrim ent of the non-Kikuyu under both  colonial 

and post-colonial governments since independence in the 1960s continues to  a ttrac t 

many adherents. On coming to power in 1978, Moi tried to redress this imbalance 

by appointing co-ethnics to i)ositions of ])ower in the national and regional gov

ernm ents. “W hen K enyatta died in 1978, Vice-President Moi became President,” 

Kloi)p (2001) argues “Moi used KANU to consolklate his power by intervening in



noiiiiiiations and rei)lacing K enyatta clients witli liis ow n .. . From a small pastoralist 

groii}), the Tngen, Moi built a trusted  support hjuse in the Rift Valley.. . Kikuyu and 

Luo grievances were now added to deep jjastoralist and Cocist grievances, particu

larly over irregular allocations of land, which proceeded apace imder the Moi regime 

(2001: 477). Politics thus came to  resemble a ‘zero-sum’ game in which control of 

the office of the president became the sine cjua non of competition.

A number of studies have been published on the violence th a t followed in the wake 

of the country’s election in December, 2007. Many of these studies have sought 

to explain the violence by highlighting the gradual decline in the cai)acity of the 

s ta te  and its conseq\ient inability to  exercise its authority  across the country as a 

whole. By way of example, Branch and Cheeseman (2009) argue th a t the violence 

can be traced to the fragm entation among the com itry’s elites th a t l)egan during the 

deterioration in the com itry’s economic conditions in the late 1970s. On cussuming 

I)ower in 1978, Moi made a bad situation worse by favoring certain groujjs over 

others thereby setting in motion the subsequent implosion of the state. They argue, 

“The stability of the (state) rested on the collusion of a range of elites. .. Following 

the accession of Daniel Araj) Moi to  the presidency in 1978, the elite alliance began 

to fragm ent.. . The introduction of m ulti-party politics created new o[)portmiities 

for i)olitical leaders to abandon the ruling party, and so contributexl to the ongoing 

process of elite fragmentation. .. (Moi) responded to the new challenges ])osed by 

I)olitical liberalization by pursuing a policy of sta te  informalization characterized 

by the looting of the Kenyan state, and by transform ing some of Kenya’s gangs 

into ethnic militicis as a means to hold onto power through force” (2009; 2-4). 

Mueller (2008, 2011) argues th a t the violence can be a ttribu ted  to  an absence of 

institutionalization in the coimtry more generally. She argues, “The three factors 

a t the root of the 2007 implosion were; a gradual decline in the s ta te ’s monopoly of 

legitim ate force and a consequent generalized level of violence not always within its



control; deliberately weak institutions, mostly overridden by a highly personalized 

and centralized presidency, th a t could and did not exercise the autonomy or checks 

and balances nornially associated with democracies; and pcjlitical parties th a t were 

not progrannnatic, were driven by ethnic clientelisni, and had a wimier-take-all view 

of political power and its associated economic rewards (2011: 102). And, finally, 

Sniith (2009) argues th a t the violence took an ethnic turn  because the country’s 

leaders have m ade do with “negotiated pacts” since independence and thus failed 

to undertake any substantial reforms of the com itry’s i)olitical institutions.

7.3 P a t te r n s  o f  P o s t-E le c t io n  V io len ce

As dem onstrated in Figure (7.2) below, Kenya has witnessed significant levels of 

election violence dm ing m ultiparty elections 1997, 2002 and 2007. Moreover, this 

violence has occm n'd  along ethnic lines in all of three elections increasing the salience 

of this issue in the day-to-day politics of the country more generally. In 1992, violence 

erupted between the Kalenjin and Kikuyu in Rift Valley resulting in the death of 

2,000 people and displacement of 20,000 more. In 1997, violence broke out in Coast 

between indigenous and migrant populations. Upwards of 100 j)eople were killed 

and 100,000 displaced (Barkan 1993; Barkan and Ng’ethe 1998). As we can see 

from the first j^anel of this figure, the intensity of violence remained more or less 

the same during the country’s general election on 30 December, 1997. According to 

the dataset on which this figure is based, a number of events involving government- 

and oi)position sui)porters occurred during this election. In one event, for example, 

the governm ent’s security forces attacked a grouj) of i)rotestors on 19 October. The 

protestors responded by throwing rocks a t the security forces. In a second event, 

an opposition candidate Wcus shot and killed by these same forces on 21 October. In 

a third event, Maasi militias clashed with Kisii militias over a land-related (lisi)ute 

on 31 October. As we saw above, the government has s tok 'd  “tribal clashes” in the

195



‘swing’ regions of the country in an effort to discredit m ultiparty  elections (Barkan 

1993: 94). In a fourth event, the government’s security forces tlispersed a groiij) of 

protestors with tear-gas on 14 December. In a fifth event, C harity  Ngilu, the  Social 

Democratic P a rty ’s candidate for president, was attacked by these same forces on 

19 December. And in a sixth event, government- and opposition-supporters clashed 

a t a cam])aign rally on 27 December. As we can see from the second panel of this 

figure, the intensity of violence remained more or less the same during the country’s 

general election on 27 December, 2002. A number of events occurred along inter- 

I)arty lines during this election as well. In one event, for example, a num ber of 

peo]jle were injured when protestors set a bus on fire during a visit by President 

Moi on 7 October. In a second event, the government’s security forces responded 

in a heavy-handed firtshion to these i)rotestors -  killing and injuring several of them  

on 7 October as well. And, in a th ird  event, finally, an opposition candidate was 

injured when stabbed by a knife on 21 November.

We can also see from the th ird  ]:)anel of this figure th a t the level of violence increased 

significantly in the three-m onth period after the conntrj^’s general election on 27 

December. As in the cases above, the m ajority of this violence occurred along inter- 

j)arty lines and involved sup])orters of the above-mentioned candidates, O dinga and 

Kibaki, in a series of tit-for-tat cltishes th a t ultim ately cost the lives of some 1,000 to 

2,000 i)eo])le and disj^lacement of 300,000 to 500,000 more. In one event, for exam|)le, 

Kikuyu were killed on 29 December. In a second event, non-Kikuyu were killed in 

retaliation on 29 December. This pattern  of violence repeated itself on numerous 

occasions in the ensuing months -  it is thus difficult to assign responsibility for 

s tarting  the conflict to one or the other of these candidates and their supporters 

because l)oth were involved to the same extent. As we saw in the introductory 

section above, Odinga rallied his supporters and took to the streiets of the country 

after the results were announced. Accordingly, protests occurred across the country



(lining Dcconil)or, January, and Fcl)ruary. On several occasions, moreover, he calletl 

for a nation-wide strike in an effort to  overturn the result. In more tim es than  not, 

however, these rem onstrations tu rned  violent l)ut it is difficult to ascertain the extent 

of tlie violence because the  dataset on which this figure is based stojw short of the 

describing these events in detail. These dem onstrations met with limited success, 

however, because they were broken up by the governm ent’s security forces. In a 

th ird  event, ballot pai>ers were l)inned on 27 December. In a fourth event, protests 

broke out when individuals were ]irevented from voting on 27 December. In a fifth 

event, a polling station  wjia attacked on 27 December. A number of innocent by

standers were caught up in the violence as w'ell. In sixth event, several of these 

by-stand('rs were hacked to death  on 31 December. In a seventh event, several 

others w(ne l)urned alive while seeking refuge in a church on 31 December. As we 

saw in Cha])ter 5 and Cha.])ter G on ])re- and post-election vicjk^nce respectively, it 

is difficult for reasons to  do w ith sjiace to discuss more than  a handful of the events 

th a t occurred dm ing the  country’s elections hi 1997, 2002, and 2007.

PreaidenlU I/Partlam enlary Elaction 
(30 D ecem ber. 1997)

12-Month Period (Jun . '97 • Ju n . '98)

P resldenllal/ParH am entary Election 
(27 Decem ber, 2002)

-3 -2
12-Month Period (Jun . '02 • Ju n  '03)

PresldentiaU Parllam entary Election 
(27 Decem ber, 2007}

I

c
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12-Month Period (Jun . ‘07 • Jun. '08)

F igure 7.2: T em poral P a tte r n s  o f  E lectora l V io lence: K onya
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7.4 D ata  & M odel

7.4.1 Data

The unit of analysis in this chapter is the district. As of 2007\()8, Kenya conii)rised 8 

regions, 69 districts, and 210 constituencies. This was changed following the violence 

in December, 2007. In order to code my exi)lanatory and control varial)les, I relied 

on two datiusets -  namely, the 2003 ‘Kenya Demograi)hic and Health Survey’ (DHS) 

and the 2005 ‘Kenya Integrated Household and Budget Survey’ (KIHBS). 1 discuss 

these datasets in tu rn  next. Tlu* first dataset on which these variables are bfi.sed 

was carried out by the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) and 

is prim arily concerned with m atters to  do w ith health such as infectious dise^ises, 

family planning, and m aternal welfare. 1 have us(xl this dataset to create district- 

level measures of the explanatory variables used in the analysis b(;low including, ‘10 

< Kikuyu <  90’ and ‘05 <  Kikuyu <  95.’ And, the second dataaet on whicli it 

is based was conducted with the support of numerous develoi)ment organizations 

including the British D epartm ent for International Development (DFID) and the 

Danish International Develoi)uient Agency (DANIDA) among other national and 

international organizations. D ata collection was undertaken over a jxn'iod of 12 

months beginning in May, 2005. Some 13,430 households were random ly selected, 

generating representative statistics a t the national, regional, and district levels. The 

dataset consists of 21 modules designed to collect inform ation on the following ar

eas: demographics, education, health, emi)loynient, labor, housing, livestock, food 

consumption, and agricultural holdings among other areas considered essential to 

the well-being of the country. As in the case above, I have used this d a tase t to 

create district-level measures of two of the four control variables used in the  analysis 

below including, ‘Poverty R ate ,’ and ‘Population (In).’’ I have coded the  remaining 

control variables, ‘Margin of V ictory’ and ‘Provincial C apital,’ from a num ber of
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other sources iiichicUug Adam C arr’s Election Archive and Albert Niuiley’s Afiican  

Elections Database. The descri})tive statistics are set out in Table (7.1) next.

Table 7.1: K en ya’s ‘S to len ’ E lection: D escrip tive  S ta tistics

V ariable M e a n St.  D e v M i n M a x N

P o st-E lec tio n  E v en ts (3  Month.s)^ G.57 14.27 0 85 09
P o st-E lec tio n  E v en ts  (3  M onth s )^ 5.43 10.G5 0 08 08
10 < Kikuyu < 90 0.13 0.34 0 1 09
05 < Kikujni <  95 0.19 0.39 0 1 09
Events (Neujliborm;) Difitricts) 30.9G 41.50 0 182 09
Margin of Victory 59.03 35.32 0.15 99.78 09
Provincial Cajiital 0.12 0.32 0 1 09
Poverty llato 50.83 17.79 11.00 94.30 09
Population Density (In) 4.91 l.Gl 0.83 8.30 69

N o tes: (1) hichules all districts in the data.sot; and (2) hichides all districts with 
the excei)lioii of Nairol)i

7.4.2 Model

As discussed in detail in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 on pre- and j)ost-election vio

lence respectively, the outcome variable used in this chai)ter, ‘Post-Election Events 

(3 M onths),’ is a count variable, tha t is to say, it counts the number of violent 

events tha t occurred in the three months following the country’s general election 

in December, 2007. As we saw in these chapters, the choice of three months as 

opposed to four- five- or six months is arbitrary and thus open to question. As 

demonstrated in the third panel of the above-mentioned figure, however, the vast 

majority of events occurred in the three-month i)criod between December, 2007 and 

March, 2008. I think it is therefore api)roj)riate to use the aforementioned number 

of months in the measurement of this variable because the vast majority of events 

occurred during this period of time. As we saw in these chapters, furthermore, I 

conducted several multivariate regressions using the Negative Binomial model to
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analyze the relationship between niy outcome and explanatory variables. As we can 

see from Table (7.1) above, the standard deviation and, by extension, variance of 

the outcome varialile is significantly larger than the mean suggesting, at first glance 

at least, that the Negative Binomial model is preferable to the Poisson model. But, 

I also conducted a number of tests to ensure tha t my results are not driven by model 

selection concerns, multicollinearity, or influential observations. Two such tests -  

‘Countfit’ and ‘F its ta t’ -  were conducted (Cameron and Trivedi 1998: 139-88; Long 

and Freese 2006: 104-13). The first of these tests showed ‘Very Strong’ support for 

the choice of the Negative Binomial model as opj)osed to the Poisson model, while 

the second showed ‘Very Strong’ sui)i)ort for the model that excludes Nairobi from 

the analysis as well. I have discussed these tests in detail in Cha])ters 4, 5, and 

6 of this study; I have reiterated some of the more important points here. All of 

the models conducted in this chapter use robust standard errors to account for the 

fact that one event within a district is unlikely to be independent of a second event 

in a contiguous district and so on. And, finally, T have included province dummies 

to control for regional characteristics that are not captured by the variables in the 

models.

7.4.3 M easurem ent 

O u tco m e V ariab le

As we saw in Chapter 4, Section 4.4 of this study, a number of datasets on violence 

exist but many of these datasets aggregate data by year and indicate the start- and 

end-points of a conflict. The dataset on which tlie outcome variable in this chap

ter is based, ACLED, avoids many of the problems associated with these datasets 

because it tracks recorded instances of violence or events in fifty-plus countries in 

Sub-Saharan Africa over the sixteen-year ])eriod, 1997 to 2012, and disaggregates 

these instances by: 1) Actor; 2) Activity; 3) Date; and 4) Location. The dataset’s

200



unit of analysis or event is defined as an “altercation where often force is used Ijy 

one or more groups for a political end” (Raleigh, Linke and Dowd (2012: 6). I have 

uscxl the ahove-nientioned datasc^t to code this variable because this dat;\set is the 

most comprehensive dataset of its kind in the sense that it records a nniltitude of 

violent instances ranging from coercive intimidation to physical assault that occur 

over the course of the electoral cycle. To be sure the dataset suffers from several 

shortcomings, the most im portant of which concerns the incomi)lete nature of the 

descriptions that accomi)any many events. It is nevertheless imi)ortant to emi)luisize 

th a t all of these events are similar in the sense they conii)risc acts of force perpe

trated for a political reason. I cannot emphasize this point enough. As we saw 

in Section (7.2) above, furt hermore, the majority of these events comprised acts of 

coercive intimidation and physical assavdt against electoral information, electoral 

facilities, electoral events, and electoral stakeholders (H()ghmd 2009). And, finally, 

my outcome variable, ‘Post-Election Events (3 M onths),’ measures the intensity of 

post-election violence by ackling the number of vu)lent events that occurred in (^ach 

district in the three months following the country’s general elect ion on 27 December, 

2007.

E xplanatory Variables

I created two explanatory variables to t(;st whetluu' the violence tha t occurred in the 

wake of the country’s general election in December, 2007 was exacerbated by existing 

inter-group inequality between the Kikuyu and non-Kikuyu, the main sui)porters of 

Kibaki and Odinga resjjectively. As we saw above, ethnicity has remained the single 

most im portant issue in the country’s politics since independence in the 19G0s. The 

argument that the Kikuyu have benefited to the detriment of the non-Kikuyu under 

Ijoth colonial and post-colonial governments continues to enjoy a lot of support 

(Ajulu 1993, 1998, 2002; Barkan 1987; 1995; 1998; Barkan, Densham, and Rushton 

200G; Kagwanja 2f)05, 2009; Klopp 2001; Lynch 200G; 2008). As we saw in Chai>ter
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4, Section 4.4 of tliis study, f'urtlierniore, tlie relationship between ethnic diversity 

and civil war luis l;)een the subject of numerous studies in the literature on civil war. 

The argum ent comes in two varieties. The first focuses on ‘ethnic fractionalization’ 

and holds tlia t the relationsliip between diversity and conflict is linear, whereby an 

increase in one leads to an increase in the other and vice versa, while th e  second 

focuses on ‘ethnic polarization’ and holds th a t the relationship is non-linear, with 

lower levels of conflict in highly homogeneous and highly heterogeneous countries. 

In his seminal book, ‘Ethnic Groups in Conflict,’ Donald Horowitz argued th a t the 

relationship between diversity and conflict is not monotonic: There is less violence 

in highly homogeneous and highly heterogeneous societies, bu t more violence in 

those societies in which a sizable minority lives alongside a majority. In light of this 

argum ent, I creatcxl two variables to test whether the vioknice was exacer))ated by 

inter-group inequalities between the Kikuyu and non-Kikuyu. The first exyilanatory 

variable, ‘10 < Kikujni < 90,’ takes the value ‘1’ if the share of Kikuyu in eac-h 

district is greater than 10% but less than  90% of the i)0])ulation. Otherwise, the 

variable is coded ‘O’. It is coded ‘1’ in 9 (13%) of the C9 observations in my dataset. 

The second explanatory variable, ‘05 <  Kikuyu <  95,’ is created in an anak)gous 

fashion. It is coded ‘1’ in 13 (19%) of the 69 observations in my datiiset. T he Kikuyu 

therefore comprise a significant proportion of the population in these districts. These 

districts contain, in other words, a Kikuyu population th a t is neither too small (i.e. 

heterogeneous) nor too large (i.e. homogeneous). Conceptually, this measure is 

more closely related to the ‘ethnic i)olarization’ measure of diversity as outlined 

above. And, finally, given the perception as discussed above th a t the Kikuyu have 

benefited to  the detrim ent of the non-Kikuyu since independence in the  1960s, we 

should exi>ect to see higher levels of violence in those districts in which the  Kikuyu 

comprise neither a m inority nor a m ajority of the population for the reason Horowitz 

(1985) suggested twenty-plus years ago.
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C ontrol Variables

I also created a iiuinber of control varial)les to  test the argum ent outlined above 

concerning existing inter-group inequality between the Kikuyu and non-Kikuyu. 

T he first, ‘Events (Neighboring Districts),'' is a continuous variable and controls for 

the fact th a t the intensity of violence in one district is likely to affect the intensity 

of violence in another d istrict and so on. Accordingly, it is expected th a t the level of 

violence in one d istrict will be j)ositively related to the level of violence in a second 

district. The second, ‘M argin of V ictory,’ is a continuous variable and controls for 

the fact th a t the intensity of violence is likely to  be higher in com petitive as oi)posed 

to non-comi)etitive d istricts. This variable wfus created by calculating the absolute 

difference between the num ber of votes the candidates, Kibaki and Odinga, received 

in each (•onstituency and aggregating these vote shares to the d istrict level. A word 

of warning is in order here, how(!ver: As dem onstrated in Figure (7 .1)  above, we 

uf'ed to exercise considerable caution in inter])reting this d a ta  because the ‘officiar 

results were inflated in each of the candidate’s ‘strongholds.’ By way of example, 

Kibaki and Odinga won a m ajority of the vote in the Kikuyu- and Luo-doniinated 

d istricts in Central and Nyanza, resi)ectively. The third, ‘Provincial C ap ital,’ is a 

dichotomous variable and controls f(H’ the fact th a t the intensity of violence is likely 

to  be greater in urban ra ther than  rural tlistricts because, for examjjle, the former 

tend to comprise nm ltiple ethnic groups including the Kikuyu and non-Kikuyu. It 

takes the takes the value ‘1’ if the district in (juestion contains a j)rovincial capital 

and ‘0 ’ otherwise. This variable is co(Uh1 ‘1’ in 8 (22% ) of the G9 observations 

included in my dataset. The fourth, ‘Poverty R ate ,’ measures the degree of poverty 

in each district. It is defined and measured according to standard  criteria (i.e. 

the  Cost-of-Basic Needs m ethod) which entails determ ining a calorie requirement, 

creating a food basket, and evaluating the cost of meeting the calorie reciuirenient 

using th a t food requirement. It is exi>ect('(l t hat the higher the level of j)overty in a
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district, the higher the intensity of violence in th a t district. And, finally, the fifth, 

‘Population Density (In),' measures the number of people in a d istrict divided by the 

size of the district. This variable is logged to  account for skewness in the  data. As 

in the c<\se above, it is expected tha t the higher the level of i)oi)ulation in a district, 

the higher the level of violence in th a t d istrict as well.

7.5 Em pirical R esu lts  

7.5.1 Model 1(a)

The following section discusses the results of Model 1(a) and Model 1(b) set out in 

Table (7.2) in the concluding pages of this chapter. As we can see from the first 

of these tables, these models i)resent the results of my ex])lanatory variables, ‘10 <  

Kikuyu <  90’ and ‘05 < Kikuyu < 95,’ while controlling for several other causes of 

the violence th a t followed in the wake of the country’s election in December, 2007 

including ‘Events (Neighhorijuj Districts),' ‘M argin of V ictory,’ ‘Provincial C apital,’ 

‘Poverty R ate,’ and ‘Pojiulation Density (In).' As we saw above, I have measured 

my explanatory varial)les in two difTerent ways in order to test the robustness of 

my results. My results are discussed in tu rn  next. As we can see from Table (7.2), 

the main explanatory variable in Model 1(a), ‘10 <  Kikuyu <  90,’ is significant (p 

<  0.01) and displays a positive sign indicating th a t the intensity of post-election 

violence, as measured by the inunber of violent instances or events th a t occurred in 

the three-m onth period after the country’s election in December, 2007, was greater 

in those districts in which the  Kikuyu comprised between 10% and 90% of the 

population. As dem onstrated in Table (7.3), the expected mean num ber of violent 

events increases from ‘2’ to  ‘8 ’ or 300% when this variable is varied from ‘0 ’ to ‘1.’ We 

can see from this result, in other words, th a t the level of violence was higher in those 

districts in which the Kikuyu and non-Kikuyu coni])ris(Hl a  significant ])roportion of
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the  i)opulatioii. It is im portan t to  emphasize in this regard th a t the Kikuyu liave 

benefited to  the detrim ent of tlie non-Kikuyu under both  colonial and post-colonial 

governments since independence in tlie 1960s (Ajulu 1993, 1998, 2U02). This result 

therefore suggc^sts th a t the violence th a t followed in the wake (if the above-mentioned 

election was exacerbated by existing inter-group inecjualities between the Kikuyu and 

non-Kikuyu, the main sujiporters of Kibaki and Odinga resi)ectively. The violence 

took a particularly  severe turn , in other words, because the recrim inations generated 

by the election exacerbated existing inter-group grievances between these groujis.

As we can also see from the above-mentioned table th a t two of my five control 

variables, ‘Margin of V ictory’ and ‘Provincial C ap ita l,’ are significant and display 

their expected signs. The first, ‘M argin of V ictory,’ is significant (]) <  O.IO) and 

(lisi)lays a  negative sign indicating th a t the intensity of violence wfus lower in those 

d istricts in which Kibaki and Odinga seem ed a m ajority of the vote, i.e. their 

‘strongholds.’ As dem onstrated in Table (7.3), the expected mean number of vio

lent events decrefises from ‘4’ to  “2’ or 100% when this variable is varied from one 

standard  deviation below its moan to one standard  deviation above. The second, 

‘Provincial Ca])ital,’ is significant (]) < 0.01) and displays a i>ositive sign indicating 

th a t th(! intensity of violence wfvs higher in those districts in which the i)rovincial 

capitals are located. These capit.als include: Nyeri (Central); Mombfisa (Cofist); 

Enibu (Eastern); G arissa (N orth-Eastern); Kisunni (Nyanza); Nakuru (Rift Valley); 

Kakaniega (W estern); and Nairobi (Nairobi). As dem onstrated in Table (7.3), the 

expected mean nmnber of violent events increases from ‘2’ to ‘15’ or G50% when 

this variable is varied from one ‘0’ to ‘1.’ W hile it is difficult to say with certainty 

why th is is the case, two answers suggest themselves. The first reason holds tha t 

these districts witnessed higher lev(^ls of violence than  other districts because they 

served tus the main locations in which demonstraticMis and counter-dem onstrations, 

etc. between the government- and opposition-supporters occurred. As we saw in



Section (7.3) above, for example, these supporters were involved in a series of tit-for- 

ta t clashes with each other. The second recison holds tha t these tlistricts witnessed 

higher levels of violence because they are more ethnically diverse than other dis

tricts. And, finally, the variables, ‘Events (Neighboring D istricts),’ ‘Poverty Rate,’ 

and ‘Population Density (In),' display their expected signs but fail to attain  signifi

cance. It is important to note, in conclusion, that I have also included a meajsure of 

uncertainty (King, Keohane, and Verba 1994).

7.5.2 Model 1(b)

As we can see from Table (7.2), furthermore, the main exi)lanatory variable in Model 

1(b), ‘05 < Kikuyu < 95,’ is significant (p <  0.05) and displays a positive sign in

dicating that the intensity of post-election violence, as measured by the rnnnber of 

violent events tha t occurred in the three-month i)eriod after the comitry’s election 

in D(H;ember 2007, was greater in those districts in which the Kikuyu comprised be

tween 5% and 95% of the poi)ulation. As demonstrated in Table (7.3), the expected 

mean number of violent events increases from ‘2’ to ‘6’ or 200% when this variable 

is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ We can see from this result, in other words, tha t the level 

of violence wtis higher in those districts in which the Kikuyu and non-Kikuyu com- 

])rised a significant ])roportion of the poi)ulation. As in the ca.se of Model 1(a), two 

of my five control variables are significant and dis]ilay their expected signs as well. 

The first, ‘Margin of Victory,’ is significant (p < 0.10) and disjilays a negative sign 

indicating that tlie intensity of violence was lower in those districts in which the can

didates, Kibaki and Odinga, secured a majority of the vote, i.e. their ‘strongholds.’ 

The expected mean number of violent events decreases from ‘4’ to ‘2’ or 100% when 

this variable is varied from one standard deviation below its mean to one standard 

deviation above. The second, ‘Provincial Capital,’ is significant (p < 0.01) and dis

plays a positive sign suggesting that the intensity of violence was higher in those 

districts in which the provincial capitals are located. The expected mean number of
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violent events increases from ‘2’ t(j ‘f3’ or 550% when this variable is varied from one 

‘0’ to ‘1.’ I have suggested some reasons as to why these districts witnessed more 

violence than other districts above. And, finally, the variables, ‘Events (Neighbor

ing D istricts),’ ‘Poverty R ate,’ and ‘Population Density (hi),’ display their expected 

signs but fail to attain  significance. As in the case al)ove, it is important to empha

size th a t I have also included a measure of uncertainty (King, Keohane, and Verl)a 

1994).

7.6 C onclusion

As we saw in Chapter 1, Section 1.3 of this study, John Gerring argues that a 

case study should be understood as the intensive study of a single case where the 

purpose of tha t study is to “shed light” on a larger class of cases (Gerring 2007). 

This chapter has therefore sought to conii)lement the analysis conducted in the last 

chai)ter i)y exploring the violence that followed in the wake of Kenya’s ‘stolen’ elec

tion in December, 2007 because this case “illuminates features” of several cases in 

Sub-Saharan Africa. In the main, the existing literature has sought to explain this 

violence by highlighting the gradual diminution in the ability of the state to exercise 

and enforce its avithority across the country in the twenty-plus years since the (re- 

)introduction of multiparty elections and i)olitical competition more generally in the 

early 1990s. If we attribute the violence that followed in the wake of this election 

to the disintegration of the Kenyan state and the conseciuent ‘informalization’ of 

violence, then why did the election in 2007 witness significantly more violence than 

those in 1992, 1997 and, in particular, 2002? I think this argument is lacking be

cause it overlooks the role perceptions of “procedural fairness” i)layed in the igniting 

the violence (Moehler 2009: 34G). These studies fail, in other words, to recognize 

tha t t he controversy surrounding the election to do with the discrepancy in votes 

l)rovid(Hl the spark that set an otherwise peaceful event ablaze. As we saw in Figure
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(7.1) al)()ve, Kihaki i)erforniecl considerably worse than  Odinga in 7 of the country’s 

8 regions when the ‘official’ results are juxtaposed alongside those collected by a 

[)air of independent scholars in the run-up to the  election (Gibson and Long 2009). 

Moreover, the violence th a t followed in the wake of this election took a particu

larly severe tu rn  because the recrim inations generated by it exacerbated existing 

inter-group between the Kikuyu and non-Kikuyu, the main groups th a t sui)ported 

Kil)aki and Odinga respectively. Two results stand  out. F irst, the intensity of vio

lence increases from ‘2’ to ‘8’ or 300% when the main explanatory variable in Model 

1(a), ‘10 <  Kikuyu < 90,’ is varied from ‘0’ to  ‘1.’ Second, the intensity of violence 

increases from ‘2’ to ‘6’ or 200% when the main ex])lanatory variable in Model 1(a), 

‘05 <  Kikuyu <  95,’ is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ Unfortunately, it is difficult to  as

certain whether such inequalities operate across Sub-Saharan Africa more generally 

given the absence of the requisite data. A number of prom inent scholars includ

ing Catherine Boone, ReneLemarchand, and Frances Stewart have long argued that, 

inter-groui) inequalities to do with the distribution of land, for exami)le, lie a t the 

heart of many present-day conflicts in the region.

208



T able 7.2: M od els  1(a) & 1(b)

M o d e l 1 (a ) M o d e l 1 (h )

Events (Nei<]liboriv.<) Districts) 0.00 0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

10 <  K ik u y u  <  90 1.27***
(0.48)

05 < K ik u y u  <  95 0.98**
(0.42)

Margin of Vict ory -0.01* -0.01*
(0.01) (0.01)

I’l'ovincial Capital 1.9G*** 1.8G***
(0.43) (0.38)

Poverty Rate 0.02 0.01
(0.02) (0.02)

Population Density (hi) 0.02 0.01
(O.IG) (0.17)

Constant 0.5G 0.25
(1.50) (l.GO)

Alpha 1.31 1.37
(0.33) (0.34)

Notes: (1) Models 1(a) & 1(b) =  08 observations as Nairobi ex
cluded from the analysis; (2) Province Dunuuies Included; (3) Ro
bust Standard Errors in Parentheses; and (4) * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05,
* * *  p  <  0.01
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Table 7.3: E xpec ted  M ean  N u m b er of P ost-E lec tion  Events; M odels 1(a) & 1(b)

Variable Model 1(a) 95% Confidence Interval Model  1(b) 95% Confidence Interval

10 < Kikuyu < 90 =  0 2 1 —  ̂3 -

10 < Kikuyu < 90 =  1 8 (300%t) 3 ^  17

05 < Kikuyu < 95 =  0 2 1 ^  3
05 < Kikuyu < 95 =  1

■

6 (200%t) 2 —^ 11

Margin of Victory =  — ISD 4 4
Margin of victory =  -1- ISD 2 2

Provincial Capital =  0 2 2
Provincial Capital =  1 15 13

Notes: (1) As in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 on pre- and post-election violence, respectively, the statistical package. Clarify, was employed to 
derive the above results (Tomz, Wittenberg, and King 2003); (2) Results show the increase and\or decrease in the expected mean number of 
post-election violent events when the significant variables presented in Table 7.2 above are varied ‘0’ to ‘1' for dichotomous variables and ± 1 SD 
from the mean for continuous variables. Interaction and constitutive terms are varied jointly from 'O’ to ‘T; and (3) Ivlodels 1(a) k. 1(b) include 
68 districts (i.e. Nairobi excluded from the analysis) giving 68 observations.



C hapter 8

C onclusion

8.1 In tr o d u c t io n

lnsi)ire(l by Huntington’s (1991) aignnient tliat deniociatization proceeds in a scries 

of waves, many scholars greeted the (re-)intro(hiction of multiparty elections and 

political competition more generally in Sub-Saharan Africa with enthusiasm and 

]jredicted tha t such elections were but the first stejj on the road to liberal democ

racy and market capitalism (Carotluns 2002, 2007a, 2007b). This enthusiasm soon 

turned to i)essimism however when it became ai)i)arent tha t many coimtries in the 

region had failed to establish their nascent democratic forms of government on a 

more secure footing. This shift in sentiment was captured by Richard Joseph in his 

seminal article, ‘Africa, 1990-1997: From Abertura to Closure.’ lie argues, “Writ

ing in these pages in 1991, I noted tha t a ‘virtual miracle’ seemed to be leading 

Africa away from authoritarianism  and toward democratic governance. So rai)id 

and extensive were the democratic (leveloi)ments at the time tha t I urged caution in 

assessing their consequences. W hat few analysts anticipated, however, was tha t the 

democratic wave in Africa would crest so cjuickly or tha t the countercurrents would 

surface so swiftly” (1998: 3). Most imi)(jrtantly, he argues tha t nniltii^arty elections 

have delayed and, in many cases, derailed the develoi)uient of genuine change in Sub-

211



Saliaran Africa. He coiitiimes, “Free elections, which had seemed to signal Africa’s 

coming of age and its cai)acity to oversee the peaceful, dem ocratic replacement of 

one government by another followed national conferences in becoming exercises th a t 

mainly legitimized, ra ther than  undermined, incum bent regimes” (1998: 4). He con

cludes on a somber note, “Of the many factors im peding constitutional democracy 

in Africa, none appears more significant than  the upsurge of political violence... In 

rethinking the course of i)olitical renewal in Africa, analysts should pay more a tten 

tion to the role of jjolitical violence” (1998: 5). In light of this adm onition by one 

of the leading scholars of African affairs, it is clear why I have sought to address 

the following c}uestion in this study: W hy are some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa 

marked i)y violence while other elections are not?

As we saw in C hapter 1, Section 1.1 of this study, electoral violence has affected 

some 20% of elections in Sul>-Saharan Africa since the (re-)introduction of political 

com petition in the early 1990s. D(!spite the |)revalence of election-related violence 

in this region and further afield, scholars have yet to address this question in a 

system atic fashion. There is a large literature on elections and an equally large one 

on violence in Sub-Saharan Africa, bu t the relationship between the two phenom ena 

remains understudied. I cannot emphasize this ])oint enough. Based on the insight 

th a t violence is often used iis an instrum ent by the ‘incum bent’ and ‘challenger’ 

to influence the outcome of an election, this study contributes to the burgeoning 

literature on election-related violence in three im portant ways. First, it finds th a t 

the intensity of pre-election violence, as measured by the nimiber of violent instances 

or events th a t occur in the three-m onth i)eriod before all of the elections included 

in my dataset, increases by 150% when the office of the president is contested in 

non-democratic systems of government. Second, it finds th a t the intensity of post- 

election violence increases by 500% when the results of an election are rejected by the 

opposition in ‘hybrid’ or weakly-institutionalized systems of government. Drawing
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on a  case-stucly of th e  violence th a t  followed in th e  wake of K enya’s ‘s to len ’ election 

in D ecem ber 2007, th is  s tu d y  finds in conclusion th a t  post-election violence can be 

ex acerbated  by ex isting  in ter-g ronp  inequalities. T h is finding is no less im p o rtan t 

th a n  those ou tlined  above, because it could explain  why m ost elections in the  region 

pass off relatively  j^eacefnlly while o thers  degenera te  into full-blown ethn ic  conflict 

and  civil war. T h is ch ap te r is organized as follows. Section 8.1 in troduces the  

chap te r, while Section 8.2 sum m arizes my findings and discusses th e  im plications of 

these  findings. Section 8.3 p resents som e evidence to  suggest th a t electoral violence is 

having a de trim en ta l im pact on th e  estab lishm en t of dem ocratic  form s of governm ent 

in S ub-S aharan  Africa. A nd Section 8.4 concludes th is  s tu d y  by no ting  th a t  the  

rela tionsh ip  betw een dem ocracy  and violence rem ains an  “unm ap])ed research field” 

in th e  dem ocratiza tion  lite ra tu re  (Iloghm d 2009: 413).

8.2 F indings & Im plications

As we saw in Cha})ter 3, Section 3.2 of th is study, several scholars have argued  th a t 

th e  process of dem ocratiza tion  is con trib u tin g  to  the  developm ent of ‘new form s’ of 

violence and conflict in S ub-S aharan  Africa. For exam ple, no less an au th o rity  on 

A frican affairs th a n  S co tt S trau s  has argued th a t  ‘new ’ form s of violence are Ijegin- 

ning to  disi)lace ‘o ld ’ form s in the  tw'enty-i)lus years since the  inception of m u ltip a rty  

con ijje tition  because political com j^etition holds o u t the  i)roniise to  governm ent- and 

opposition-groui)s alike of acciuiring political power v ia leg itim ate  m eans. He i)uts 

th e  poin t as follows, “Tw o form s of violence are  especially salien t in con tem porary  

S ub-S aharan  A frica” -  namely, electoral violence and  resource violence (2012: 14- 

5). “T hese form s of violence are to  d a te ,” he continues, “significantlj" understud ied  

com pared  to  civil w ar and  m ass k illing \genocide” (2012: 14-5). l ie  continues, “T he 

onset of n n iltip a rty  elections m ean t th a t  from  a  w ould-be insiu 'gent’s po in t of view, 

governm ents w'ere a t  lea.st nom inally  vulnerable  outside th e  con tex t of a rnu 'd  resis-
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ta n c e ... For talented opposition figures, the  opening of the political a re n a ... created 

a strong jiull away from the battlefield and toward the domestic jiolitical arena” 

(2012: 19). As we saw in the introductory chai)ter of this study, furtherm ore, elec

toral violence is a multifaceted phenomenon th a t enconii)a.ss(!s manifold activities 

ranging from coercive intim idation to physical assault. The phenomenon encom

passes two distinct “logics of violence” (Straus and Taylor 2012: 20). Pre-election 

violence is said to occur before an election, and it is thus jjerpetrated in anticipation 

of an election and it typically involves instances of violence th a t disrupt the process. 

Post-election violence is said to occur after an election, and it is thus perpetrated  

in reaction to an election and it typically involves instances of violence th a t ex[)re;ss 

frustration with the process. Targets of electoral violence typically include electoral 

information, electoral facilities, electoral events, and electoral stakeholders (Hoglund 

2009; Kraetzschm ar and C avatorta 2010; R apoport and Weinberg 2000b; Sisk 2008; 

S traus and Taylor 2012).

Building on the existing scholarshij) in the literature on dem ocratization, I argued 

in Chaj)ter 5 th a t the incum bent is faced with a dilemm a -  namely, ‘The Dilennna 

of M anipulation’ (Schedler 2002a, 2002b). Simply put, he wants to  decrease the 

uncertainty but increase the legitimacy of an election and, in order to achieve these 

goals, he resorts to several devices inchuling violence in the pre-election stage of 

the electoral process. In light of this theoretical framework, pre-election violence 

may thus be conceptualized as a means of influencing the outcome of an election 

in the pre-election stage of an election. Indeed, we have seen from the large-N, 

cross-case analysis conducted in the above-mentioned chapter th a t the  intensity of 

pre-election violence, as measured as the number of violent instances or events th a t 

occur in the three-m onth period before all 170 elections included in my dataset, 

increases under two scenarios. In line w ith the first hypothesis on pre-election vi

olence set out in C hapter 4, Section 4.3 of this study, the intensity of this type of
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violence increciaes from ‘4’ to ‘8 ’ events or 100% when the main exi)huiatory variable 

in Model 1(a), ‘Office of the P residen t,’ is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ And, in line with 

the  second hypothesis, the intensity of tliis type of violence increases from ‘G’ to 

‘15’ events or 150% when the main explanatory variable in Model 1(b), ‘OfTice of 

the  President*N ot Free,’ is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ The expected mean num ber of 

events therefore increases bj  ̂ 50%) when the office of the president is contested in 

non-deniocratic systems of government. We have also seen th a t ‘S tate  A ctors’ and 

‘Irregular Forces’ connnitted roughly 85% of j)re-election events in 170 m ultiparty 

elections over the sixteen-year jieriod, 1907 to 2012, confirming the argum ent made 

by many scholars in the literature on dem ocratization th a t these groups an; resi)on- 

sible for the  m ajority of this type of violence. In conclusion, these findings suggest 

th a t pre-election violence is a structu ra l problem in Sub-Saharan Africa and thus 

less am enable to  solution in the short- to medium -term  a t least.

One implication of this finding concerns the uneven distribution of power among 

the  different branches of government in Sub-Saharan Africa. For example, it is a 

wc'll-documented fact th a t the executive branch is considerably more pcjwerful than 

the  legislative branch in this region (Ake 2000; Allen 1995, 1999; Barkan 2008; 

B ratton  and Van de Walle 1994, 1997; Cranenburgh 2008; H artm ann 2007; Preni- 

I)eh 2008; Rakner and Van de Walle 2009a, 2009b; Van de Walle 2003; Van de 

W'alle and Butler 1999). Politics thus resembles a zero-sum game in which con

tro l of the former branch remains the sine qua non of political com petition. W hat 

is more, th is feature of the political landscape is unlikely to change anytim e soon 

given the role neo-patrim onialism  and, by extension, clientelism, continues to play 

in the  region more generally. “A comprehensive overhaul or redesign of the consti

tu tional order,” according to Prem peh, “has generally been kept off the agenda by 

besieged incum bents and regime opponents alike” (2008: 111-12). Zanil)ia serves 

as a cautionary  tale in this regard. A lthough it hasn’t witnessed anything like the



instability that has iinderniined neighboring countries, the basic structure of the 

country’s political institutions has remained intact under both government- and oj)- 

position administrations (Hartmann 2007). To illustrate, Movement for Multiparty 

Democracy (MMD) defeated United National Indei)endence Party (UNI!’) in the 

country’s first multiparty election since the (re-) introduction of multiparty elections 

on 31 October, 1991. The former went on to dominate the country for upwards 

of twenty years, winning seven of the hiat nine elections (Larmer and Fraser 2007; 

Cheeseman and Hinfelaar 2010). However, its dominance came to an abrupt end 

when Rupiah Banda was defeated by Michael Sata on 20 September, 2011 but the 

latter has since come in for the very same criticism that was hitherto reserved for 

the former because has lu\s failed to undertake any substantial reforms of the coun

try ’s institutions. It is ini[)ortant to note in this regard, in conclusion, that scholars 

continue to question whether wholesale changes such as a change of electoral system 

would have the desired effect in Sub-Saharan Africa and the developing world more 

generally given the fact that individuals in agrarian societies vote for candidates 

on the basis of local as o])posed to national reasons (Barkan 1995, 1998; Barkan, 

Densham, and Rushton 200G; Bratton 2008; Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; flyden 

2006; Lust-Okar 2006).

Building on the existing scholarship in the literature on democratization, I argued 

in Chaj)ter 6 that the challenger is faced with a dilennna -  namely, ‘The Dilenuna of 

P rotest’ (Schedler 2002a, 2002b). Simply put, he wants to increase the uncertainty 

hd  decrease the legitimacy of an election and, in order to achieve these goals, he 

resorts to several devices including violence in the post-election stage of the electoral 

l)rocess. In light of this theoretical framework, post-election violence may thus be 

conceptualized as a means of influencing the outcome of an election in the post

election stage of an election. As in the case above, we have seen from the large-N, 

cross-case analysis conducted in the above-mentioned chapter that the intensity of
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])ost-clection violence, jls nieasured as the number of violent instances or events 

th a t occur in the three-m onth period after all 170 elections included in my dataset, 

increases under two scenarios as well. In line w ith the first hypothesis on j)ost- 

clection violence set out in Chai)ter 4, Section 4.3 of this study, the intensity of 

this ty])e of violence increases from ‘3’ to ‘8 ’ events or roughly 1G6% when the main 

exi)lanatory variable hi Model 1(a), ‘Results Rejected,’ is varied from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ And, 

in line w ith the second hyj)othesis, tlu; intensity of this type of violence increases 

from ‘3 ’ to  ‘18’ events or 500% when tlie main explanatory variable in Model 1(b), 

‘Results R ejected*Partly  Free,’ is varicxl from ‘0’ to ‘1.’ The expected mean number 

of events therefore increases by roughly 350% when the results of an election are 

rejected in weakly-institutionalized systems of govermnent. Imi>ortantly, this is not 

to suggest th a t the government is resjxjnsible for pre-(!lection and the op])osition 

for post-election violence. As we saw in Cliai)ter 4, Section 4.4 of this study, the 

government is resi)onsil)le for the m ajority of both pre- and i)ost-election violence. 

However, the one may be said to be as culpable as the other in so far as post-election 

violence is concerned because this type of violence often assumes a tit-fo r-ta t pattern  

wherein bo th  government- and opposition groups are involved. In sliarj) contrast 

with the finding outlined al)ove, these findings suggest th a t post-election violence 

is a contingent i)robleni in Sub-Saharan Africa and thus more amenable to solution 

provided an election is conducted in accordance w ith international standards of 

electoral probity.

One im]3lication of this finding concerns the imj^ortauce of electoral C[uality. Simply 

put, the likelihood of violence can be diminished if an election is conducted in 

accordance with international standards of electoral integrity. This is an im portant 

point given the fact th a t nuiltii>arty elections have become de rigueur in Sub-Saharan 

Africa and the developing world more generally since the early 1990s. W ith the 

notable exception of the so-called ‘hanging chad’ controversy in Florida in 2000, the
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integrity of tlie electoral process has long been taken for granted in the established 

democracies because the adm inistration of an election is generally entrusted to  a 

th ird  party. In the event of a disi)ute, furtherm ore, the decision of this party  is 

final (Jjehoucq 2002, 2003). In Sub-Saharan Africa, the integrity of the  electoral 

process is anything bu t asstired. The process is politicized from s ta r t to finish, 

accusations and counter-accusations are the order of the day, and adm inistrative 

shortcomings often tm n  into violent confrontations because the en tity  in charge 

of the process is seldom above suspicion. This in no small concern. As we saw 

in the penultim ate chapter of this study, the perception th a t K enya’s election in 

December, 2007 was ‘stolen’ provided the spark tlia t set in motion a conflict th a t 

ultim ately resulted in the deaths of 1,000 to 2,000 people and displacement of 300,000 

to 500,000 more. The violence took a [)articularly severe tu rn , moreover, because the 

recrim inations generated by the election exacerbated existing inter-group grievances 

between the Kikuyu and non-Kikuyu, the main supporters of Kibaki and Odinga 

respectively. Unfortunately, it is difficult to ascertain w hether such inequalities 

operate across Sub-Saharan Africa more generally given the absence of the requisite 

data. A number of prominent scholars including Catherine Boone, rieneLeniarchand, 

and Frances Stew art have long argued however th a t inter-group inecjualities to do 

with the distribution of land lie a t the heart of many present-day conflicts in the 

region. This is an im portant question because it could explain why some elections 

in Sub-Saharan Africa degenerate into full-blown ethnic conflict and civil war. The 

Cote d ’Ivoire is a telling example in this regard. Several consequences of electoral 

violence deserve mention aa well; I tu rn  to a discussion of some of these conseciuences 

next.
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8.3 C onsequences o f E lectoral V io lence

T he first consequence has to do w ith tlie introchiction of ])ower-sharing agreements 

following violence in Kenya and Zinibalnve among other countries in Sub-Saharan 

Africa. Desi)ite the introduction of these agreements in several covmtries in this 

region, we still don’t fully understand why they have succeeded in some cases but 

failed in others (Bekoe 2012a, 2012b, 2012c; Cheesenian and Tcndi 2010; Leniarc- 

liand 200G; Mehler 2009; Tull and Mehler 2005). Bekoe argues, “Post-Election 

Political Agreements aim  to identify the factors th a t drove the violence... But it 

is not clear w hat im pact these agreements have on future ei)isodes of political vio

lence. .. Mor(!over, the intervention of a power-sharing agreement raises an im i)ortant 

th rea t of moral hazard: Does a pow(u-sharing agreement “reward” the peri)etrators 

of vi{)lence... increasing the chance th a t election results will be violently disputed?” 

(20121): 118). W hat is more, some of these agreements have ‘succeeded’ in the sense 

th a t they have heli)ed to put a tem j)orary stop to the violence th a t gave rise to them. 

But many of these same agreements have unravelled after several years. Burundi 

is bu t the latest examjile of this phenomenon in Sub-Saharan Africa. And, finally, 

L(;niarchand (200G) argues th a t countries in the region have traditionally  ado[)ted 

“more or less inclusive modes of co-operation” wherein the rival parties have each 

been allocated a numl>er of cabinet seats and portfolios, ft is thus im portan t to 

distinguish between the formal and informal asj)ects of power-sharing agreements. 

The second conseciuence has to do w ith the i)reference for democracy in three coun

tries namely, G hana, Kenya, and Zimbabwe. As we can see in Figure (8.1) below, 

democracy remains the single most poi)ular form of government in these coimtries. 

Indeed, 80 - 85% of respondents in all three countries agreed with the statem ent: 

“Democracy is j)referable to any other kind of government.” Figure (8.2) paints a 

somewhat different picture, however: 80%, 50%, and 35% of respondents are ‘Fa,- 

voral)ly Dispos('d’ toward this form of government in G hana, Kenya, and Zimbabwe



respectively. To 1)6 sure, there is only so nnich we can read into these figiu’es given 

the simi)le way in which the (luestions are asketl i)nt they nonetheless suggest that 

electoral violence is having a detrimental impact on the establishment of democracy 

in two of these coimtries.
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And, finally, a nimiber of scholars have fomul tha t multiparty elections and polit

ical competition more generally luis given rise to the so-called ‘winner-loser gap,’ 

tha t is to say, the finding tha t ‘losers’ consistently rejjort lower levels of satisfaction 

with the electoral process and political institutions more generally than ‘winners’ 

(Anderson and Mendes 2005; Esaiasson 2011; Moehler 2009; Moehler and Lindberg
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2009). Of course, these findings are hardly surprising but they nonetheless suggest 

th a t the former attribute their feelings of discontent to electoral (luality -  namely, 

the administration, management, and organization of the electoral process. As we 

saw in Chai)ter 3, Section 3.4 of this study, Moehler (2009) attributes this gap to 

the contrfvsting perceptions among participants as to the “procedural fairness” of 

elections. She merits (juoting at length, “In theory, elections are legitimating insti

tutions because they provide citizens with fair procedmes for selecting leaders... In 

practice, however, most electoral contests in liybrid systems and new democracies 

are plagued by irregularities, (uther by design or due to lack of resources, infrastruc

ture and experience. Furthermore, it is difficult for citizens to assess the causes and 

consecjuences of irregularities... In the face of uncertainty and poor information, one 

wTJuld expect winners to give their leaders the benefit of the d o u b t... In contrast, 

one would expec:t kjsers to assume the worst and conclude that electoral fraud w;is 

deliberate and consc(|uential... As a result, losers may withhold their sui)i)ort not 

only from elected leaders but also from their political institutions” (2009: 346-7). 

Kenya is a telling exami)le in this regard: Odinga called his supporters unto the 

streets of the country when he suspected something was wrong with the way the 

election was conducted. This fact should cause no small concern among scholars 

in academic- and policy-circles when you consider that many emerging democracies 

lack the capacity to deal with election-related disj^uted in an impartial way. When 

the integrity of the electoral j)rocess is open to doubt, moreover, citizens may with

draw from the process and refuse to cast their vote or take to the streets and exj)rcss 

their frustration in more destructive ways.

8.4 C onclusion

In conclusion, it is imi)ortant to reiterate tha t the international connnunity i)ushed 

for the (re-)introduction of multiparty elections and political comi)etition more gen-
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erally in Sub-Saliaran Africa in tlie early 1990s in the oi)thnistic belief th a t they 

would conduce to the diminution of violence and confiict in the medium- to  long

term . However, there is a growing recognition in academic and ])olicy-circles th a t 

the hurried j)romotion of democracy in this region was misguided a t best and reck

less at worst. To be sure, elections are fundamentally ambiguous institu tions in the 

sense th a t they can, on the one hand, foster com petition and thereby defuse con

flict and, on the other, exacerl:>ate inter-group tensions along ethnic-, regional- and 

religious-based lines as recently seen in Cote d ’Ivoire, Kenya, and Zimbabwe. Of 

course, scholars have long recognized th a t the process of dem ocratization is fraught 

with obstacles. In his book, ‘The American Ballot Box in the M id-Nineteenth Cen

tu ry ,’ Richard Bensel argues th a t electoral violence was a connnonplace feature of 

l)olitics in the United States in the early years of independence and he goes so far jis 

to say th a t electoral shenanigans more generally helped the Rei)ublicans defeat the 

Democrats and secure a R,('|)ublican-dominated House of Representatives in 1855. 

It is im portant to remember in this regard, fm’thermore, th a t Lincoln’s genius con

sisted not in defeating the South per se l)ut in facing down the ‘Coi)i)erheads’ and 

maintaining a united North (M cPherson 1988, 2008). I don’t mean to  suggest th a t 

institutional ‘fixes’ are a panacea. The danger exists th a t holding m ultiparty  elec

tions will only serve to exacerbate a confiict and make a bad situation worse. The 

exam])les of Afghanistan and Iraq are instructive in this respect. “In oiu' dealings 

with newly developing nations,” the historian, Gordan Wood, counsels, “We are too 

ap t to believe th a t the mere institution of the ballot in a new comitry will au to m at

ically create a viable democracy, and we are often confused and disillusioned when 

this rarely happens. The jooint is th a t we have the relationship backward. It is 

not sufi’rage th a t gives life to our democracy; it is our dem ocratic society th a t gives 

life to suffrage... Any sta te  can grant suffrage to its people overnight, bu t it cannot 

thereby guarantee to  itself a dem ocratic polity. As American history shows, such a 

democracy requires generations of experience with electoral politics” (2011: 211-2).
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'riie adniiiiistratiou of elections in accordance with international standards is l)iit 

the first step in creating a viable democracy.
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A ppendix A

Table A .l;  C ountries in D ataset

C o u n tr ie s  Inc luded  (40)

Angola

Benin

Botswana

B ulkina Faso

Bunindi

Cameroon

CAR

Chad

Cote d ’Ivoire

DRC

Djibouti

Eq. Guinea

Ethiopia

Gabon

Gambia

G hana

Guinea

Guinea Bissau

Kenya

Lesotho

Liberia

M adagascar

Malawi

Mali

M auritania

Mozambique

Namibia

Niger

Nigeria

ROC

Rwanda

C o u n tr ie s  E xcluded  (9)

Cai)e Verde 

Comoros 

E ritrea 

M auritius

Sao Tome and Princi])e

Seychelles

Somalia

South Sudan

Swaziland
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C ontm ued fro m  P revious Page

C oun tries Included C ountries Excluded

Scnicgal
Sierra Leone
South Africa
Sudaii

Tanzania
Togo
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe



Appendix B

Table B .l:  Freedom House  C ou n try  S ta tu s: 2012

Free (11) P artly  Free (18) N o t Free (20)

Benin Burkina Faso Angola

Botswana Burundi Cameroon

Cai)e Verde Central African Republic Chad

Ghana Comoros Congo (Brazzaville)

Lesotho Cote d’Ivoire Congo (Kinsha.sa)

Mauritius Guinea Djibouti

Namibia Kenya Ecjuatorial Guinea

Sao Tome and Principe Liberia Eritrea

Senegal Madagascar Ethioi)ia

Sierra Leone Malawi Gabon

South Africa Mozanibi(iue Gambia

Niger Guinea-Bissau

Nigeria Mali

Seychelles Mauritania

Tanzania Rwanda

logo Somalia

Uganda South Sudan

Zambia Sudan

Swaziland

Zimbabwe
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Appendix C

T able C .l:  E lection s in D a ta se t

Country Num ber Type D ate

Angola 1 Parliamentary 05/09/2008
Angola 2 ParliauK'ntary 31/08/2012
Bonin 1 Parliamentary 30/03/l!)9i)
Benin 2 I’residential 18/03/2001
Bonin 3 Parliamentary 30/03/2003
Benin 4 Presidential 19/03/2000
Benin 5 Parhamentary 31/03/2007
Bcntin 6 Presidential 13/03/2011
Botswana 1 Parliamentary 16/10/1999
Botswana 2 I’arliament.ary 30/10/2004
Botswana 3 Parliamentary 16/10/2009
Burkina Ffiso 1 I’arliamentary 11/05/1997
Burkina Faso 2 Presidential 15/11/1998
Burkina F;uso 3 Parliamentary 05/05/2002
Binkina Fiuso 4 Presidential 13/11/2005
Burkina F'aso 5 Parliamentary 06/05/2007
Burkina Fii-so () I’residential 21/11/2010
Biukina Faso 7 I’arliamentary 02/12/2012
Burundi I Parliamentary 04/07/2005
Burundi 2 Presidential 28/06/2010
Cameroon 1 Parliamentary 17/05/1997
Cameroon 2 Presidential 12/10/1997
Canun'oon 3 Parliamentary 30/06/2002
Cameroon 4 Presidential 11/10/2004
Cameroon 5 Parliamentary 22/07/2007
Cameroon G Presidential 09/10/2011
CAR 1 Parliamentary 13/12/1998
CAR 2 Presidential 19/10/1999
CAR 3 Presidential 08/05/2005
CAR 4 Presidential 23/01/2011
Chad 1 Parliamentary 23/02/1997
Chad 2 Presidential 20/05/2001
Chad 3 Parliamentary 21/04/2002
Chad 4 Presidential 03/05/2006
Chad 5 Presidential 25/04/2011
Cote d ’Ivoire 1 Presidential 22/10/2000
Cote d ’Ivoire 2 Presidential 28/11/2010
Cote d ’Ivoire 3 Parliamentary 11/12/2011
Djibouti 1 Parliamentary 19/12/1997
Djibouti 2 Presidential 09/04/1999
Djibouti 3 Parliamentary 10/01/2003

227



Continued fro m  Previous Page

Country Niimber Type D ate

Djibouti 4 Presidential 08/04/2005
Djibouti 5 Parliamentary 08/02/2008
Djibouti C Presidential 08/04/2011
DRC 1 Parliamentary 30/07/2006
DRC 2 Presidential 29/10/2006
DRC 3 Presidential 28/11/2011
Eq. Guinea 1 Parliamentary 07/03/1999
Eq. Guinea 2 Presidential 15/12/2002
Eq. Guinea 3 Parliamentary 25/04/2004
Eq. Guinea 4 Parliamentary 04/05/2008
Eq. Guinea 5 Presidential 29/11/2009
Ethiopia 1 Parliamentary 14/05/2000
Ethiopia 2 Parliamentary 15/05/2005
Ethioj)ia 3 Parliamentary 23/05/2010
Gabon 1 Presidential 06/12/1998
Gabon 2 Parliamentary 09/12/2001
Gabon 3 Presidential 27/11/2005
Gabon 4 Parliamentary 17/12/2006
Gallon 5 Presidential 30/08/2009
Gabon () Parliamentary 17/12/2011
Gambia 1 Parliamentary 02/01/1997
Gambia 2 Presidential 18/10/2001
Gambia 3 Parliamentary 17/01/2002
Gambia 4 Presidential 22/09/2006
Gambia 5 Parliamentary 25/01/2007
Gambia G Presidential 24/11/2011
Gambia 7 Parliamentary 29/03/2012
Ghana 1 Presidential 28/12/2000
G liana 2 Presidential 07/12/2004
Ghana 3 Presidential 28/12/2008
Ghana 4 Presidential 07/12/2012
Guinea 1 Presidential 14/12/1998
Guinea 2 Parliamentary 30/06/2002
Guinea 3 Presidential 21/12/2003
Guinea 4 Presidential 07/11/2010
Guinea Bissau 1 Presidential 16/01/2000
Guinea Bissau 2 Parliamentary 28/03/2004
Guinea Bissau 3 Presidential 24/07/2005
Guinea Bissau 4 Parliamentary 10/11/2008
Guinea Bissau 5 Presidential 20/07/2009
Guinea Bissau 6 Presidential 18/03/2012
Kenya 1 Presidential 30/12/1997
Kenya 2 Presidential 27/12/2002
Kenya 3 Presidential 27/12/2007
Lesotho 1 Parliamentary 23/05/1998
Lesotho 2 Parliamentary 25/05/2002
Lesotho 3 Parliamentary 17/02/2007
Lesotho 4 Parliamentary 26/05/2012
Liberia 1 Presidential 19/07/1997
Liberia 2 Presidential 08/11/2005
Liberia 3 Presidential 08/11/2011
Madagascar 1 Parliamentary 17/05/1998
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C ontinued from  Previous Page

C ountry N um ber Type D ate

Ma(laga.scar 2 Presidential lG/12/2001
Ma(laga.s('ar 3 Parliamentary 15/12/2002
Madagascar 4 Presidential 03/12/200G
Madagascar 5 Parliamentary 23/09/2007
Malawi 1 Presidential 15/0G/1999
Malawi 2 Presidential 20/05/2004
Malawi 3 Presidential 19/05/2009
Mali 1 Presidential 11/05/1997
Mali 2 Parliamentary 03/08/1997
Mali 3 Presidential 12/05/2002
Mali 4 Presidential 29/04/2007
Mali 5 Parliamentary 22/07/2007
Mauritania 1 Presidential 12/12/1997
Maurilania 2 Parliamentary 19/10/2001
Maiirilaiiia 3 Presidential 07/11/2003
Mauritania 4 Parliamentary 03/12/21)06
Mauritania 5 Presidential 25/03/2007
Mauritania G Presidential 18/07/2009
Mi)zanibi(iuo 1 Presidential 03/12/1999
Mozanihitiuo 2 Presidential 01/12/2004
Mozanihi<iuo 3 Presidential 28/10/2009
Namibia 1 Presidential 30/11/1999
Namibia 2 Presidential 15/11/2004
Namibia 3 Presidential 27/11/2009
Niger 1 Presidential 24/11/1999
Niger 2 Presidential 04/12/2004
Niger 3 Parliamentary 20/10/2009
Niger 4 Presidential 12/03/2011
Nigeria 1 Presidential 27/02/1999
Nigeria 2 Presidential 19/04/2003
Nigeria 3 Presidential 21/04/2007
Nigeria 4 Presidential lG/04/2011
RoC 1 Presidential 10/03/2002
IloC 2 Parliamentary 23/0G/2002
RoC 3 I’arliamentary 05/08/2007
RoĈ 4 Presidential 12/07/2009
RoC 5 Parliamentary 05/08/2012
Rwanda 1 Presidential 25/08/2003
Rwanda 2 Parliamentary 15/09/2008
Rwanda 3 Presidential 09/08/2010
Senegal 1 Parliamentary 25/05/1998
Senegal 2 Presidential 19/03/2000
Senegal 3 Parliamentary 29/04/2001
Senegal 4 Presidential 25/02/2007
Senegal 5 Parliamentary 03/OG/2007
Senegal G Presidential 25/02/2012
Senegal 7 Parliamentary 01/07/2012
Sierra Leone I Presidential 14/05/2t)02
Sierra L('one 2 Presidential 08/09/2t)07
Sierra L('oue 3 Presidential 17/11/2012
South Africa 1 Parliamentary 02/0G/1999
South Africa 2 Parliamentary 14/04/2004
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C ontinued fro m  P revious Page

C ountry N um ber Type D ate

South Africa 3 Parliamentary 22/04/2009
Sudan 1 Presidential 13/12/2000
Sudan 2 Presidential 11/04/2010
Tanzania 1 Presidential 29/10/2000
Tanzania 2 Presidential 14/12/2005
Tanzania 3 Presidential 30/10/2010
Togo 1 Presidential 21/0G/1998
Togo 2 Parliamentary 21/03/1999
Togo 3 Parliamentary 27/10/2002
Togo 4 Presidential 01/06/2003
Togo 5 Presidential 24/04/2005
Togo 6 Parliamentary 14/10/2007
Togo 7 Presidential 04/03/2010
Uganda 1 Presidential 12/03/2001
Uganda 2 Presidential 23/02/200C
Uganda 3 Presidential 18/02/2011
Zanil)ia 1 Presidential 27/12/2001
Zambia 2 Presidential 28/09/200G
Zambia 3 Presidential 30/10/2008
Zambia 4 Presidential 20/09/2011
Ziml)abwo 1 Parliamentary 25/0G/2000
Zimbabwe 2 Presidential 09/03/2002
Zimbabwe 3 Parliamentary 31/03/2005
Ziml)abwe 4 Parliamentary 29/03/2008
Zimba])we 5 Presidential 27/06/2008
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A ppendix  D

Table D .l:  Levels of V iolence (Low, M edium , High)

Country Low M ediw n High

Angola ’08, ’12
Benin ’99, ’01, ’03, '0(i, ’07, ’11
Botswana ’99, ’04, ’09

Bulkina Fiuso ’97, ’02, ’05, ’07, ’10, ’12 ’98
Burundi ’05, ’10
Cameroon ’97, ’02, ’04, ’07 ’97
CAR ’98, ’99, ’05, ’11
c:iiad ’97, ’01, ’02, ’11 ’06
Cote d ’Ivoire ’11 ’00, ’10

DRC ’06 ’06, ’11
Djibouti ’97, ’99, ’(«, ’05, ’08, ’11
E(j. Guinea ’99, ’02, ’04, ’08, ’09
Ethiopia ’00, ’05, ’10
Gabon ’98, ’01, ’05, ’0(), ’09, ’11
Gambia ’97, ’OC, ’07, ’11, ’12 ’01, ’02

G liana ’00, ’04, ’08 ’12

Guinea ’02, ’0:3, ’10 ’98
Guinea Bissau ’00, ’04, ’08, ’09, ’12 ’05
Kenya ’02 ’97, ’07
Lesotho ’02, ’07, ’12 ’98

Liberia ’97, ’05, ’11

Madagascar ’98, ’02, ’06, ’08 ’01

Malawi ’99, ’04, ’09
Mali ’97, ’07, ’07 ’97

Mauritania ’97, ’01, ’03, ’06, ’07, ’09
Mozambique ’99 ’04, ’09
Namibia ’04 ’99, ’09
Niger ’99, ’04, ’09, ’11
Nigeria ’99 ’03, ’07, ’11

ROC '07, ’09, ’10 ’02, ’02

Rwanda ’03, ’08 ’10
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C ontinued fro m  Previous Page

C otin try Low M edium High

Senegal ’98, ’07, ’12 ’00, ’01, ’07, ’12
Sierra Leone ’02, ’07, ’12
South Africa ’99, ’04 ’09
Sudan ’00, ’10
Tanzania ’10 ’00, ’05
Togo ’98, ’99, ’02, ’03, ’07 ’10 ’05
Uganda ’01, ’11 ’OG
Zambia ’01, ’08, ’11 ’06
Zimbabwe ’00, ’02, ’05, ’08
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Appendix E

As we saw in Cliai)tei' 4, Secti(jn 4.4 of this study, the Washington-b;ised organi

zation, Freedom House, produces an annual global report, ‘Freedom in the World,’ 

that purports to measure the real-world ])olitical rights and civil liberties enjoyed by 

individuals iu ovei’ 200 countries (;r territories. The report is i)roduced on a annual 

basis by a team of internal and external analysts drawn from the academic, think 

tank, and human rights couununities. They use a broad range of sources including 

news articles, academic analyses, rej^orts from nongovernmental organizations, and 

individual })rofessional contact.s in constructing the report and they score a country 

on the basis of what occmred within that country during the coverage period and 

these scores are subsciquently discussed and defended at annual review meetings. 

The final scores represent the consensus of the analysts, advisers, and staff and they 

are intended to be comparable from year to year and across countries and territories. 

Although an element of subjectivity is unavoidable in endeavors such tis this, the 

ratings process emphasizes methodological consistency, intellectual rigor, and bal

anced and unbiased judgments. A country’s level of political rights and civil liberties 

is assessed by a number of questions and the country is assigned two ratings based 

on its total scores for these (juestions. The average of these ratings is called the 

‘Freedom Rating.’ And, finally, a country is rated ‘Free’ (1.0 to 2.5), ‘Partly Free’ 

(3.0 to 5.0), or ‘Not Free’ (5.5 to 7.0) based on this rating. Given the ini})ortance 

of the variables, ‘Partly Free’ and ‘Not Free,’ in my analysis of electoral violence, I 

discuss them in considerably more detail in the next paragraph.
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In teiniH of the second category outlined above, countries considered ‘Partly  Free’ 

by the above-mentioned organization are those th a t moderately j)rotect alm ost all 

political rights to those th a t more strongly ])rotect some i)olitical rights while less 

strongly protecting others. The same factors th a t untlerrnine freedom in countries 

with a rating of 2.0 such as political corruption, limits on the fimctioning of jiolitical 

parties and opposition groups, and foreign or m ilitary influence on politics may 

also weaken i)olitical rights in those with a rating of 3.0, 4.0, or 5.0, bu t to an 

increasingly greater extent at each successive rating. And, in term s of the second 

category, comitries considered ‘Partly Free’ are those th a t moderately j^rotect almost 

all civil liberties to those th a t more strongly protect some civil liberties while less 

strongly protecting others. The same factors th a t underm ine freedom in countries 

with a rating of 2.0 such tis limits on media indei)endence, restrictions on trade union 

activities, and discrimination against minority groups and women may also weaken 

civil liberties in those with a rating of 3.0, 4.0, or 5.0, but to  an increasingly greater 

extent a t each successive rating. In term s of i)olitical rights, furtherm ore, countries 

considered ‘Not Free’ are those th a t have few or no political rights because of severe 

govermnent oppression. Typically, they are ruled by a dictatorshij). They may also 

lack a functioning government and suffer from extreme violence and conflict more 

generally. And, in term s of civil lil)erti(5s, countries considered ‘Not Free’ are those 

th a t have few or no civil liberties because of severe government oj)pression as well. 

They strongly limit the rights of expression and dissociation, frecjuently hold i)olitical 

prisoners, and dom inate most economic activity. And, finally, it is also im portant to 

note in conclusion th a t the organization does not rate  governments or government 

performance per se, l)ut rather the real-world rights and freedoms as outlined in the 

foregoing paragraph. I set out these questions the organization asks in constructing 

its ‘Freedom in the W orld’ reports next.
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Political R ights

A ) Electoral Procoss:

1) Ls the head of goveniiueiit or other chief national authority  electoxl 

through free and fair elections?

2) Are the national legislative representatives elected through free and 

fair elections?

3) Are the electoral laws and framework free and fair?

B) P olitical P liiralisiii and Participation:

1) Do the ])eo]')le have the right to organize in different political jiarties 

or other coini>etitive jxjlitical groupings of their choice, and is the system 

open to  the rise and fall of these com peting parties or groupings?

2) Is there a significant ojiposition vote and a  realistic opj^ortunity for 

the oi)i)osition to increase its support or gain i)owcr through elections?

3) Are the  i)eople’s political choices free from dom ination l)y the mili

tary, foreign j^owers, to ta litarian  parties, religious hierarchies, economic 

oligarchies, or any other jxw erful group?

4) Do cultural, ethnic, religious, (jr other m inority groui)s have full po

litical rights and electoral o])portunities?

C) Functioning o f G overnm ent:

1) Do the freely elected head of government and national legislative rep

resentatives determ ine the policies of the government?

2) Is the government free from pervasive corruption?

3) Is the government accountai)le to the electorate between elections, 

and does it operate! with openness and transi)arency?
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C ivil L iberties

A ) Freedom  o f E xpression:

1) Are there free and independent nuxlia and other forms of cultural 

expression? (Note: In cases where the nKxlia are sta te  controlled but 

offer pluralistic points of view, the survey gives the system credit.)

2) Are religious institutions and comnnmities free to  practice tlieir faith 

and express themselves in i)ublic and private?

3) Is there academic freedom, and is the educational system free of ex

tensive political indoctrination?

4) Is there open and free private discussion?

B ) A ssocia tion a l and O rganizational R ights:

1) Is there freedom of iissembly, dem onstration, and open i)ublic discus

sion?

2) Is there freedom for nongovermnental organizations? (Note: This 

includes civic organizations, interest groups, foundations, etc.)

3) Are there free trade unions and i)easant organizations or ecjuivalents, 

and is there effective collective bargaining? Are there free professional 

and other private organizations?

C ) R ule o f  Law:

1) Is there an independent judiciary?

2) Does the rule of law prevail in civil and criminal m atters? Are police 

under direct civilian control?
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3) Is there protection from ]Johtica,l terror, unjustified iuiprisonnient, 

exile, or torture, wlietlier by grouj^s th a t svii)])ort or oppose the system? 

Is there freedom from war and insurgencies?

4) Do laws, policies, and practices guarantee tKjual trea tm ent of various 

segments of the population?

D ) P erson a l A u to iio iiiy  and In d iv id u a l R ights:

1) Do citizens enjoy freedom of travel or choice of residence, employment, 

or institu tion of higher education?

2) Do cit izens have the right to own property and establish private busi

nesses? Is private business activity undulj' influenced by government 

officials, the security forces, political parties\organizations, or organized 

crime?

3) Are there personal social freedoms, including gender ecjuality, choice 

of m arriage ))artners, and size of family?

4) Is tluue e(iuality of opi)ortunity and the absence of economic exploita

tion?
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1997 to 2012
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Abstract

Why are some elections in Sub-Saharan Africa marked by violence while other 
elections are not? Some 20% of elections in the region have experienced 
violence to some degree or another since the (re-)introduction o f multiparty 
elections and political competition more generally in the early 1990s. Despite 
the prevalence o f election-related violence in this region and further afield, 
scholars have yet to address this question in a systematic fashion. Indeed, there 
is a large literature on elections and an equally large literature on violence in 
Sub-Saharan Africa and the developing world more generally, but the 
relationship between the two phenomena remains understudied. Elections are 

one of the most important institutions o f democracy and the primary means of 
resolving conflict in a non-violent way. Paradoxically, they often lead not to the 
peaceful transfer o f power as democratic theory suggests but to the outbreak of 
violence as recently seen in the countries o f Cote d'Ivoire, Kenya, and 
Zimbabwe among others in Sub-Saharan Africa. Elections are therefore 
fundamentally ambiguous institutions in the sense that they can, on the one 
hand, foster competition and thereby defuse conflict among groups and, on the 
other, exacerbate inter-group tension along ethnic-, regional-, and religious- 
based lines. Despite the widespread interest among scholars in the process of 
democratization, we still don’t fully understand why some elections in Sub- 
Saharan Africa collapse into full-blown ethnic conflict and civil war. This study 

is concerned to address this important question in the democratization literature.
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