LECTURE 6
INTEGRATIVE POWER SHARING
· Integrative power sharing emphasises that rather than designing rigid institutions in which elected representatives have to work together after elections, political stability is more likely to be achieved if electoral formulas are devised that reward candidates for moderation and cross-communal appeals before elections, thus effectively excluding extremists who appeal to a narrow sectarian constituency

· In other words, ‘intergroup political accommodation’ is achieved by ‘electoral systems that provide incentives for parties to form coalitions across group lines or in other ways moderate their ethnocentric political behaviour’
· This school of thought is most prominently associated with the work of Donald Horowitz (Ethnic Groups in Conflict, 1985), and more lately with that of Benjamin Reilly (Democracy in Divided Societies: Electoral Engineering for Conflict Management, 2001), and Andreas Wimmer (‘Democracy and Ethno-religious Conflict in Iraq’, Survival, 2003)
· Reilly, in particular, has contributed much to a more systematic development and understanding of the theory of centripetalism, ‘a normative theory of institutional design designed to encourage three related but distinct phenomena in divided societies: 

· electoral incentives for campaigning politicians to reach out to and attract votes from a range of ethnic groups other than their own…; 

· arenas of bargaining, under which political actors from different groups have an incentive to come together to negotiate and bargain in the search for cross-partisan and cross-ethnic vote-pooling deals…; 

· centrist, aggregative political parties or coalitions which seek multi-ethnic support…’ 
· This is partially echoed by Wimmer in his proposals for the Iraqi constitution 
·  ‘an electoral system that fosters moderation and accommodation across the ethnic divides’, including a requirement for the ‘most powerful elected official … to be the choice not only of a majority of the population, but of states or provinces of the country, too’, 
· the use of the alternative vote procedure, and a political party law demanding that ‘all parties contesting elections … be organised in a minimum number of provinces’ 
· plus non-ethnic federalism at least in the sense that there should be more federal entities than ethnic groups, even if a majority of those entities would be more or less ethnically homogeneous or be dominated by one ethnic group
· plus “a strong minority rights regime at the central level, a powerful independent judiciary system and effective enforcement mechanisms are needed”

· According to the integrative approach, it is most important that an electoral system is found that establishes the foundations of power sharing politics through pre-election pacts or incentivising the electorate to vote across communal lines

· Consequently, what is particularly important in societies underpinned by power sharing is that electoral systems and institutional designs actually ‘match’, in the sense that electoral systems generate outcomes that enable political institutions to function

· This means that electoral processes are crucial factors in determining the degree to which political processes in multi-ethnic societies will be characterised by moderation and inclusiveness as the two key factors of political stability

· From the point of view of integrative power sharing, neither non-preferential  PR nor majority/plurality systems offer any significant opportunities for the formation of durable pre-election coalitions

· Advocates of this type of power sharing have therefore focussed on the virtues of preferential voting systems, especially the Alternative Vote (AV) and the Single Transferable Vote (STV) 

· The strength of empirical evidence in support of the usefulness of any of these preferential voting systems in the context of integrative power sharing in multi-ethnic societies, however, is very thin

· Electoral systems that induce pre-election cooperation and moderation do not necessarily exclude confrontational and even violent election campaigns

· Reilly shows with the example of Papua-New Guinea that a preferential voting system (in this case, AV) does have a positive effect on the conduct of election campaigns

· Horowitz’s findings on electoral riots strongly suggest that political parties and their supporters who feel threatened by preferential voting systems—because they are unlikely to be able to gain sufficient cross-communal support to guarantee them a number of seats equal to those they may have achieved under non-preferential systems—may choose violence to ‘compensate’ for this and, for example, intimidate voters to cast preferences in their favour

· Gerrymandering can be used, and may in fact be required, for the operation of an integrative power sharing regime: the AV system, favoured by Horowitz, requires ethnically heterogeneous constituencies, which may have to be created through changing constituency boundaries

· This is not a problem in itself, but in the context of deeply-divided societies it once again raises the issue to what extent electoral engineering undermines its own intentions by encouraging perceptions of unfairness and manipulation at the expense of particular parties which will have significantly reduced opportunities of having their candidates elected

· While it may be possible to achieve moderation among those elected to office, by reducing inclusiveness such techniques are more likely to increase polarisation and extremism among those excluded from the process of government

· STV also requires multi-ethnic constituencies, but as a proportional electoral system, the effects of gerrymandering are less likely to be perceived as unfair as it is less likely that specific parties will be completely excluded

· As a preferential system, STV also makes it possible for voters to see themselves still represented even if their top choice of candidate does not win a seat
· Yet, Horowitz emphasises the usefulness of electoral systems that are most likely to produce a Condorcet winner, i.e., a candidate who would have been victorious in a two-way contest with every other candidate in a given constituency
· alternative vote 
· Coombs rule
· Under AV, lower-order preferences are redistributed among candidates by eliminating the candidate with the lowest number of first preference votes in each round until one candidate with more than 50% emerges. 

· Under the Coombs rule, candidate elimination is based on the highest number of last-preference votes achieved. 

· That means, under AV the least popular candidate is eliminated in each round, under Coombs it is the most unpopular one.

· both are preferential majoritarian electoral systems, that are said to induce moderation among parties and their candidates as they require electoral support from beyond their own ethnic group in heterogeneous, single-seat constituencies

