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ELECTIONS AND CIVIL STRIFE:PRIVATE 


SOME IMPLICATIONS FOR INTERNATIONAL ELECTION OBSERVATION 

Bas de Gaay Fortman

Introduction 
In Africa elections tend to be organized in a setting of rather high degrees of civil strife. In many cases political violence has become an integral part of the political struggle. Electoral violence erupts particularly in situations in which elections offer a genuine possibility of changing existing power relations. As a result of the poor state of the economies the stakes in politics have become extremely high. Often, political power has become the dominant social good in the sense that those who have it, 'can command a wide range of other goods' (Walzer 1983: 10). Consequently, any threat to a position of political power may result in suppressive violence. 

In this chapter elections and civil strife will be analyzed against the background of four factors which tend to affect the role of elections in processes of democratization: a malfunctioning party system, the lack of adequate checks and balances, authoritarian leadership, and the problem of legitimate government under adverse economic conditions. Although they arrive on the scene only after the stage has been set, monitors should be aware of the state of affairs in regard to each of these institutional elements. Most problematic, in my view, is the state of the economy. In the preparation of monitors it is particularly that fourth factor which tends to be overlooked. This might seem to be understandable, since they can do nothing to remedy adverse economic conditions. However, a proper understanding of the political economy of elections may well contribute to more effective monitoring. Naturally, monitors cannot operate as if they were Martians. Though not in any way identifying with one of the parties, they may be expected to relate to the country as such, certainly in regard to its development.

In the following section democratization will be discussed in a contemporary African setting. It is in this context that political violence has to be understood. Next, each of the four co-ordinates within which elections tend to take place -a malfunctioning party system, lack of democratic checks and balances, a culture of authoritarianism and adverse economic conditions- will be discussed. Finally, some conclusions will be drawn in regard to elections and democratization in general and the role of international observation in particular.

Democratization and violence
After the fall of the Berlin wall and the end of the cold war Sub Sahara Africa, too, came under great pressure to democratize. The background, as we know, is economic as well as political. It was, particularly, the lack of democracy that had made real existing socialism rigid, non-reformable and appallingly inefficient (De Gaay Fortman 1994a). Politically, dictatorship is not merely seen as structural and systematic suppression of fundamental freedoms but also as being conducive to inter- and intra-state collective violence. In an analysis of Democracy, Power, Genocide, and Mass Murder Rummel, for example,  found only one political indicator of democide (genocide, massacres, extrajudicial executions etc.): totalitarian power. Democracy, he concludes, is inversely related to democide:


That power kills is the primary and, for domestic democide, singular general explanation of democide  ... and the more democratic the less domestic collective violence." (Rummel 1995: 25).
Behind the nonviolent character of democracies is not merely a system of government but a certain relationship between polity and economy based upon the necessity of legitimacy. This becomes clear when synthesizing the two major branches of social theory on collective intra-state violence: resource mobilization theory (Tilly) and relative deprivation theory (Gurr). At the roots of civil strife, then, is not just collective action through political mobilization (Tilly 1975) but also a breeding ground of socio-economic discontent. It is a part of the human beings' constitution that 'if frustrations (discontent, dissatisfaction, grievances) are sufficiently prolonged or sharply felt, aggression is quite likely, if not certain, to occur' (Gurr 1970). This 'frustration-aggression mechanism' may, however, be mitigated by certain social conditions that affect the manifestation of latent aggression into actual collective violence (De Gaay Fortman and Kortekaas 1996). One of these is regime legitimacy. This factor may reduce aggression as the frustration experienced may find an outlet in political struggle of a peaceful nature. Here lies the basis of a theory behind Rummel's findings, since democracy is a process - often even regarded as the only process (e.g. Schmitter and Carl 1991) - for the creation of legitimate government. 

Taking Abraham Lincoln's definition of 'government of the people, by the people, and for the people', as a starting point, we may conceptualize democracy as representative government, participatory government and accountable government. It is, particularly in relation to the former that the call for 'free and fair' elections has to be understood. Representative government implies that those who rule should not just come from the people, but there should actually be mechanisms to ensure that they represent the people in processes of decision-making. Here the focus is on the constitution of political power. In that connection it seems useful to quote Schumpeter who sees democracy as simply competition  for political leadership:


...the role of the people is to produce a government, ... and... the democratic method is that institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle for the people's vote (Schumpeter 1947: 269)
Thus, representative government is not so much the people's rule but the politician's rule. What is essential, however, is the substitutability of the politician through 'the democratic method'. In an essay entitled The Fifth Modernization the Chinese dissident Wei Jingsheng explained the system to his countrymen in the following simple terms:


What is true democracy? It means the right of the people to choose their own representatives to work according to their will and in their interests. Only this can be called democracy. Furthermore, the people must also have the power to replace their representatives anytime so that these representatives cannot go on deceiving them in the name of the people. (Quoted in The New York Times, Dec. 14, 1995.)
Indeed, an essential feature of representation is the substitutability of those in power. If the ruled are dissatisfied with their rulers they should have an opportunity of replacing them. This is usually done through elections. If regimes do not provide such mechanisms, the only way to replace those in power is through a change of the regime. This usually implies violence.

The problem is that democracies cannot be established just like that. Democracy is a process that has to start with democratization. In Sub Sahara Africa, however, there appear to be certain adverse conditions under which processes of democratization through the ballot box appear to be very difficult, to say the least. Where these are neglected democratization may get completely out of hand and produce entirely reverse effects to what Rummel's findings on the relationship between democracy and non-violence would seem to point at. As Gurr has warned:


the process of democratization that is so vigorously fostered by US foreign policy is bound to increase the opportunities for communal protest and rebellion in plural societies throughout the world, with effects analogous to those we observed in the 1980s: some new democracies may be able to accommodate rising communal demands, but the odds are that most will not. And the ensuing civil wars will add to the diffusion of communal conflict and to the floods of refugees who will create future communal tensions (Gurr 1993). 
Illustrative is what happened in Rwanda in 1994. Merely the declaration of a multi-party system and the preparation of genuine elections was enough to trigger off terrible intra-state collective violence. In Nigeria and Burundi elections did lead to a result that implied a transfer of office but the respective armies preferred to retain power. Violence was used to reverse the outcome of democratic change. In Kenya the introduction of multi-party elections in 1992 resulted in dangerous escalations of regime-orchestrated violence rather than in Moi's removal from office. 

Electoral violence could sometimes be avoided through proper preparations for a transfer of power. An example is Sierra Leone where elections appeared to be the way to transfer power from a military government that had already lost all sense of credibility, to a civilian administration. This happened in 1996. Already one year later a new military coup d'état had underscored the relativity of that process. 

An exceptional situation occurred in Zambia in 1991. Kenneth Kaunda's personal decision to accept his election defeat and leave State House led to an unusually peaceful transfer of power to the opposition. But once that latter group - adorned with the promising name Movement for Multi-party Democracy (MMD) - attained office, elections were again orchestrated towards a certain positive outcome for the ruling party. 

The South African elections in 1994 came at the end of a long period of transition. The country's susceptibility to intra-state violence had already become more than manifest, and at times it had been at the brink of civil war (particularly in Kwazulu/Natal. However, responsible political as well as religious leadership played its part in the preparation for democracy. Thus, a process from civil strife on an ethnic basis towards full civil warfare could be prevented. 

Let us now take a closer look at the four factors that have already been identified as elements impeding the role of elections as a process to establish legitimate government: the party system, lack of adequate checks and balances, authoritarianism and adverse economic conditions.

The party system 

African political parties were formed with one principal objective: national independence. Thus, of the three aspects of democratic government -representation, accountability and participation- the nationalists' struggle specifically embraced only the first one. Colonial rule was inherently authoritarian in all its manifestations and was to be replaced by government of the people, in the sense that those who rule the country should be indigenous to that country. In the case of settler rule or white minority rule, the fight was for majority rule. With the installation of the Mandela government in South Africa this struggle came to an end.

At the time of independence various types of parliamentary democracy and party organisation were inherited from colonial powers that had done nothing to enhance the acculturation of modern democratic institutions. Now that the one-party state is in total disrepute it seems salutary to recall that the multiparty system has generally not been a success in Africa either. Within the countries that exported their parliamentary democratic models a multiparty system had developed on the basis of a 'crystallisation of society into nonregional and nonterritorial social classes, together with the structures of interclass compromise promoted by the passage of time and the hegemonic influence of capitalism' (Davidson 1992: 207). In Africa such a crystallisation had not been given any chance to develop. Indeed, the party system was either based on multiple organisations of an ethnic nature, or on one dominant African party fighting for independence that could totally defeat the European settler party as soon as there were elections based on universal suffrage.

In this context 'free and fair' elections to establish representative government could play only a limited role. It is true that such elections were held to mark the transition to independence, but these lacked the element of anxiety and possible surprise that is usually connected to the electoral struggle for political power in a Western industrialised context. The new power relations had already been determined; elections were held just to legitimize the outcome of the struggle for independence.
 Illustrations can be found in Malawi, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe. After independence, too, practical possibilities for the electorate to replace those already in power remained utterly limited, even before the transition to one-party systems. Taking Zambia as an example here, there was a real opposition to the governing United National Independence Party (UNIP), viz. the African National Congress (ANC), but outside Tonga-land (Southern Province) that party enjoyed hardly any support. Within the framework of the Westminster constituency system with its 'winner takes all' rule the outcome of the multi-party elections that were held between 1963 and 1973 was never a surprise: Congress won all the seats in Tongaland and a few others and UNIP the rest. Thus, in practice it was the parties rather than the voters who decided who would represent the people in parliament. 

Yet, elections did always lead to a certain amount of violence, particularly between the youth wings of the two parties. In that light Kaunda's move to incorporate the ANC in UNIP while reconstituting the system into a 'one-party democracy' could easily be explained to the electorate. The new system did provide the voters with an opportunity to get rid of their sitting members and at the same time it reduced electoral violence. In other instances of civilian transition to one-party rule too, the 'Independence Party' had already acquired a monopolist position, initially based on popular support. Its differences with the minor parties tended to be founded on discontent of an ethnically exploited nature rather than on distinct political programmes. Although in countries within this category -Kenya is another prominent example- the transition to the single-party state was not entirely desired, it still attained a certain degree of formal legitimacy through such means as a public referendum. 

In most cases, however, the one-party state was created as result of a military coup d'état. Between 1965 and 1975 more than half of the regimes in Sub Sahara Africa had attained power through a coup d'état (Chege 1995: 5). But since the military was still a rather young and, in terms of the power struggle, non-homogeneous institution the ensuing regimes tended to be subject to new take-over attempts. Thus, ten years later the number of successful coups d'état had already reached a total of 61 (ibid.) An extreme case was Benin with six coups d'état in a period of nine years.

Generally the multiparty model was interpreted as 'the majority rules' rather than 'the majority decides, the minority is respected'. There was contempt rather than respect for political adversaries. This resulted in political violence, particularly during election time. Not surprisingly, policies of transition to a single-party state often attained a certain degree of public support.

Despite certain instances of single-party elections that did result in the replacement of people's representatives at the local level, at the top such systems failed completely in terms of the substitutability of those in political power. To oppose the incumbent president/party leader was regarded as utterly disrespectful. But this did not mean a real change from the multi-party period since incumbent leaders were not unseated anyway. Post-independence multiparty systems still meant one-(dominant)party-government. Thus, an entrenched concentration and personalisation of political power developed at the top. However, the failures of the one-party state should not be explained primarily from a representation perspective. On the contrary, it was the multiparty state in the immediate post-independence period that failed in terms of establishing proper mechanisms for representation. Hence, now that the search is for democracy and good governance, there is little reason to regard the re-introduction of multiparty systems as a panacea.

In sum, it is the party system as such that appears not to work very well in Africa. Political parties are not formed on the basis of distinct views on policies and the public interest but attempts are made to unite people against others whom on the basis of cultural identity factors they are inclined to see as enemies. The idea is to eliminate such adversaries also beyond the ballot box. In such an environment elections may trigger off collective violence. This constitutes the background to modern trends towards 'no-party democracy' (e.g. Uganda). How ever one might assess that phenomenon, elections in such a system tend to be quite meaningful with relatively little violence. But the problem remains the substitutability of leaders at the top, even where the electorate is offered a choice. This has to do with concentration and personalization of power and the symbiosis of different institutions of the state which, for the sake of democracy, might better be segregated. Hence, in terms of governance -fighting corruption, for example- no-party systems remain troublesome. 

Checks and balances 

'Government for the people' means that those in power should be accountable. Hence they should not only be substitutable but their actions should be subject to control. Those who rule on behalf of the citizens must be accountable to them. In terms of institutional arrangements, this means more than just a parliamentary system in which ministers can be called to account for their policies and decisions. Where power is totally concentrated, control becomes highly problematic. A crucial factor is the division and separation of powers or, in other words, the existence of institutional checks and balances through such institutions as an independent judiciary and a free press. 

Democracy requires not merely the control of political power but also a separation of powers. Historically the creation of democracies is connected with the rule of law which implies primarily government by law rather than through purely arbitrary execution of power. In this regard the function of law is to limit rather than to extend state power. Thus, politics, too, is restricted by law. The State itself should be subjected to established legal processes while the term 'law' does not mean just any Act of Parliament but includes provisions for the implementation of human rights. This is the requirement of the Rechtsstaat (Rule of Law) which should not be regarded as a status that can be either acquired or not but rather as a continuous process of subjecting power to law in a normative sense. It implies a judiciary separated from the executive. Indeed, an independent and accessible judiciary may be seen as one of the essential institutions of a modern democracy. 

Another such institution is a free press. Accountability is meaningless where political actions and operations cannot freely come out into the open and where public criticism is suppressed. Generally, it is the separation of institutions that may provide the necessary checks and balances. Noteworthy is the relationship between the Central Bank and the Ministry of Finance. Without making the responsibility for the value of the currency independent of the financial management by the government, there is no protection against populist inflationary policies.

At this point we may conclude that while from a representation perspective the single-party state was not a complete failure - certainly not in comparison with multiparty rule - it is from an accountability focus that one has to describe its attempts to concentrate, monopolise and homogenise power as undemocratic. 

Not surprisingly, it was, particularly, the single-party rulers who responded to calls for democratisation by simply narrowing down the issue to the question of multi-partyism. An example is the late President Hastings Banda's reaction to the general call for democracy in Malawi: announcing a referendum on the question whether multiple parties should be admitted. Since he made no inclination whatsoever to give up his full control of police, judiciary and media this was seen as a shrewd way of avoiding some of the most pressing issues in democratisation. Not surprisingly, the opposition's immediate response was to call for press freedom and revocation of arbitrary police powers for arrest and detention. Indeed, without institutional mechanisms for political accountability including basic democratic freedoms, the multiparty system would not constitute a real improvement. Donor pressure reinforced such demands with the result that in June 1993 Banda lost his referendum despite attempts to play upon public fear of tribal domination and chaos.  

Compared to the Malawian experience President Arap Moi's reaction to the movement for democratisation in Kenya in 1992 might be seen as more cunning. Trusting that power hungry politicians would immediately abuse freedom of association to restore tribal and personality-based political divisions he passed over the referendum stage and at once called a general multiparty election. Also because of haste on the part of the donors there was insufficient time to concentrate first on measures for the establishment of accountable government. Thus, Moi succeeded in his attempt to retain power through his control of the media, widespread intimidation, insufficient checking of the electoral process by the observers sent by the donor countries that had insisted upon free and fair multiparty elections, and the 'winner takes all system' which Kenya had inherited from the British. With a minority of the popular vote Moi could continue his one party government. 'The minority rules, the majority is not respected' was the unfortunate result of this 'democratisation' process, together with a disturbing escalation of political violence. 

Generally, accountability becomes rather problematic in situations of one-party government. In the African context it is not just a multiparty system that is required but multiparty government meaning the operation of checks and balances already within the administration. In Zambia the defects of multipartyism in connection with one-party government are already manifesting themselves again, as they did in the period immediately following independence. It is particularly the Westminster model that produces single-party government as a result of multiparty elections (and, occasionally -Lesotho- even single-party parliament). The re-introduction of multiparty systems might be an appropriate occasion for establishing electoral systems that are more conducive to political cooperation, consensus seeking and coalition politics. South Africa provides an encouraging example here. It is noteworthy that even in Britain itself, the home of the Westminster model, there is increasing doubt as to the merits of an electoral system that tends to produce single-party government on the basis of less than half of the popular vote. The realisation by a significant part of the electorate that within the political power relations of their constituency, their vote would have no significance anyway, is not very conducive to electoral participation. This brings us to an obstacle in regard to the third aspect of the concept of 'democracy'.

Authoritarianism 
'Government by the people' means participatory government. Those in political power must not only be substitutable and subject to control but the people should also participate in political processes. This found expression in the old Roman rule Quod omnes tangit debet ab omnibus approbari (what touches all has to be approved by all). As the Aragon nobility said to King Philip II of Spain: 'We, whose value as human beings is the same as yours, make you our King and Lord provided that you protect our freedoms; if not, you are no longer our King.' The term basic democratic rights refers to the conditions for popular participation: freedom of peaceful assembly and of association, freedom of thought, conscience and religion, freedom of opinion and expression, the right of all to take part in the government of their country, and of equal access to public service. In this category of rights we find guarantees against any tyranny of the majority (or of the minority for that matter if a minority happens to be in power). In terms of collective rights, the so-called minority rights are included here, such as the right of ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities to follow their own ways of life.

In Africa there used to be types of participatory government based on relationships between chief, elders and people within the framework of mechanisms for direct democracy. Through processes of double alienation (Franz Fanon) -taking people's customs away from them first, reformulating these for the purpose of colonial rule and then returning them to the people as if they were still their own - 'traditional' rule became autocratic (De Gaay Fortman and Mihyo 1993: 143). After independence the number of laws, orders and decrees increased tremendously but the involvement in policy-making and implementation by those directly affected was even further reduced.

It was, particularly, developmentalism that continued the trend of double alienation after independence (id.: 156ff.). Based on unjustified beliefs in the capacities of the state as an instrument of development, people were confronted with all sorts of plans to develop them from above, even, if deemed necessary, against their own will.

Perhaps more than anything else, democracy is a culture, a culture of tolerance, of human equality, of restricted politics, of respect for different or even opposing views. Democracy goes against that historical human tendency to be connected with some absolute focus of identity, an ultimate warrant of truth. As opposed to, for example, the nationalist identity, the democratic identity is not based on natural unanimity or at least consensus but rather on relative truth and a continuous need to search for consensus. 

The cultural institutional basis for democracy lies in civil society. This term refers to 'that segment of society that interacts with the state, influences the state, and yet is distinct from the state' (Chazan 1990: 281). It implies organisations that take an interest in the affairs of governance beyond their own group interests.  There is an obvious interaction between civil society and good governance as mentioned above. As Judd has put it:


Civil society needs government to be open, responsive, and accountable. And an active civil society, acting not only as a check and balance on government but also informing political debate is essential and indispensable to politically sustainable development (Judd, 1992: 7). 

In Africa there has always been 'an institutional landscape between the family and the state' (Chazan) although colonialism highly negatively affected traditional structures for political participation. In recent years there was a remarkable growth of voluntary associations in Africa. Conducive to this development were the relaxation of official controls over associational life (the tendency to connect every initiative with the ruling party) and the expansion of communication networks. It is particularly the churches that have significantly expanded their activities into the realm of civil society. In Zambia, Kenya and Malawi, for example, they were at the roots of a democratisation process.

The basis of a well-functioning civil society is education. In this respect, the situation in Africa today is extremely worrying. Deteriorating economic conditions have particularly affected the quality of education. This brings us to the fourth obstacle to democracy in a contemporary African context: malfunctioning economies.

Adverse economic conditions
As United Nations election observer in Malawi in 1993 -the referendum on multi-partyism- and in 1994 -the first free presidential and parliamentary elections- I know how impressive elections in Africa can be. In the remote district of Chikwawa West, in the middle of nowhere and forty miles inside, the voters were highly committed, patient and happy with the newly acquired opportunity. Tafuna kusintha - we wanted change - was the general explanation of the result the day after. 

Focus group discussions by Jimmy Carter's National Democratic Institute two years later revealed a general sense of frustration among these same people. Political progress was followed by economic deterioration. Yet, the villagers made clear they did not desire a return to dictatorial rule. (What they did emphasize was that development assistance should not reach them through Mps and ministers but only through their own local leaders such as chiefs and headmen.) But they expressed major worries in regard to their reduced standard of living. 

Nyanganbayaki Bazaara gives the following (African) definition of democracy: 


Democracy should not be understood in the narrow sense of elections held every four or five years. Democracy means access to resources.
In order to understand the apparent link between polity and economy we first have to go a little deeper into the meaning of legitimacy. Naturally, democracy is not just an end in itself. It is meant to result in the constitution and continuous acceptance of government by its citizens or, in other words, legitimacy. Fukuyama, for one, sees a regime is democratic when it is legitimized through the consent of the ruled (1993). Here, democracy and legitimation become synonymous. Van Gunsteren and Andeweg see legitimacy as an essential byproduct of democracy. The term byproduct means that the 'production' of legitimacy is not automatic; nevertheless it is essential for without it democracy will lose its meaning. 'Without the citizens' support, who recognize the regime as being legitimate, a political democracy cannot survive' (Van Gunsteren and Andeweg 1994: 100). A problem with 'pure byproducts' is, generally, that they cannot be aimed at, even where and when their production is regarded as essential. Thus, paradoxically, politicians in power cannot just aim at legitimacy, through major efforts in public relations for example. Rather, they have to aim at the right policies and if these are successful they might produce 'people's subjective perceptions' (Fukuyama 1993: 15) that constitute the regime's legitimacy. 

Thus, legitimacy is a rather complex concept with both objective and subjective aspects while relating to principles, means as well as outcome  of the use of power (Tarifa and De Gaay Fortman 1995: 1). In principle, there is no objective reason why the fulfilment of certain well defined rules for the constitution and execution of government would result in an undisputed 'title to rule' (Lipset 1994). The problem is that it cannot objectively be determined what is required to create 'a propensity among the citizens generally to obey the rulers and the rules' (Frank 1990: 16). Hence we cannot escape subjective aspects in the sense that a regime is regarded as legitimate to 'the degree to which it is generally accepted by its citizens' (Lipset 1981: 22) or 'recognized as having the right to govern' (Giddens 1990: 357). A combination of objective and subjective aspects is found in Lipset's definition of legitimacy as


the capacity of the system to engender and maintain the belief that the existing political institutions are the most appropriate ones for the society (1981: 64).
From this perspective legitimacy becomes a matter of justice in the sense of 'the right outcome of the political system: the right distribution of goods, opportunities and other resources' (Dworkin 1986: 404). In Dworkin's concept of integrity (which he regards as the essence of law), justice is related to both fairness and due process: 'Fairness is a matter of the right structure for [the political] system, the structure that distributes influence over political decisions in the right way. Procedural due process is a matter of the right procedures for enforcing rules and regulations the system has produced' (ibid.).

The right institutions, the right procedures and the right outcome, there lies the secret of legitimate government. However, an outcome that makes government acceptable to the citizens will not be easy to achieve in case of lack of economic performance. If democracy does not deliver, the political system gets in trouble.

It was the British economist Dan Usher who devoted a minor opus to The Economic Prerequisite to Democracy. His book 'is a study of how society protects democratic government by entrusting the economy with a task that the legislature can never perform - the task of assigning the major part of income and other advantages' (1981: IX). His concern is 'conflict over assignment' in societies governed on the basis of majority rule. 'For democracy to survive', Usher feels, 'there must be a prior agreement among citizens on a set of rules for assignment that voters and legislators will not lightly overturn.' He refers to this as a system of equity, defined as 'a set of rules for assigning income and other advantages independently of and prior to political decisions arrived at in the legislature' (1981: VIII-IX). Douglass North would speak here of 'the institutions as rules' (North 1990) while my own terminology is based on Amartya Sen's notion of entitlement (1981). 

Usher's main point is that democratic government would not be feasible if existing entitlement positions were not respected. This may be seen as part of the rule of law, and, indeed, here lies a major cause for worry in many African countries today. Not merely state arranged entitlement but state intervention in private entitlement systems, too, has become a predominant phenomenon (De Gaay Fortman 1997: 25-28). As a result the stakes connected to positions of political power have become too high, as was already observed above (p.1).

However, where Usher's analysis stops another worry begins. Suppose there exists a 'system of equity' in the sense of legally structured entitlement positions but a growing number of citizens is dissatisfied with its operation and outcome. In a democracy they would attempt to elect leaders who corrected existing 'assignment', as well as, in an orientation towards structural change, the 'system of equity' that had produced it. If it appears, however, that no elections can make any difference to assignment and systems of equity, democratic government may lose its legitimacy in the subjective perceptions of people. This is exactly what happened in the Philippines after World War II when a democratically elected government appeared to be unable to effectuate the necessary land reform:


The nice democratic government of the post-1945 Philippines lacked the power to knock landlords' heads together; the country has paid the price ever since (The Economist, June 29th 1991: 18).
In such a situation citizens are likely to abstain from voting. This has quite serious consequences. While it is difficult to establish exactly in what ways votes may legitimate a political system (Held 1987: 181), non-participation definitely points to a lack of consent. Hence, a strongly reduced voters' participation in elections may be seen as an indication of a process of legitimacy erosion. Thus, a turn-out of between five and ten percent as is now customary in by-elections in Zambia for example, may be interpreted as a sign of the impossibility of democracy in that country under the prevailing socio-economic conditions. 

In the African situation donors now tend to perceive politics and economics jointly in one context of governance. The economic aspect tended to be reduced, however, to structural adjustment. Often this implied even further reductions of the standard of living of those destined to benefit from the blessings of multi-party elections. There are recent indications, however, that the International Monetary Fund begins to perceive the political implications of certain economic policies. If people's basic entitlement positions, i.e. their structural possibilities to claim access to resources and to make legitimate claims to the goods and services they need, face constant deterioration, they get susceptible to attempts to mobilize political violence. In Mozambique the Fund has recently recognized this danger and hence conceded that civil servants' pay should not fall below the poverty level and that credit should be directed towards rural areas hit by the war (The Economist, June 28th 1997).

Indeed, the state of the economy in relation to legal systems and their operation should have some effect on the time at which and the manner in which elections are being held. In conclusion, then, the African experience seems to point to the following strategic recommendation for international intervention in regard to democratization:

pacification ( power-sharing ( economy and rule of law ( elections
Final remarks
Of course the world is too complicated for straightforward strategies as recommended above. Elections are often necessary at an early stage, simply because the government in power is considered as being the major stumbling block in any process of democratization or because there has to be at least a government. However, if in countries such as Liberia, Sierra Leone, Rwanda and Burundi elections are organized at a relatively early stage in the process of democratization, these should be very well orchestrated with an almost fully predictable outcome. The role of monitors in such elections is to ensure that this outcome is not frustrated through manipulation and rigging. That outcome may be expected to imply substantial processes of transformation. Intervention policy may already prepare for peaceful transition. Definitely, responsibilities following from international monitoring do not stop with a result declared to be the outcome of 'free and fair' elections.

A second concluding remark is that election observation itself cannot be confined to inspection of voting procedures either. NGOs, in particular, may find appropriate means to strengthen civil society. A very difficult issue is external support to political parties. In an initial stage of transition from tyranny -as was the case in Malawi, for example, in the period 1992-1994- this may, however, be necessary in order to move towards a pluralist political setting. 

Thirdly, international election observation should start at the earliest possible stage, and focus primarily on the second aspect and third aspects of democracy as outlined in this chapter: checks and balances (separation and distribution of powers) and participation. Of crucial importance is the establishment of independent media to which all parties can find access. 

International election observation is part of international intervention. The analysis in this chapter shows the importance of coordination with other instruments of international intervention. Rather worrying in my view is the lack of contact -let alone coordination- between donors on 'governance, democracy and human rights' and those who concentrate their efforts on the state of the economy. A clear but unfortunately rather unexploited link lies in the notion of economic, social and cultural rights. Indeed, the interdependence and indivisibility of human rights that is so frequently confessed in international declarations, has not as yet become a foundation stone of international development cooperation practice. Particularly in efforts towards peace-making the economic dimension should not be overlooked. The issue here is that in the usual African context shifts in political power relations are likely to have immediate effects on entitlement positions. This point finds a striking illustration in the case of Rwanda (De Gaay Fortman 1994c).

In rather peaceful situations  with relatively high degrees of stability - Malawi, for instance, and South Africa - every attention must be given to improvement of socio-economic conditions. Regular election observation without structural economic support is not likely to be conducive to genuine democratization.
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     �	Notably, in Chichewa (or Chinyanja) the term for independence and for democracy is the same: ufuru wakudzilamulira: the freedom to make one's own laws.


     �	Notorious is the example of the Ujamaa villages in Uganda where people were forced into resettlement on the basis of an ideology -Ujamaa or familyhood- which, they were told, was in fact their own (De Gaay Fortman 1991: ..).







